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Ruenger, Jeffrey

From: Bob Roth <bobroth@cypresshomecare.com>
Sent: Saturday, May 6, 2017 6:58 PM
To: McClay, Doris
Subject: FW: variances 13647 N. 87th St. Scottsdale 85260

Good Evening Ms. McClay ‐ 
 
I support both Mark Speno and Mark Preul's comments below and Mark Preul's subsequent email to Mr. Carr outlining 
the history of this property and the previous attempt back in 2013.  
 
Being a resident for over 23 years our neighborhood exemplifies why consistently year after year Scottsdale is ranked 
among the best cities in the Nation to live.    
 
Don't let Mr. Koo develop this lot, preserve our neighborhood, don't just do it just for us, do it for the City of 
Scottsdale.  The McDowell Mountain Estates neighborhood is the "Standard" by which Scottsdale is measured. 
 
Thank you. 
 
Bob Roth 
8715 E. Celtic Drive 
480‐540‐2942 
 

From: Mark Speno [mailto:markspeno@cox.net]  
Sent: Saturday, May 06, 2017 9:28 AM 
To: dmcclay@scottsdale.gov 
Cc: hoonhkoo@icloud.com; Jasper Norris; louispalmieri@mac.com; Mark and Ronda Speno; Bob Roth; 
rogmalcolm@aol.com; mpreul 
Subject: Re: variances 13647 N. 87th St. Scottsdale 85260 
 
Dear Ms. McClay, 
 
I agree 100% with Mark Preul’s concerns below and have additionally attached a copy of the letter we received from Mr. Koo.  We 
went through this before with the previous owner who came into ownership of this lot via a failed business investment.  That owner 
then sought a variance by attempting to charm the neighborhood into believing they wanted to build their dream home on the site.  I 
question Mr. Koo’s sincerity when he claims he wishes to  “build our new home”… to "become a part of your community” and 
inviting the neighborhood to “…make comments concerning our future home site…”.  Mr. Koo is a professional builder/developer 
and we should all be concerned that he has acquired this site, not to build a primary residence so he can be our “neighbor", but instead 
to make an entrepreneurial profit at the expense of local property owners.   

 
 
I ask that you consider the functional obsolescence of the submitted design of the home and ask yourself what is really going on 
here.  Take a look at the tiny footprint of the house and its situation to the lot, no yard, no views, no room for a pool, can’t be properly 
seen from the street; the layout of the small bedrooms including the unusually small master bedroom and consider the highest and best 
use.  I firmly believe that Mr. Koo intends to develop this site into an assisted care facility and not a home for single family use.  This 
is not a stretch considering the sole neighbor who does not object to the proposed variance is already running a care home next door 
called the Tuscan Place Assisted Living Home: https://www.newlifestyles.com/listings/tuscan-place-assisted-living-home-192277.  I 
have had experience in my business working with such facilities and can tell you that the cramped design and lack of aesthetic appeal 
is more in line with such a use.   
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Considering the most certain negative impact such a project will have on all of our neighbors, please re-schedule the Neighborhood 
Open House Meeting to a weekend time when most of us are home and can attend to properly voice our concerns.  Otherwise, Mr. 



3

Koo will have the unfair advantage of reporting to the city that our absence should be interpreted by your office as confirmation of our 
consent. 
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Please reply to all in this email thread your intentions regarding a change of date for the Neighborhood Open House Meeting.   
 
Your cooperation and communication will be greatly appreciated. 
 
Sincerely, 
 
Mark Speno 
8647 E. Davenport Drive 
(480) 694-6300 
 
 
 
On May 4, 2017, at 8:51 PM, mpreul <mpreul@cox.net> wrote: 
 
Dear Ms. Clay: 
 
As per a previous project variance request for variance on this size lot, I remain as a long time resident of the neighborhood, fully 
against such a crowding and “insertion” of a home into this lot. The size and orientation of this lot does not accommodate a home that 
is in keeping with the character and current home and lot type of the neighborhood. The construction requested on this lot will require 
not insignificant variances. This is not a minor variance situation such as what might be required for renovation or building on an 
existing lot in accord with surrounding homes. It would be a completely “odd man out” home construction in the area, and thus such a 
variance should not be granted.  
 
The advertisement for this lot lists it as being compatible to construct a home with the $700,000-$1,000,000 surrounding 
neighborhood homes. This would hardly be the case. In January, the lot sold for $20,000 which indicates its inherent problems. Just 
because a lot exists, does not mean that construction should be allowed on it or forced on it. Such serious variance for construction 
would have been best explored by the now owner before purchase of this lot.  
 
I request that the minutes and record from the previous meeting concerning this lot be made available to the neighborhood and to us 
on this email. Nothing has changed since the last time the neighborhood fought against a ridiculous variance request for construction 
on this lot, such as the frontage for the lot being oriented to the 101 sound wall because the street does not provide enough frontage. 
Furthermore, the last time, the builder tried to include square footage of the garage as living area to inflate the size of the home. There 
is not now a changed or further reason to go through this process again or try it until the neighborhood is caught off guard and a 
variance for such a project is granted. It’s not the neighborhood’s problem that this lot was not managed or disposed of well years ago, 
and now some ill-fitting solution is proposed upon us.  Mr. Koo and his company Koo Design Build is an architect-design-build firm, 
thus there is serious concern regarding plans for actual residency on this lot. 
 
The letter received by the neighborhood states a meeting on May 8 at 11AM at the lot. A Monday at 11AM is when most residents of 
the neighborhood are at work, and unable to attend. Such a meeting should be scheduled at a time when residents are home from work 
so that they can appropriately attend and consider the information. 
 
Scottsdale neighborhoods deserved to be kept in keeping with their surrounding type homes, not attempts to miscellaneously insert 
homes on 1/3 of an acre, where the surrounding lots, zones, and home sizes are not in accord with what will be planned on this lot. 
That is what has preserved Scottsdale’s neighborhood character and to allow it in this neighborhood is not appropriate according to the 
Scottsdale neighborhood character preservation philosophy. We deserve to have our wonderful neighborhood preserved and 
maintained in character, construction, and lot size for what it is. 
 
Sincerely, 
 
Mark C. Preul 
8628 E. Davenport Dr. 


