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CITY COUNCIL ACTION REPORT

pare. _JJNE_ 09, 1982 S
o 14 _HONORABLE MAYOR AND CITY COUNCI
om _CIMMUNIT" DEVELOPMENT/PLANMING

sosect . (181 _32-7-82 - COUNCIL INITIATIVE - g
COUMTY ZONING: TO SCOTTSDALE ZONING JAMES L. ROBERTS

RECOMMENDAT [ON

The Planning Commiss'or: “ecoamends that the City Counc.! APPROVE Case 32-2-R2,
a Coun:il Initiative t.» -eznne the recently-anrexed Pinnacle Peak area from
Zounty zoning classif-ca-ions to Scottsdale zoring classifications per the
attached naps.

The staff concurs with tie ’lanning Commissior ~ecomnendation.
FACTS

The proposal is to esteb!is: Scottsdale zoning : assifications for the Pinnacle
Peak area to replace tne County zoning classifications that were retained for

2 maximum of six month:.. The pending expiraticns of County zoning are June 30,
1982 for the area east o° Piwa and August 4, 1982 for the area west of Pima.
The proposal is to establish Scottsdale zoning on all areaswithin the annexa-
tions except those proj-e~tios which have already been rezoned to Scottsdale
classi®ications or are cirrently requesting rezoning. The staff utilized the
follow ng criteria i1 jriposing rezoning to Sccttsdale classifications:

I. Zoning should be -: :on )nmance with the ccopted Pinnacle Peak Area Plan.

2, Future study areas siwou 1 be zoned to a Sccttsdale classification com-
pa-able to the «irvert ounty classificaticn

3. Undeveloped prop2r-y thit is proposed by tte Interim Plan to be other
than single-family rasilential should not te zoned per the Interim Plan
bu= tn a comparad’« 5co-tsdale classification. Zoning of these pro-
pe-ties per the 'n e-im Plan should occur &t the time development s
proposed.

4. Al areas east «f "ina .hould have the Hills:de 9istrict overlay zone
apnlied.

5. Al! existing subdvisions that developed urder County R.U.P.N. (Resi-
deatial Plans of Dev:lopment - similar to Scottsdale's P.R.D.) should
re:eive a P.R.D. or {.0. overlay to allow incorporation of their

ex sting amendec dev:lopnent standards. Subdivisions that developec
under unamended County standards which are incompatible with Scottsdale
standards should rec2ive a P.R.D. or H.D. cverlay to allow incorporation
of their existing -.tandards (Los Gatos, Pirnacle Paradise, and Pinnacle
Pe ik Shadows).

Additionally, a grajh* 2rr.r on the Proposed zoning Map which was initially
distributed has heer cor~ecred and affected preperty owners have been re-
netifiad of the corres i, The arror affectec che arra south and east of
the Piinacle Peak Shad w Su~division, which i< located at the southeast
cerner of 93rd Strect inl Pinnacle Peak Road. Tne initial map indicated a
4ewn-zoning from Cornts -1 to Scottsdale R.-190 H.D, Since the property
was lo:ated in the "Fu.u~e -tudy Area", the pripnsed razoning should be to
tre conpa-able Scot!sdalz2 classification - R1-19 H.D. The proposed zoning
new ir cludes this cirre:czio . The staff recowr21ds approval subject to the
cerrected map.

Severa! people spok- :incer ing tnis case at *!e June ?2nd Planning Comnission
wetin). Three peoj |2 w2re opposed to the R1-10 designation for the area
immedi ately south o' > nnac'e Peak Shadows referanced in the previous para-
graph, One gentlemen, repr.senting Pinnacle Pea< Realty, was opposed to the
R1-13C designation *or a po'tion of the property east of the Pinnacle Peak
Ecst Fillside devel.pm:nt a:d several other people generally had questions

k“ Action Taken: Approved - with changes - by unanimous vote

op e W




( CITY COUNCIL ACTION REPORT

CASE 32-7-82

or spoke in favor of the prujosed rezoning. Th=2 Commission removed the 160
acre Rawhide propert/ irom 1his application in that the owner has applied for
the pending WP (Westari “heme Park) zoning district, which can be applied
prior to the County zoning expiration date. The Commission voted 4-3, with
Messrs. Hoagland, Quintieri, Walton dissenting, to forward Case 32-7-82 to tae
City Council with a -~econmendation for approval. Mr. Hoagland was concerned
with the low density c’assi“ications (R1-190, Ri-130 and R1-70), Mr. Quintieri
ani Mr. Walton were :oncerned with establishing zoning consistent with an
Interim General Plan Ame.dment when the final 1ind use might change,

The proposed rezonirj ta: b=2n reviewed by anc 1as the concurrence of the
NDevelopment Team.

e AR : 3 / ; .i» \

» \.\—":'Tl_’: / ) _"' - !
Leonar: Dueker, Comm. Ve, fiapt, Head ﬁB}"edecth,JC1ty Manager

Attachnent #l-Recommenca:ion to Planning Commission A/22/82
#2-Current ;01inq Map
#3-Proposad Corrre:ted Map

#4-Interim 'Tan

Counall Action Taken Dote .., _.;f_": i o

Resolution No. _ _ v i CODDNWSI LD .- i w

Ordinonce No NS S . T S l
f

Formal Motion _ > _
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cune 22, 19%;

lo: Planning Comrid 55 0
Fron- Plarning “ta f
Re: Case 32-Z-8: - Re:oyning of Recently-Aanexed Pinnacle Peak

Area to Srot sial. Zoning Classification

RECOMAENDATION

it 1 reconmendes tha  :ne 2lanning Commissicr recommend APPROVAL ot (ase 32-
7-872. a4 Counci® [nit.stive to rezone the recertly-annexed Pinnacle Peak area
fror “uuaty coning t° ss3ifications to Scottsazle zoning classifications per
the a'tached maps.

FACH:

lhe i opusail is to ey .axli,nh Scontsdale zonirc classifications for the Pinsaclw
Peat 1rea to replace h2 Conty soning rlassification. that were retained for

« maximun of six wton 5, “he peading exnirations of ‘nunty zoning are Juns

‘U, 1382 for tae ares 235t of Pima and Auqust! 3, 1982 for the area west of

“ime:  The proposad’ -t .stablish Scottsdale zoning on al’ 3rea within tne
annex itions except thass 9 operties which have alread. been reconed to Scottsc-
+lassifizations or a°+ “ur ently requesting 'ezoning. The szaff util zed the
follewing criter:a v n~ap <ing ~ezoning to “c~ttsdal- classifications:

ie #niag should te n co formance with the 7 fopted “innacle Peak Aree Plan,

-« Fature study area. 5n0..d be zoned to a '¢>y:tsdal> classification com-
parahle to the =i rant “ounty classificat-on,

‘. Lhdeveloped oripe b, trat is proposed by 'he Inte:im Flan to be other
than sinqle-fa i’ esi1ential should no: » zonet per the Interim Plar
it to a comparab-e Sc *tsdale classificetion, Zoning of these properties
i > the "nterir " ar s ould occur at the !ime dev~alopment is proposed.

4. &1) areas east > Pima shouldi have the H 1side Nistr-ct overlay rcne
~aptind,

L 1) axisting s bi v-3i ns that developed (11er County R.U.P.P, (Residerti-

tlans of Devel.pa:nt - similar to Scottsc. 12's P.%.D,) should recerve

L PuR P 0r . . averloy to 3llow incorperation of their existing amence:

development +t niyr‘s, Subdivisions tna* 4avzloped under unamended County
standard. whic 1€ ir.ompatible with Sciitsdile standards should rece-ve

a P.R.D, or ., overley to allow ‘ncorpeiation ot their ex'sting stancarc
‘0r [atos, Pitnqcle Foradise, and Pinna: @ Peak “hacdows),

addr.ionaiiy, a Jrepn« erior on the Proposet Zidning Map which was initial'y
dist: ibuted nas bern crrected and affected i operty owners have been re-
notitied of 'he correctior The error affec’+d the area south and east of tne
Minnacle Pea. Shadiw “ubdi.ision, which is | ated at the southeast corner of
93rd Street and Pi-na . le i ak Road. The init:'. ! map indicated a down-zoninc
from County “21-10 "0 Scott-dale R1-190 H,D. ince the property was locatec in
the Future ,tudy -r2:", t'e proposed rezonin should be to the comparahle
scot "sdile ¢ 1assif catior R1-10 H.D, The 1 oposed roning now includes this
‘arrertion,

‘he »taff recommen s 3fprcral subject to the orrected map.
ML:er

\ttachment #2-Curr«nt zon'.g Map
#3-Proposed Cor "ected Map

ATTACHMENT #1
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mom COMMUNITY DLVELOPMENT/PROJECT REVIEW
sumect. CASE 36-7-84 AND ORD. #1641 - 5COTTS-

D. #1639 -

Case

2.

h.

FACTS

1.

2.

dinance,

-

Case 93-7-43,

SINCUIDADOS ADOPTION
s
RECOMMENDAT 10N

It is recommended tnat

1} concur witn the r¢ :omendarion of the Plam ing Commission and APPROVE
anzil Initiative ‘o estal lish Scottsdale zoring

3h-2-84, a

classificat:ons or
per the attached i

The 2-1R deve
Vallsy Roads

approved un-de *

The H6:) acra2
and l.one Mour

2, APPROVE Ord:nan:e

. APPROVF Ordinan:e
zoning from County

Tre proposal is to est
ly annexed Scottsda'e
tions that were retair=2d for a maximum of 6 months,
Zcunty zoning i May
akjiectives:

founty 2zorm :ne
comparable 2z

Hillside D st
Road wnich it
Hillside I.st
west to Scorl
Mountain,

The 105 bail
which is pro
that a Scenic

Planned deve’

Mourtain Snhac

ment approva’
the County,

Two corrections to zhe
at the southwest corner of “ima and Lone Mountain Roads were rezoned from
County Rural-199) to Syottsd-le R1-70 HD/HC for the Sincuidados project in
Adop-inn of :oning for Sincuidacos will be by separate or-

Adcitionall:

Cerefrze Souta shou!d reflest conditional appriwval.

The proposed rezon'13y actioc does not r:flec:
conpleted for tae 420 tsdale Foothills Area.
maintains substinti3l y the status quo.
stbject to the stipil. tions,

Action Taken: Approved - OK - by unanimous vote

~, 1984,

tie ity Council:

t1e recently annexed Scottsdale Foothills Area,
1p3 a1 the following stopulations:

.0mest at the southwes: corner of Scottsdale and Dove
ihall pe developed in aciordance with the conditions
Yaricopa County zonina,

vincurdados project a *-e southwest corner of Pima
:ain oads is excepted from this rezoning action:
vo. 1441, adopting Cast 6-2-84,

lo. 13%, adopting Casc ©3-Z-83 which approved re-
Rura'-190 to R1-’0 HN/Ii for the Sincuidados project.

iblisr Scottsdale zonimy classifications for the recent-
“oothil1s Area to replac+ the County zoning classifica-
The pending expiration of
The propnsed rezoning achieves the following

classifications ire ~vp*aced with Scottsdale's nost
1ing ~lassifications.

~ict cverlay zoning i3 azplied to areas east of V"ima
consistent with orevious. overlays. Additionally,
~ict oning is apolied = areas north of Nixileta and
sdile Road to reflect i h s-gnificant terrain a« Lone

fing -ethack from the certer Tine of Scottsdale Road
id2d ry County zo:ing w»'1 be maintained until s.ch time
Nrive policy is »stadiiched.

ynents approved :n tae [ounty (Carefree South, lone
WS, ione Mountaii Vistas) will maintain their develop-
5 subject to the stipala*ions and standards approved by

zoning maps shou!d b2 noted. The 560 acres located

, the R-AR proposad zonirg for the resort portion of

work being
the area
approva!

ne iieneral Plan
‘he land use for

The ;- aff recommended

y

MR- 1140 (5 80)




/ CITY COUNCIL RCTION REPORT

Case 3h-7Z-84
Page 2

Four persons spoke «ft =n2 April 24, 1984 Planning (ommission meeting, citing
concerns for density, wazer, and the lack of a General Plan. One speaker
suggested that no City z)ininj should be appliec¢ prior to General Plan adop-
tion. However, it 1s ejally necessary to agply City zoning within the stat-
utory 6 morth 1imit, éad it nas been the staff's stated intent since arnexa-
tion to utilize comparible ity zoning. The (oamission voted unanimously to
forward Case 36-Z-81 t) the Jity Counci  with « recommendation for approval
subject to the stipuie.idns. The reque‘t has heen reviewed hy and has the
concurrence ol =he bevel)pment Team.

The form of tne attached ordinances has been reviewed by and has the concur-
rence of the Tity Atftc-nay,

Ton Davis - [ty Manager

#1-Planr:nj Comission Rejort &, 4/81

f2-Curreit Zoning

#3-Prupcsed Zoning

#4-0Orchinanze No. 1639/Adojtion Map 608
#5-0r-hrranze Mo, 1641/Adoj.tion Map 6N7

Attachnents:

Coundll Rct on Taken o R I S S R S S 1

Resolution No. .. ey e (onined 8o Lo IR PR

Ordinarxe No - _ Referedto . . _. ___ _ —

Formol Mo! 100 = s :
Neepted Rejected  _ _




April 24, 1984

To: Planning Comm:s<«ion

From: Zoning Staff

Re: Case 36-Z-84 - Scottsdale Zoning on Scottdale Foothills Area
RECOMMENDATIOHN

It is recommended that the Planning Commission recommend APPROVAL of Case
36-7-84, a Council Initiative to establish Scottsdale zoning classifica-
tions on the recently annexed Scottsdale Foothills Area, per the attached
maps.

FACTS

The proposal is to estsb’ish Scottsdale zoning classifications for the recent-
1y annexed Scottsdale Foothills Area to replace the County zoning classifica-
tions that were retained for a maximum of 6 months, The pending expiration of
County zoning is May 4, :984. The proposed rezoning achieves the following
objectives:

1. County zoning c assifications are replaced with Scottsdale's most
comparable zoring classificaticns.,

2. Hillside Dist-ict overlay zoning is applied to areas east of Pima
Road which is consistent with previous overlays. Additionally,
Hillside District zoning is applied to areas north of Dixileta and
west to Scottsdele Road to reflect such significant terrain as Lone
Mountain,

3. The 10%' buil:ing s=tback from the center line of Scottsdale Road
which is provided by County zoring will be maintained until such time
that a Scenic Drive policy is established.

4, Planned develuprients approved in the County (Carefree South, Lone
Mountain Shadows, Lone Mountair. Vistas) will maintain their develop-
ment approvals subject to the stipulations and standards approved by
the County.

One correction to the zoning maps should be noted. The 560 acres located at
the southwest corner of Pima and Lone Mountain Roads were rezoned from County
Rural-190 to Scottsdale R1-70 HD/HC for the Sincuidados project in Case 93-7-83.
Adoption of zoning for S'ncuidados will be by separate ordinance.

The proposed rezoning action does not reflect tnhe General Plan work being com-
pleted for the Scottsdele Foothills Area. The land use for the area maintains
substantially the status quo. The staff recommends approval per the attached

majds.

MPL:dy

Attachments: #z-Current Zoning
#3-Proposed Zoning
ATTACHMENT #1
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' CITY COUNCIL ACTION A . JRT
. 1c.MAYOR AND CITY COUNCII  DATe._03/05/85 7 James Robert4
FAOM: COMMUNITY DEVELOPMENT/PROJECT REVIEW
suasect. CAS 3-2-84 AND ORDINANCE NO. 1699 - Neal P
INI TIVE - FOOTHILLS REZONING STRFF
RECOMMENDATION

It is recommended that.the City Courcil:

1) APPROVE as recommended by the k.anning Commission Case 113-2-84, a
request by Council Initiative to rezone certain properties within the
area of the Foothills Plan, per the attached map, and

2) ADOPT Ordinance No. 1693 affirming the rezoning.

The Zoning staff concurs with the Planning Commission recommendation.

FACTS

1. Relationship of Request to General Plan:

X Conforms ___ Marginal Does Not Conform

~N

Prior Zoning History of Parcel:
The property was adopted per County zoning upon annexation in 184,

3. Five people spoke in favor ana fourteen spoke in opposition.
Approximately sixty people appeared in opposition.

Case 113-7-84 was originally a request to rezone 22+ square miles in an area
bounded by Dove Valley Road on the north, 136th Street on the east, Deer
Valley Road on the south, and 56th Street on the west to conform to *le
recently approved Foothills Plan. The Planning Commission forwardeu 2.5
square miles of the request to the City Council on January 8, 1985. ‘he
City Coupcil subsequently approved R1-130 HD/HC and R1-190 HD/HC zoning on
garcel;lEland‘i% respectively, on January 15, 1985. ~ The remainder of the
request was continued by the Planning Commission for further study.

e —— waa——————————

The remaining 19.5 square 1iles have City zoning which reflects the County
zoning at the time of annexation. The area is identified on tne attached
map as parcels, A, B, C, and D. These parcels are currently zoned R1-43, a
density higher than recommended by the Foothills Plan, and wou b rezoned
to R1-70 (parcels(A)and(B), R1-130 (parcel(C), and R1-190 (parcel(E!

The request strictly conforms to the Foothills Plan and will assist in the
the implementation of that plan. The public input and planni~j activity
that produced the plan also support the. pr0posal The staff ecommended
approval per the attached map.

Fourteen people spoke in opposition at the February 26, 1985 Planning
Commission meeting. The Commissfon voted unanimously to forward the case to




CITY COUNCIL ACTION REPORT -\\

Case 113-7-84
Page 2

the City Council with a recommendation for approval per the attached map.
This request has been reviewed by and has the concurrence of the Development
Team.

“he form of the attached ordinance has been reviewed by and has the concur-
rence of the City Attorney.

0 avis
Assistant|City Manager
Attachments: #l-Planning Commission Report 2/26/85

#2-Zoning Map
#3-General Plan
#4-Addendum Report

#5-0rdinance #1699

»,

XX2-1142 (5-84)




February 27, 1985

10: The Honorable Mayor and ,City Council
FROM: Community Planning

SCOTTSDALE FOOTHILLS REZONING ADDENDUM

On Tuesday, February 26, 1985 the Scottsdale Planning Commission recommended
that City Council rezone approximately 20 square miles to less intensive
uses. Several of the nearing comments and the staff response may be of
interest to council.

City Anvexation & Zoning

At the public hearing, a few individuals stated they had been told by city
officials, and had received a letter from tie city, which said their zoning
would not change as a result of the annexation, Staff has researched the
wording contained in the City”“s Annexatioa Fact Sheet, which is distributed
to potenial and new residents and we think some of the confusion can be
traced to this document. The exact wording from the Planning & Zoning
section .f the document is as follows:

Scottsdale has received national recognition for the quality of its
planning 2and zoning practices. Public participation ensures the
preservation cof an area”s lifestyle, while high design standards lead
to architectural quality and compatibility. Upon annexation, City cof
Scottsdale zoning will be applied to the annexed area. The zoning
category most similar to the County”s zoning in effect at the time of
annexation for existing and active development areas will be used. The
Hillside zoning will be applied where it is deemed necessary to protect
hillside areas. The high degree of City Council commirment to quality
development in the area 1is reflected in the current Foothills Plan.
This development plan wiil ensure a quality-of-life consistent with the
character of the environment,

After annexation, a Land Use Plan will be prepared. Any subsequent
rezoning could be initiated by a property owner, based on its own
merits.

It 1is clear that the county zoning will be applied to newly annexed land on
an interim basis. The long term zoning action should reflect future Jand
use plans,

Rezoning Ratiomale

deveral factors infiuenced the recommendation for rezoning the outlying
portions of the Foothills Plar to lcwer intensity. The arguements in favor
of the rezoning: implement the city”s adopted land use policy, riotect the
desert, and promote cost efficient development,

Attachment 4




Enviroomental Considerations

The North Area Plan background report documented the beautiful but fragile
desert 1in the Foothills Area. The palo verde & saguaro plant community in
the northern part of the Foothills, is fragile and does not easily
accomodate charnges to its surroundings. Further subdivision of the desert
into one acre lots, may "kill the gnose that lays the golden eggs." In a
one acre subdivision, so much land must be reserved for street and utility
R.0.W., building pads and driveways, that there is little land ieft for the
untouched desert. The greater the intensity of development., the less land

is available for natural vegetation.

Furthermore, the areas scheduled for rezoning are either quite rugged with
exposed bedrock at the surface or they are subject to outwash flooding.
With these constraints, it is difficult to find suitable buildable areas on
many lots ¢® 2 1/2 acres. Many landowners on one acre lots would be forced
to apply to the Board of Adjustment for variances from the city’s
development codes.

Dr. Pewe, our consulting geologist, 1s concerned about creating one acre
lots in the Foothills, In most places, the bedrock is so close to the
surface or the desert hardpan is so solid, that septic systems should be

widely speced for environmental health reasons. In fact, the Maricopa
County Realth Department recommends a two acre minimum lot size for septic
systems in the northern and eastern portions of the Foothills area. of

course, this problem can be overcome with sanitary sewer service, but a
network of sewer lines and treatment fac.lities would be needed to serve
lots less than two acres, having a negative impact on the environment and
adding sulstantially to the cost of providing sewer serv-c2, Also, Dr. Pewe
cautions about large areas of sheetwash flooding adjacent to Scottsdale

Road.
Infrastructure Needs

Large lot developments in a rural setting of 1 du/2 acres or less does not
require the level of physical improvements to the land tha. is needed by
urban development. Recognizing this difference, City Council directed staff
to investigate rural development standards which relax certain cir)y
standards for more urban areas. Rural development standards cover such
items as road width, paving, drainage, undergrounding of utilities, etc.
These relaxed standards can only work in very low density areas. with
higher densities, it 1s the city“s responsibility to require supurbaun
improvements,

Some portions of the Foothills area are so remote, that infrastructure,
including street access and water supplies, are not availavle now, nor can
they be expected to be available for at least ten years in the future.
Since the necessary infrastructure is not available to serve development in
the outlying areas, it would be premature and misleading to encourage land
subdivision into one acre suburban lots which require public services.




Previous Land Us: Policy

The Scottsdale Foothills Area has been subject to several ditferent iand use
policies.

Several square miles slated to be rezoned, were divided into 2 1/2 acre GLO
(Government Land Office) lots under the Small Tract Act of 1938. Under the
Act , the rural homesites o GLO lots of 2 1/2 acres were made available co
the public for residential purposes. [Unfortunately, many of the existing 2
1/2 acre iots do not have legal access, a proit.em which would be aggrevated
by a proliferation of one acre lots. Othe: problems in the GLO area include
poor t~r~ffic patterns, drainage, and no provisions for right of wayv or
scenic .c¢rridors., This problem is so acute that the Maricopa County board
cf Adjustment recommended that the County Board r2zone all GLO lots in the
county from their present ! du/acre zoning to 1 du/2 acres. The County
Board took no action,

Zoning in the Foothilis Area was established by Maricopa County as primarily
a mixture of R1-43 (1 acre), Rl1-70 (2 acre) and Rural-19C {5 acre). The
most contraversial of the proposed rezonings are from R1-43 to R1-70 for
land bordering Scottsdale Road between Jomax and Dove Valley. This proposal
implements the Scottsdale Foothills P »n passed by the City Coun-il in
December 1984 and the Desert Foothills Po’ .cy Plan passed by the County
Board in 1979. During the citizen participarion stage in both planning
efforts, mary local residents requested low intensity development.
Unfortunately, the County never implemented the Desert Foothills Plian and
Scottsdale must struggle with the issue. While rezoning to lower intensity
is a difficult issue, the city, in 1982, rezoned several square miles to les
intensive uses as part of the Pinnacle Peak Interim Plan.

Until recently, th:re was little market for small parcels of land in the
remote porticns of the Foothills Area. Large lots of 2 1/2 acres and
greater are the dominant land pattern, Many of the land parcels have deed
restriction which 1limit the minimum lot size to 2 1/2 or 5 acrea. A
developer could reasonably expect to develop a large lot subdivision or
speculate on a large parcel of land with the hope that someday ci -y services
would pe available. This approach keeps land in reserve and in_relatively
Jarge parcels until the city {s In a position to provide services. Smaller,
one acre lots with a diverse ownership pattern are very difficult to plan
and service,

Rezoning to lower land wuse intensities creates some prob.ems. A zoning
change from R1-43 to R1-70 would create a few substandard not-conforming
lots. Some people bought the 2 1/2 acre lots in Maricopa County with the
full expectation that the 2 1/2 lots cnuld be split into cne acre lo:is. (In
reality, due to road dedications, the split required an appeal to the Board
of Adjustment, as will be the case in Scottsdale.) Despite the legalities,
some people feel that the city is taking something away from them that is
rightfully theirs. It is difficult to take an action which influences many
small landowners and they are circulating a petition against the rezoning.
Nevertheless, the proposed rezoning will protect property values, protect
the desert, and promote cost efficient development,

DO:gc




Map Change
lonina Case No,
ORDINANCE NO. 1699
AN ORDINANCE OF THE COUNCIL OF THF CITY OF SCOTTSDALE,
MARICOPA FCOUNTY, ARIZONA, AMENNING ORNIMANCE NO, 455,
THE ZONING ORDINANCE OF THE CITY OF SCOTTSPALE, RY,
AMD FOR THE PIRPOSE OF CHANGING THF TOWING TR TWE
“NISTRICT MAP™ TO THAT ZONING SHOMM NM ZONING MAP
NO, 614 : AND NECLARING AN EMERGENCY,
WHERFAS, Zoning Case Mo. 113-2-34 nas been properly noticed for
public hearing, pursuant to the requirements of the Scottsdaie Zoning Ordinan: »
and the statutes o? the State of Arizona, and the neces.ary hearings thersupon
have been completed, and
WHEREAS, the Council of the City of Scottsdale instructed the Zoning
staff to pre,zre n ordinance and map changing the zoning or the property described
in Application No, 113-2-84 as requested hy the applicant, and
WHEREAS, 1t is now necessary that the comprehensive zoning map of the
Ciey - tsdale be amended to confc/m with the aforesaid decision of the
Scottsdal~ City Council;
NOW, THEREFORE, RE IT ORDAINED by the Council of the City of Scottsdale,
Arizona, that the "Nistrict Map" adopted as a part of Ordinance Mo, 455, showing
the zoning district boundaries in the City of Scottsdale, is amended as shown on
the attached Zoning Map No. 614 | which map together with all notations, references
and other information shown thereon is incorporated as a part of “his ordinance
andg shall have the same force and effect as if fully set forth herein.
WHEREAS, the immediate operation of the provisions of this ordinance is
necessary for the preservation of the public peace, health, safety and welfare,
an EMERGENCY is hereby declared to exist and this ordinance shall be in full force
and effect from and after its final passage and adoption by the City Council.
PASSEN ANR ADOPTER by the Council of the bity of Scottsdale thisSth

day of March 1985

Attest:
Rny R. Pederson, City Clerk

4
Ry: E: ;g:?;g:f /’;itﬂ?tz‘ﬂbz
etty sarren, puty ity erk
7

APPROVEN AS TO FORM:

~ S

’ ; - 75
’ / ’ ’/_-'.-.\ " .—A-‘-&/,'
WilTiam ¥, “arrell, Ity Kttorney
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A Prem R1-43 Te Ri1-70
B rFrem R1~43 HO/MC Te R1-TO HO/NC
€ Prem R1-48 HD/HC Te R1-180 ND/MC

| HEREBY CERTIFY THAT THE ZONING SHOWN
ON THIS MAP WAS ADOPTED BY ORDINANCE

NO._1699 AN ORCINANCE OF THE CITY OF
SCOTTSDALE, ARIZONA ON THE _4th _ DAY
OF __MAR. __, 1985.

Y 971

ATTEST: DEPUTY CITY CLERK

ZOMNING MAP NO. 614
CASE NO.113-Z-84




: | Unofficial
#225186-11098L 5 Document

WHEN RECORDED, RETURN TO:
City of Scottsdale

Planning & Development/Records
3939 N Civic Center Boulevard
Scottsdale, AZ 85281

L LYy FrYURLVEOLL

e 98-0080174 02/02/98 03:52
CITY OF SCOTTSDALE Tatiny tor 1

RELEASE OF EASEMENT
SUBDIVISION OR MAP OF DEDICATION
| /-#8-95
REFERENCE
49-55 QS
PARCEL NUMBER

The CITY OF SCOTTSDALE, ARIZONA, a municipal corporation, for valuable consideration, receipt of
which is hereby acknowledged, does hereby release the interest of the City of Scottsdale, but does not
release any interest owned or held by any other person, firm, or corporation for any purpose
whatsoever, in those certain dedicated easements identified as: Public utilities easements dedicated
over the roadway easements '

as shown on plat of The Goldie Brown Pinnacle Peak Ranch: Unit Two, as recorded in the County
Recorder’s Office, Maricopa County, Arizona, in Book 194, of Maps, Page 26; on, under, and across
real estate situated in the City of Scottsdale, County of Maricopa, State of Arizona, and as reserved in
City of Scottsdale Resolution No. 4340 as recorded in Maricopa County Recorder number 94-0460879,
and re-recorded in Maricopa County Recorder number 98-0058107 and as described on the legal
description attached hereto and made a part hereof. :

it is expressly understood that this release is intended to affect only that interest held by the
CITY OF SCOTTSDALE, ARIZONA, in the above mentioned easement, and does not include nor affect
any property or portion thereof which is not herein above described specifically.

DATED this =7 @- day of eV 1998

J

CITY OF SCOTTSDALE
State of Arizona ) Peter M. Deeley, Plannjdd Coordination Manager
‘)ss
County of Maricopa )
This instrument was acknowledged before me this _9*h day of
Qaz\,um.a ,19 98 _, by Peter M. Deeley, Planning Coordination Mariager of

th City of S;’z’ottsdale a municipal corporatlon on behalf thereof.
IN WITNESS WHEREOF | hereunto set my hand and official seal.

. et doy

@ DY L WADY_ OTARY PUBLIC 7
My commission expires lﬁ-l#“ﬂ.wi aMM 21,2601

&(m smaswvoeoocs\easeuemmaesua 00C 25 JUN 96




Legal description of Public Utility Easement to be vacated

That portion dedicated as a Public Utility Easement over Parcels 9, 10, 11, 12, 18,
and 19, according to the Parcel map for THE GOLDIE BROWN PINNACLE
PEAK RANCH: UNIT TWO, recorded in Book 194 of Maps, Page 26, records of
Maricopa County, Arizona, located in a portion of Section 34, Township 5 North,
Range 5 East of the Gila and Salt River Base and Meridian, Maricopa County,
Arizona, and begin more particularly as follows:

The West S5 feet, the North 15 feet, the East 15 feet, and the South 55 feet of Parcel
9; The West 20 feet, the East 15 feet, and the South 55 feet of Parcel 11; The East 20
feet, the North 15 feet, the West 15 feet and the South 55 feet of Parcel 10; The
West 5SS feet, the East 15 feet, the South 15 feet, and the North 20 feet of Parcel 18;
The West 15 feet of Parcel 12.

Unofficial Document




OFFICIAL RECORDS 0
MARICOPA COUNTY RECOJBER
HELEN PURCELL

95-~0460879 08/03/95 04:54

RETURN TO HAWKINS AND CAMPBFLL o S
"A & 13CUR TURN AROUND RESOLUTION NO. 4340

A RESOLUTION OF THE COUNCIL OF THE CITY OF SCOTTSDALE, MARICOPA
COUNTY, ARIZONA, VACATING AND ABANDONING A PORTION OF THE PUBLIC
RIGHT-OF-WAY, APPLICATION NO. 11-AB-95, PURSUANT TO THE PROVISIONS
OF THE ARIZONA REVISED STATUTES, ARTICLE I, CHAPTER 14, TITLE 28.

WHEREAS, application has been made to the Council of the City of
Scottsdale for abandonment of a portion of public right-of-way, and

WHEREAS, A.R.S. Sec. 28-1902 provides that a city may dispose of a
roadway or portion thereof when said property or portion thereof is no longer
necessary for public use,and

WHEREAS, after notice to the public, hearings have been held before the
Planning Commission and Councﬁlﬂ?ﬂ[;ha Sity of Scottsdale on the proposed
abandonment of a portion of thé’ﬁﬁuf&@erlght-of-way, described in Application

No. 11-AB-95 , within the City of Scottsdale, and

WHEREAS, it is the opinion of the Council that the portion of public
right-of-way described herein below is no longer necessary for public uses as
roadway,

WHEREAS, the City Council finds that consideration and other public
benefit commensurate with the value of the property, giving due consideration
to its degree of fragmentation and marketability, will be provided by the
owner of the abutting property to the city;

NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED by the Council of the City of Scottsdale,
Arizona, as follows:

That the real property situated within the City of Scottsdale, Maricopa
County, Arizona, and described in Exhibit "A" attached hereto and by this
reference made a part hereof; be and the same is herxeby vacated and
abandoned subject to the reservation of a public utility easement over,
under, and across those areas as legally described in the same said Exhibit
"A". A map marked Exhibit "B" disclosing the area vacated is attached
hereto and by this reference made a part hereof.

ATTACHMENT #4



Page 2
Resolution NO. 4340

PASSED AND ADOPTED by the Council of the City of Scot ale this 1lst day of
Auqust, 1995. _
CL:::;)'ii[LLJ2~_ 4;1' _

Herbert R. Drinkwater, Ma&or
ATTEST:

Sonia Robertson
City Cler

By:

City Clerk

%Mj Fo—

Unofficial Document

Fredda BigmAn,~City Attorney
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Legal description of Roadway Easement to be vacated

That portion dedicated as 2 Roadway Easement over Parcels 9, 10, 11, 12, 18, and
19, according to the Parcel map for THE GOLDIE BROWN PINNACLE PEAK
RANCH: UNIT TWO, recorded in Book 194 of Maps, Page 26, records of Maricopa
County, Arizona, located in a portion of Section 34, Township 5 North, Range 5
East of the Gila and Salt River Base and Meridian, Maricopa County, Arizona, and
begin more particularly as follows: '

The West 55 feet, the North 15 feet, the East 15 feet, and the South 55 feet of Parcel
9; The West 20 feet, the East 15 feet, the South 55 feet, and the North 15 feet of
Parcel 11; The East 20 feet, the North 15 feet, the West 15 feet and the South 55 feet
of Parcel 10; The West 55 feet, the East 15 feet, the South 15 feet, and the North 20
feet of Parcel 18; The South 20 feet of Parcel 19, except the East 15 feet thereof; and
the West 15 feet of Parcel 12.

Unofficial Document

EXHIBIT "A"
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Submittal Date: Project No.: SQ& -PA- 80!6

| oy Abandonment

Development Application Checklist

At your pre-application meeting, your project coordinator will identify which items indicated on this
Development Application Checklist are required.

To avoid delays, all documents in your Development Application must be complete and comply with the
following:
e The General Plan
The Scottsdale Revised Code, including the Zoning Ordinance
Stipulations of any Development Application approved before this application is submitted
Scenic Corridor Design Guidelines
Transportation Master Plan and related local plans
The Design Standards & Policies Manual

A Development Application that does not include all the required items, does not meet the standards above,
or is inconsistent with previously submitted pre-application information may not be accepted. A
Development Application received by the City does not mean that the application meets the minimum
submittal requirements. The City may request additional information to facilitate review, even if the
Development Application is deemed complete.

Prior to application submittal, please research original zoning case history to find the original adopted ordinance(s)
and exhibit(s) to confirm the zoning for the property. This will help to define your application accurately. The City's
full-service Records Department can assist.

When Items 1 through 16 are ready for submittal, call 480-312-7000 to schedule a submittal meeting with a
Planning Specialist; provide your pre-application number: -PA- ’

SUBMITTAL REQUIREMENTS

Documents required for a complete application. Unless otherwise indicated, all documents shall be provided in an
8 %" x 11” format.

1. Abandonment Development Application Checklist (this Checklist)

2. Application Fee S Q 'LQ 50,00 (subject to change)

3. Development Application Form (form provided)

H| E| E| | Reqd
O| O 0| O] Recd

4. Application Narrative
e Reason for request
e Consideration for Abandonment
® 4 copies

5. Consideration for Abandonment Information




Abandonment Development Application Checklist

M | O |6. Affidavit of Authorization to Act for Property Owner (form provided; required only for non-city-
owned property)

e Required when the applicant is not the property owner

e Required when the applicant is an organization

M| 0O 7. Legal Description and Graphic of Area(s) to be Abandoned

e Include required reservations on both legal description and graphic

e Comply with all Maricopa County Recorder requirements, including minimum 10 point font, %"
clear borders and acid free paper

M | O |[8. Title Insurance Commitment
(form provided: Requirements for Submitting Evidence of Title to the City of Scottsdale Planning
Department)

e Include Schedule A and B
e Commitment shall be dated no later than 30 days before application submittal.

M0 |, Utility Consent Letters (See the City website for contact information:
http://www.scottsdaleaz.gov/codes/walls/pue)

O |0 |10 Request to Submit Concurrent Development Applications (form provided)

0O | O |11. Agreement and Release by GLO Abandonment Parcel Owner (form provided)
e Originally signed agreement form must be return. Copy and faxes will not be accepted.

M | O |12. Photo Exhibit of Existing Conditions: Printed digital photos on 8-1/2”x11” Paper

e 8-1/2” x11” - 1 copy of the set of prints

e See attached Existing Conditions Photo Exhibit graphic showing required photograph locations
and numbers.

e 8-1/2” x11” - 11 copies of the set of prints (Delayed submittal). At the time your Project
Coordinator is preparing the public hearing report(s), he/she will request these items, and they
are to be submitted by the date indicated in the request.

O | O |13. Aerial Photo with Proposed Site Plan Overlay (all photos must be suitable for reproduction)

e 24" x36"” —2 color copies, folded
e 11”x17” -1 color copy
e 87%"”x11” -1 color copy
Photo shall be the most recent available, and should not be more than 1 year old.
Site plan overlay shall show lot lines, tracts, easements, street locations and names, and surrounding
zoning:
O 750 foot radius from site
O % mile radius from site
O oOther radius from site

M | O |14. Neighborhood Notification Checklist: (forms provided)
e [f substantial modifications are made to an application, additional notification may be required

15. Request for Neighborhood Group/Homeowners Association (form provided)

M | O |16. Request for Site Visits and/or Inspections (form provided)
M | O |17. Appeals of Dedication, Exactions, or Zoning Regulations (form provided)

: Indian School Road S
. Abandonment Application Checklist




o Abandonment Development Application Checklist

o | O |1s. Other: Beediw¥ & LitDe

ADDITIONAL SUBMITTAL REQUIREMENTS

Additional submnttals shall be submitted as requested as the Project Coordinator prepares the public hearing
report(s) ! o i1 L0 -,'}';"‘ "

1. Applicable Dedication and Consent Forms (forms provided)
[ Drainage and Flood Control Easement and Provision for Maintenance
[ Natural Area Open Space Easement Including Restored Desert
[ Public Right-of-way Dedication
[ Public Non-motorized Access Easement
[J Public Motorized Access
[ Public Utility Easement
[ Scenic Corridor Easement
[J Sewer Line Easement
[ Vehicular Non-Access Easement
[0 Waterline Easement
[ Confirmation of Dedication
[ Other Easement or Dedication:

Other:

‘ “(’ nment App ication




Abandonment Development Application Checklist

Application contact

Name (print): Phone Number: 480-312-
email: @scottsdaleaz.gov Date:
Signature:

An applicant may request a clarification from the City regarding an interpretation or application of a
statute, ordinance, code, or authorized substantive policy statement related to this abandonment
application. The request shall be in writing on the City form and submitted to:

Planning & Development Director
7447 E. Indian School Rd, Suite 105
Scottsdale, AZ 85251

For City use only:
This application needs a [0 New project number, or
[0 New phase to an old project number




Development Application Process

Abandonment (AB), Munidpal Use Master Site Plan (UP),
Infill Incentive (II) & Zoning District Map Amendment (ZN)

Note:
1. Time paiiod Setermingd by ownerapplicant.

Manning and Services Divaalon
T44T E Indian School Road, Bulbe 105, Scotisdials, A7 85051+ Phonar 4803127000 + Fax 430-3127088

Abandonment Application Checklist Page 5 of 5 Revision Date: 04/06/2015




Submittal Date: ProjectNo.: 504  -pa- Qol 6

o Rezoning

Development Application Checklist

Minimal Submittal Requirements:

At your pre-application meeting, your project coordinator will identify which items indicated on this
Development Application checklist are required to be submitted. A Development Application that does not
include all items indicated on this checklist may be rejected immediately. A Development Application that is
received by the City does not constitute that the application meets the minimum submittal requirements to
be reviewed.

In addition to the items on this checklist, to avoid delays in the review of your application, all Plans, Graphics, -
Reports and other additional information that is to be submitted shall be provided in accordance with the:

requirements specified in the Plan & Report Requirements For Development Applications Checklist;
Design Standards & Policies Manual;

requirements of Scottsdale Revised Code (including the Zoning Ordinance); and

stipulations, include any additional submittal requirements identified in the stipulations, of any
Development Application approved prior to the submittal of this application.

If you have any question regarding the information above, or items indicated on this application checklist, please
contact your project coordinator. His/her contact information is on the page 11 of this application.

Please be advised that a Development Application received by the City that is inconsistent with information
submitted with the corresponding pre-application may be rejected immediately, and may be required to submit a
separate: pre-application, a new Development Application, and pay all additional fees.

Prior to application submittal, please research original zoning case history to find the original adopted ordinance(s)
and exhibit(s) to confirm the zoning for the property. This will help to define your application accurately. The City's
full-service Records Department can assist.

PART | -- GENERAL REQUIREMENTS

'.:_ 3 Description of Documents Required for Complete Application. No application shall be accepted without all items

- | & | marked below.

M | O |1. Rezoning Application Checklist (this list)

M | O |2. Zoning Application Fee $ \= 40,00 + 70 fev “‘(?iject to change every July)

M | O |3. Completed Development Application (form provided)
Prior to application submittal, please research original zoning case history to find the original adopted
ordinance(s) and exhibit(s) to confirm the zoning for the property. This will help to define your
application accurately. The City's full-service Records Department can assist.

O | O |4. Request to Submit Concurrent Development Applications (form provided)

M | O |5. Letter of Authorization (from property owner(s) if property owner did not sign the application form)




Rezoning Development Application Checklist.

M | O |[6. Affidavit of Authorization to Act for Property Owner (required if the property owner is a corporation,
trust, partnership, etc. and/or the property owner(s) will be represented by an applicant that will act
on behalf of the property owner

Appeal of Required Dedications, Exactions, or Zoning Regulations (form provided)

=
O
N

M | O |8. Commitment for Title Insurance — No older than 30 days from the submittal date
e 81/2”x11” -1 copy
e Include complete Schedule A and Schedule B. (requirements form provided)

M | O |9. Legal Description: (if not provided in Commitment for Title Insurance)
e 8-1/2” x11” -2 copies

M | O |[10. Results of ALTA Survey (24” x 36”) FOLDED
e 24”x36”"- 1 copy, folded (The ALTA Survey shall not be more than 30 days old)

M | O |11. Request for Site Visits and/or Inspections (form provided)

12. Addressing Requirements (form provided)

O | O |13. Draft Development Agreement
e 8-1/2" x11” -2 copies
Must adhere to the Maricopa County Recorder requirements

d 11 |14. Proposition 207 wavier or refusal (Delay submittal until after the Planning Commission Hearing )
(sample agreement information provided)

M | O |15. Citizen Review Checklist: (form provided)
e Provide one copy of the Citizen Review Report

e [f substantial modifications are made to an application, additional notification may be required
by the Zoning Administrator, or designee. When required, provide one copy of the Citizen
Review Report addendum.

16. Request for Neighborhood Group/Homeowners Association (form provided)

M | O | 17. Site Posting Requirements: (form provided (white and red signs)
e Affidavit of Posting for Project Under Consideration

e Affidavit of Posting for Planning Commission Public Hearing (Delayed submittal). Affidavit must
be turned in 20 days prior to Planning Commission hearing.

e Affidavit of Posting for City Council Public Hearing (Delayed submittal). Affidavit must be turned
in 20 days prior to City Council hearing.

d [0 | 18. School District Notification — (form provided)

Required for all applications that include residential uses.

M | O | 19. Photo Exhibit of Existing Conditions: Printed digital photos on 8-1/2"x11” Paper
e 8-1/2” x11” - 1 copy of the set of prints

e See attached Existing Conditions Photo Exhibit graphic showing required photograph locations
and numbers.




Rezoning Development Application Checklist

20. Archaeological Resources (information sheets provided)
& Archaeology Survey and Report - 3 copies
O Archaeology ‘Records Check’ Report Only - 3 copies
O Copies of Previous Archeological Research - 1 copy

21. Completed Airport Vicinity Development Checklist — Your property is located within the vicinity of
the Scottsdale Municipal Airport (within 20,000 foot radius of the runway; information packet
provided)

PART Il -- REQUIRED NARRATIVE, PLANS & RELATED DATA

Req’d

Rec'd

Description of Documents Required for Complete Application. No application shall be accepted without all items
marked below.

22. Plan & Report Requirements For Development Applications Checklist (form provided)

23. Development Plan

O Rec’d

E Req’d

a. Application Narrative
e 87%"”x11” -4 copies

Bl The application narrative shall specify how the proposal separately addresses each
of the following:

e goals and policies/approaches of the General Plan
e goals and polices of the applicable Character Area Plan

e architectural character, including environmental response, design principles,
site development character, and landscape character
Bl Please review the applicable zoning district and/or overlay provisions for any
findings, justifications, and/or explanations that are required to be met. Each
finding, justification, and/or explanation shall be separately identified with a
corresponding response in the application narrative. (PRD, PCD, PBD, PUD, etc)
O In addition, the following applicable information shall be incorporated into the
application narrative:

[0 separate justification(s) for each requested modifications to regulations and
standards,

O bonus provisions and justifications,

O methodology to address the City’s Sensitive Design Principles, and applicable
design guidelines pertaining to: architectural character, environmental
response, site development character, and landscape character, and/or

O Historic Property — existing or potential historic property.

o (Describe how the proposal preserves the historic character or compliance
with property’s existing Historic Preservation Plan)




Rezoning Development Application Checklist.

Legislative draft of the proposed development standards, or amended development
standards (form provided)

e 8" x11” -2 copies

(Must adhere to the Maricopa County Recorder requirements)

0O O |ec Legislative draft of the list of Land Uses, if proposed (PBD, SC)
e 81" x11” -2 copies
(Must adhere to the Maricopa County Recorder requirements)

M O |d. Adimensioned plan indicating the proposed boundaries of the application

e 11" x17” -1 copy (quality suitable for reproduction)

e 87%”x11” -1 copy (quality suitable for reproduction)

e Digital - 1 copy (Text and drawing shall be black and white, and in the DWF format)

M | O |e. Context Aerial with the proposed site improvements superimposed
e 24" x36” —2 color copies, folded

e 11" x17” -1 color copy

e 87" x11” -1 color copy (quality suitable for reproduction)

Aerial shall not be more than 1 year old and shall include and overlay of the
site plan showing lot lines, tracts, easements, street locations/names and
surrounding zoning for a radius from the site of:

750 foot radius from site
1/4 mile radius from site
Other:

I{ O |f. SitePlan

e 24" x36”—16 copies, folded

e 11" x17” -1 copy (quality suitable for reproduction)

e 8%"”x11” -1 copy (quality suitable for reproduction)

e Digital - 1 copy (Text and drawing shall be black and white, and in the DWF format)
O | O [g. Subdivision Plan _

e 24" x36"” —16 copies, folded .

e 11”x17” -1 copy, folded (quality suitable for reproduction)

e 81" x11” -1 copy (quality suitable for reproduction)
e Digital - 1 copy (Text and drawing shall be black and white, and in the DWF format)

O | O |h. Open Space Plan (Site Plan Worksheet) (example provided)

e 24" x36"” -1 copies, folded

e 11" x17” -1 copy, folded (quality suitable for reproduction)
e 87%"x11” -1 copy (quality suitable for reproduction)

e Digital - 1 copy (Text and drawing shall be black and white, and in the DWF format)




Rezoning Development Application Checklist

Site Cross Sections
e 24" x36” 1-copy, folded
e 11”x17” 1-copy, folded

Natural Area Open Space Plan (ESL Areas)
e 24" x36"” -2 copies, folded
e 11”x17” —1 copy (quality suitable for reproduction)

Topography and slope analysis plan (ESL Areas)
e 24" x36"” 1-copy, folded

Phasing Plan

e 24" x36"” -1 copies, folded

e 11” x17” -1 copy, folded (quality suitable for reproduction)

e 87" x11” -1 copy (quality suitable for reproduction)

e Digital - 1 copy (Text and drawing shall be black and white, and in the DWF format)

. Landscape Plan

e All plans shall be black and white line drawings
(a grayscale copy of the color Landscape Plan will not be accept.)

e 24" x36"” -2 copies, folded of

e 11" x17” —1 copy, folded (quality suitable for reproduction)

e 8%"”x11” -1 copy (quality suitable for reproduction)

e Digital - 1 copy (Text and drawing shall be black and white, and in the DWF format)

Hardscape Plan
e All plans shall be black and white line drawings

e (agrayscale copy of the color Landscape Plan will not be accept.)
e 24" x 36" —2 copies, folded of black and white line drawings
e 11”x17” -1 copy

Transitions Plan

e 24" x36" -2 copies, folded

e 11" x17” —1 copy (quality suitable for reproduction)

e 8%"”x11" -1 copy (quality suitable for reproduction)

e Digital — 1 copy (Text and drawing shall be black and white, and in the DWF format)

Parking Plan

e 24" x36" -1 copy, folded

e 11" x 17" -1 copy (quality suitable for reproduction)

e 8%”x11” -1 color copy(quality suitable for reproduction)

e Digital — 1 copy (Text and drawing shall be black and white, and in the DWF format)




Rezoning Development Application Checklist,

| 0O |a- Parking Master Plan

See the City's Zoning Ordinance, Article IX for specific submittal and content
requirements for Parking Master Plan. The report shall be bound (3 ring, GBC or coil wire,
no staples) with card stock front and back covers, and must include all required exhibits.

e 8-1/2”x11” - 2 copies
d OO0 |r Pedestrian and Vehicular Circulation Plan
e 24" x36"”—1 copy, folded
e 11" x17” -1 copy, folded (quality suitable for reproduction)
e 87%”x11” -1 color copies (quality suitable for reproduction)
e Digital — 1 copy (See Digital Submittal Plan Requirements)
| O |s- Elevations
e 24" x36” — 2 folded black and white line drawing copies
(a grayscale copy of the color elevations will not be accepted.)
e 24" x36” — 2 color copies, folded
e 11”x17” - 1 color copy, folded (quality suitable for reproduction)

e 11”x17” — 1 black and white line drawing copy, folded (quality suitable for
reproduction) :

e 8%”x11” -1 color copy, (quality suitable for reproduction)

e 8%”x11” -1 black and white line drawing copy, folded (quality suitable for
reproduction)

e Digital — 1 copy (Text and drawing shall be black and white, and in the DWF format)
m] O |t Elevations Worksheet(s)

Required for all Development applications to rezone to Planned Unit Development
(PUD) and Downtown when elevations are required to be submitted.

e 24" x36" — 2 copies, folded
e Digital — 1 copy (See Digital Submittal Plan Requirements)

O O |u. Perspectives

e 11" x17” -1 color copy, folded (quality suitable for reproduction)
e 87%”x11” —1 color copy (quality suitable for reproduction)

O O |v- FloorPlans

e 24" x36” —1 copy, folded

e 11” x17” -1 copy, folded (quality suitable for reproduction)

O | O |w. Floor Plan Worksheet(s)

(Required for restaurants, bars or development containing there-of, and multi-family
developments):

e 24" x36” —1 copy, folded

e 11”x17” -1 copy, folded (quality suitable for reproduction)

e Digital — 1 copy (Text and drawing shall be black and white, and in the DWF format)
O | O |[x. RoofPlan Worksheet(s)

e 24" x36” —1 copy, folded




Rezoning Development Application Checklist

Electronic Massing Model:
e 11" x17” -1 color copy, folded
e 8%”x11” -1 color copy (quality suitable for reproduction)
Scaled model indicating building masses on the site plan and the mass of any
building within:
750 foot radius from site
Other:

(The electronic model shall be a computer generated Sketch-up” model or other
electronic modeling media acceptable to the Current Planning Services department.)

Solar Analysis

The solar analysis shall be completed for twenty first day of March, June,
September, and December at 6:00 a.m., 9:00 a.m., 12:00 p.m., 3:00 p.m. and 6:00
p.m.
Required for all Development applications to rezone to Planned Unit Development
(PUD).

e 11”x17” — 1 copy, folded (quality suitable for reproduction)

Exterior Lighting Site Plan
e 24" x36” -1 copy, folded
e 11" x17” —1 copy, folded (quality suitable for reproduction)

bb.

Manufacturer Cut Sheets of All Proposed Lighting
e 24" x36” -1 copy, folded
e 11" x17” -1 copy, folded (quality suitable for reproduction)

ccC.

Cultural Improvement Program Plan
Conceptual design
e 11" x17” -1 copy, folded (quality suitable for reproduction)
e 8%”x11" -1 color copies (quality suitable for reproduction)

Narrative explanation of the methodology to comply with the
requirement/contribution.

dd.

Sensitive Design Concept Plan and Proposed Design Guidelines

(Architectural, landscape, hardscape, exterior lighting, community features, common
structures, etc.)

e 11”x17” —1 copy, folded (quality suitable for reproduction)
e 8%”x11” —1 color copy (quality suitable for reproduction)

ee.

Master Thematic Architectural Character Plan
e 11”x17” —1 copy, folded (quality suitable for reproduction)
e 8%”x11” —1 color copy (quality suitable for reproduction)

Conceptual Signage Plan
e 11”x17” -1 copy, folded (quality suitable for reproduction)
e 87%”x11” -1 color copy (quality suitable for reproduction)




Rezoning Development Application Checklist _ .

O | O |gg. Other:

O 24”"x36"- copy(ies), folded
O 11"x17"- copy(ies), folded (quality suitable for reproduction)
O 8%"x11" - copy(ies) (quality suitable for reproduction)

O Digital — 1 copy (See Digital Submittal Plan Requirements)

24. Development Plan Booklets
e 11" x17” -3 copies (quality suitable for reproduction)

e 8%"”x11” -1 copy (quality suitable for reproduction)
e Digital — 1 (See Digital Submittal Plan Requirements)

e 87%"x11"” - 3 copies on archival (acid free) paper: this is a delayed submittal that is to be
made after the Planning Commission recommendation.

The Development Plan Booklets shall include the following:

Application Narrative

Legislative draft of the proposed development standards, or amended development
standards

Legislative draft of the proposed List of Land Uses

A dimensioned plan indicating the proposed boundaries of the application

Context Aerial with the proposed Site Plan superimposed

Site Plan

Subdivision Plan

Open Space Plan

Phasing Plan

Landscape Plan

Hardscape Plan

Transitions Plan

Parking Plan

Pedestrian and Vehicular Circulation Plan

Conceptual Elevations

Conceptual Perspectives

Electronic Massing Model

Solar Analysis

Exterior Lighting Plan

Manufacturer Cut Sheets of All Proposed Lighting

Cultural Amenities Plan

Special Impacts Analysis (Lighting Program, Dust Control, Noise Analysis and Control)
Sensitive Design Concept Plan and Proposed Design Guidelines (architectural, landscape,
hardscape, exterior lighting, community features, common structures, etc.)

Master Thematic Architectural Character Plan

Conceptual Signage Plan

Other:

000 O0000000000O0O0O0O0000O0RO O/

Color and black and white line drawings shall be provided in accordance with the individual plan
requirements above.

»
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25.

Proposed Public Benefit Narrative, Plan, and Total Construction Cost Estimate for proposed
development standard bonus(es)

(PBD, Infill Incentive, or PCP rezoning applications that include the use bonus provisions. A
professional consultant shall provide the Total Construction Cost Estimate)

26.

Drainage Report

See the City's Design Standards & Policies Manual for specific submittal and content requirements for
drainage report. The report shall be bound (3 ring, GBC or coil wire, no staples) with card stock front
and back covers, and must include all required exhibits, full color aerial, topography maps and
preliminary grading and drainage plans. Full size plans/maps shall be folded and contained in
pockets.

e 8-1/2”x11” - 2 copies of the Drainage Report including full size plans/maps in pockets

27. Master Drainage Plan

See the City's Design Standards & Policies Manual for specific submittal and content requirements for
Master Drainage Report. The report shall be bound (3 ring, GBC or coil wire, no staples) with card
stock front and back covers, and must include all required exhibits, full color aerial, topography maps
and preliminary grading and drainage plans. Full size plans/maps shall be folded and contained in
pockets.

e 8-1/2” x11” - 2 copies of the Drainage Report including full size plans/maps in pockets

28. Preliminary Basis of Design Report for Water and Wastewater

See the City's Design Standards & Policies Manual for specific submittal and content requirements
for Basis of Design Report for Water. The report shall be bound and must include all required
exhibits and plans.

e 8-1/2"x11” - 3 copies of the Report including full size plans/maps in pockets

29.

Preliminary Basis of Design Report for Wastewater

See the City's Design Standards & Policies Manual for specific submittal and content requirements
for Design Report for Wastewater. The report shall be bound and must include all required exhibits
and plans.

e 8-1/2"x11” - 3 copies of the Report including full size plans/maps in pockets

30.

Master Plan for Water

Contact the Water Resources Department at 480-312-5685 to discuss offsite and onsite analysis
and report content. The report shall be bound and must include all required exhibits and plans.

e 8-1/2”x11” - 3 copies of the Report including full size plans/maps in pockets

31. Master Plan and Design Report for Wastewater

Contact the Water Resources Department at 480-312-5685 to discuss offsite and onsite analysis
and report content. The report shall be bound and must include all required exhibits and plans.

e 8-1/2”" x11” - 3 copies of the Basis of Design Report for Water including full size plans/maps in
pockets
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d 3 18 Transportation Impact & Mitigation Analysis (TIMA)

Please review the City's Design Standards & Policies Manual and Transportation Impact and
Mitigation Analysis Requirements provided with the application material for the specific
requirements. The report shall be bound (3 ring, GBC or coil wire, no staples) with card stock front
and back covers, and must include all required exhibits, and plans.

O Category 1 Study

O Categdry 2 Study

O Category 3 Study

e 8-1/2” x11” - 3 copies of the Transportation Impact & Mitigation Analysis Water including full
size plans/maps in pockets

{ O | 33. Native Plant Submittal Requirements: (form provided)

e 24" x36” 1- copy, folded.

(Aerial with site plan overlay to show spatial relationships of existing protected plants and
significant concentrations on vegetation to proposed development)

e See Sec. 7.504 of the Zoning Ordinance for specific submittal requirements.

M O | 34. Environmental Features Map
e 24" x36" -1 copy, folded
e 11" x17” -1 copy, folded (quality suitable for reproduction)

O | O | 35. Other:

PART Il - SUBMITTAL OF THE DEVELOPMENT APPLICATION

l:_ T | Description of Documents Required for Complete Application. No application shall be accepted without all items

& & | marked below.

™ O | 36. An appointment must be scheduled to submit this application. To schedule your submittal
meeting please call 480-312-7000. Request a submittal meeting with a Planning Specialist and
provide your case pre-app number; S04 -PA- 2016

O | 37. Submit all items indicated on this checklist pursuant to the Submittal Instructions provided.

ning and Development Service |
7«7E|ndlah5chommﬁd5uiteios, ?&t&dale.ﬂ 85251 Phone: 480-312-7000 Fax: 480-312-7088 .
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Rezoning Development Application Checklist

=
O

38. Submit all additional items that are required pursuant to the stipulations of any other
Development Application that this application is reliant upon

M O | 39. Delayed Submittal. Additional copies of all or certain required submittal indicated items above will
be require at the time your Project Coordinator is preparing the public hearing report(s). Your
Project Coordinator will request these items at that time, and they are to be submitted by the date
indicated in the request.

M 40. If you have any question regarding this application checklist, please contact your Project
Coordinator.
Coordinator Name (print): l(‘,H,‘ N; B Phone Number: 4go. 3 2-29C7
Coordinator email: kw edover@, $¢0‘H'/l wleaz. q i Date: 6 - A0 20\b
Coordinator Signature:

If the Project Coordinator is no-longer available, please contact the Current Planning Director at the
phone number in the footer of this page if you have any question regarding thls application checklist.

This application needs a: mew Project Number, or
[0 A New Phase to an old Project Number:

Required Notice

Pursuant to A.R.S. §9-836, an applicant/agent may request a clarification from the City regarding an
interpretation or application of a statute, ordinance, code or authorized substantive policy, or policy
statement. Requests to clarify an interpretation or application of a statute, ordinance, code, policy
statement administered by the Planning, Neighborhood and Transportation Division, including a request
for an interpretation of the Zoning Ordinance, shall be submitted in writing to the One Stop Shop to the
attention of the Planning, Neighborhood & Transportation Administrator. All such requests must be
submitted in accordance with the A.R.S. §9-839 and the City’s applicable administrative policies available
at the Planning, Neighborhood and Transportation Division’s One Stop Shop, or from the city’s website:

http://www.scottsdaleaz.gov/bldgresources/forms.

Planning, Neighborhood and Transportation Division
One Stop Shop

Planning, Neighborhood & Transportation Administrator
7447 E. Indian School Rd, Suite 105

Scottsdale, AZ 85251

Phone: (480) 312-7000

Planning and Development Services
Ei € Indian School Road Suite 105, Scottsdale, AZ 85251 Phone: 480-312-7000 Fax: 480-312-7088
nezomApplaﬁbn Checklist Page 11 of 12 ~ Revision Date: 02/02/2015




Abandonment (AB), Municipal Use Master Site Plan (UP),

Development Application Process

Infill Incentive (II) & Zoning District Map Amendment (ZN)

Citizen and Neighborhood Involvement

Completed
by the Owner / Applicant

i Issues Resolved by

LE]

Determination if the minimum submittal
requirements have been met

Note:
1. Time period determined by owner/applicant.

( mummﬁ

_, SUMC o
| Resubmits Application
Sends Letler o
(D)
|
No/Minimal
(u-wmm Y

mhuld

)G

i Issues Resolved by

Planning
7447 E Indian School Road, Suite 105, Scottsdale, AZ 85251 « Phone: 480-312-7000 « Fax 480-312-7088

and Development Services Division

Rezoning Application Checklist
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