
Action Taken ___________________________________________________________ 

 

Meeting Date:   August 22, 2022 
General Plan Element: Land Use  
General Plan Goal:  Create a sense of community through land uses 
 
ACTION 

Megerdichian Residential Health Care Facility 
25-ZN-2018 and 19-UP-2018 
 

Request to consider the following: 

1. Adopt Ordinance No. 4558 approving a zoning district map amendment from Single-family 
Residential (R1-35) to Townhouse Residential (R-4) zoning on a +/- 4.8-acre portion of a +/- 7.4-
acre site located at 8849 E. Cholla Street, and 

2. Adopt Resolution No. 12557 approving a Conditional Use Permit for a residential health care 
facility on a +/- 4.8-acre portion of a +/- 7.4-acre site with Single-family Residential (R1-35) 
zoning, located at 8849 E. Cholla Street. 

Goal/Purpose of Request 
The applicant seeks approval to rezone a portion of an existing place of worship site to R-4 to allow 
for a new residential healthcare facility.  The existing place of worship portion of the site will remain 
zoned R1-35.   

Key Items for Consideration  
• Considerable dialogue between applicant team and neighbors dating back to 2018 

• Conditional Use Permit (CUP) Criteria 

• Public comment received (support and opposition) 

• Planning Commission considered both cases at the 1/26/2022 hearing, voting 4-2 to recommend 
approval of the rezoning, and voting 3-3 to recommend denial of the CUP for a residential 
healthcare facility.   

OWNER 

Harout Markarian/ WDAC 
(818) 558-7474 
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APPLICANT CONTACT 

Ed Bull 
Burch and Cracchiolo 
602-234-9913 

LOCATION 

8849 E Cholla St           
      

BACKGROUND 

General Plan 2035 
The City of Scottsdale General Plan 2035 Land Use Element designates the property as Suburban 
Neighborhoods, a category that includes medium- to small-lot single-family neighborhoods or 
subdivisions. Densities in Suburban Neighborhoods are usually more than one dwelling unit per 
acre, but less than eight dwelling units per acre. This category also includes some townhouses and 
small-lot single-family homes, such as patio homes. Suburban Neighborhoods may be used as 
transitions among less intense areas, Urban Neighborhoods, and non-residential uses.  

Character Area Plan 
Character Area Plans work to define, maintain, or enhance a desired character for an area. They link 
the broad policy direction of the City of Scottsdale General Plan 2035 with more detailed policies 
and implementation projects for specific geographic areas of the city – ensuring quality of 
development and consistency of character. There have been previous Character Area Planning 
efforts involving the subject property that address such for this area of the community: 

• The Cactus Corridor Area Plan (1992) recommends that areas west of 96th Street maintain 
suburban character. 

• The Shea Area Plan (1993) places focus on utilizing transitions to ensure new development is 
compatible with established neighborhoods (Goal 1, Policy 1). Furthermore, the plan states 
that open space areas may act as buffers between adjacent land uses and to visually 
enhance the character of the area (Goal 2, Policy 1). 

As stated above, the property is within, and will maintain, the General Plan 2035 Suburban land use 
category. Further, the proposal to allow for a senior living facility includes self-imposed 50-foot 
setbacks from adjacent, existing single-family neighborhoods located south and east of the subject 
site. The applicant proposes to include open space buffering within this setback. 

Zoning 
The site was annexed into the City in 1963 (Ord. No. 168) and zoned R1-35.  There has been no 
zoning activity on the site since annexation.     
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Context 
The subject property is located in an area primarily occupied by single-family residential 
communities with varying densities, and heights from one to two stories.  To the west of the site is 
the Loop 101 Freeway.   Please refer to context graphics attached.  

Adjacent Uses and Zoning 
• North: Single-family Residential, zoned R1-7 
• South: Single-family Residential, zoned R1-7, Planned Residential Development (PRD) 
• East: Single-family Residential, zoned R-4 
• West: Loop 101 Freeway 

Other Related Policies, References: 
• City of Scottsdale General Plan 2035 
• Cactus Corridor Area Plan (1992) 
• Shea Area Plan (1993) 
• Zoning Ordinance 

APPLICANT’S PROPOSAL 

Development Information 
The applicant seeks to rezone the southern 2/3 of the property to R-4 to allow for a residential 
healthcare facility.  The facility would include a mix of minimal care, for residents who are able to 
function without assistance, and specialized care for residents who require 24-hour care and 
assistance.  The church and the residential healthcare facility would be under the same ownership 
and there is no intent at this time to subdivide the parcel.          

• Existing Use:  Place of Worship 

• Proposed Use: Place of Worship and Residential Healthcare Facility 

• Parcel Size:  +/- 7.4 acres (total 
+/- 2.6 acres (church, zoned R1-35) 
+/- 4.8 acres (residential healthcare facility, proposed to be zoned R-
4) 

• Building Height Allowed:  36 feet (residential healthcare facility, exclusive of rooftop 
appurtenances) 

• Building Height Proposed:   34 feet 11 inches (inclusive of rooftop appurtenances) 

• Parking Required: 247 spaces (153 spaces for place of worship, 94 for residential 
healthcare facility) 

• Parking Provided: 251 spaces 

• Open Space Required: R1-35 (church) – 30,832 square feet 
R-4 (residential healthcare facility) – 46,293 square feet 
Total required – 77,125 square feet 
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• Open Space Provided: R1-35 – 47,034 square feet 
R-4 – 73,736 square feet 
Total provided – 120,770 square feet 

• Density Allowed:  Specialized – 115 beds (28 beds per acre)  
Minimal – 57 units (14 du/ac)  

• Density Proposed: Specialized – 48 Beds (10 beds per acre) 
Minimal – 48 units (10 du/ac ) 

IMPACT ANALYSIS 

Land Use 
The proposed residential healthcare facility provides a high concentration of minimal care and 
specialized care living accommodations to an area that benefits from close proximity to the Loop 
101 freeway, public transit and adjacent commercial uses to the south, such as restaurants, retail 
and personal services.  Additionally, the site design includes common open space to provide a visual 
setting for the project and an amenity for the residents.  After discussion with the neighbors, the 
applicant has agreed to a maximum of 48 beds and 48 minimal care units.  By comparison, if a 
single-family product were constructed on the site, the allowed density under the Suburban 
Neighborhoods designation of the 2035 General Plan, and utilizing the R-4 district density of one 
unit for every 5,230 square feet, would be 38 dwelling units.      

Conditional Use Permit 
Conditional Use Permits, which may be revocable, conditional, or valid for a specified time period, 
may be granted only when expressly permitted after the Planning Commission has made a 
recommendation and City Council has found as follows: 

A. That the granting of such Conditional Use Permit will not be materially detrimental to the 
public health, safety or welfare.  In reaching this conclusion, the Planning Commission and 
the City Council’s consideration shall include, but not be limited to, the following factors: 

1. Damage or nuisance arising from noise, smoke, odor, dust, vibration or illumination. 

• The proposed use will not generate noise, smoke, odor, dust or vibration.  
Proposed pole-mounted lighting near the east property line will be stipulated to 
include house-side shields to direct light away from the adjacent residential.  No 
damage or nuisance from noise, smoke, odor, dust, vibration or illumination is 
anticipated.    

 

2. Impact on surrounding areas resulting from an unusual volume or character of traffic. 

• The zoning application included a Traffic Impact and Mitigation Analysis (TIMA) 
that has been accepted by the City’s Transportation Division.  A good portion of the 
proposed facility will be dedicated to specialized care occupied by residents that 
will not need access to a vehicle, mitigating the potential for traffic and/or parking 
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to affect the surrounding neighborhood.  No impacts from unusual traffic volume 
or character of traffic are anticipated.       

B. The characteristics of the proposed conditional use are reasonably compatible with the 
types of uses permitted in the surrounding areas. 

• The proposed facility is located 50 feet from the nearest residence to the east 
(measured to property line).  The standard required setback abutting R-4 zoning (to 
the east) is 10 feet, per the R-4 district.  The 50-foot setback includes a landscape 
area that will provide additional buffering between the proposed use and the 
residential neighborhood.  Density for the proposed facility is slightly higher than 
the surrounding residential neighborhood, though well below the maximum 
allowed for this use.  Overall, use intensity and density is reasonably compatible 
with the types of uses permitted in the surrounding areas.     

C. The additional conditions specified in Section 1.403, as applicable, have been satisfied. 
The proposal meets the provisions for Residential healthcare Facility, as identified in Zoning 
Ordinance Section 1.403.P, including: 

1. Specialized residential healthcare facilities, without Downtown District zoning. 

a. The number of beds shall not exceed eighty (80) per acre of gross lot area.   

• The proposed zoning district (R-4) restricts specialized residential healthcare 
facilities to 28 beds per acre.  The applicant is proposing 10 beds per acre. 

b. Required open space. 

i. Minimum open space:  0.24 multiplied by the net lot area distributed as follows: 

1) Frontage open space minimum:  0.50 multiplied by the total open space, 
except as follows: 

A. Minimum:  twenty (20) square feet per one (1) linear foot of street 
frontage 

B. Not required to exceed fifty (50) square feet per one (1) linear foot of 
street frontage 

2) The remainder of the minimum open space, less frontage open space, shall be 
provided as common open space. 

• Open space exceeds the minimum requirement.    

c. The site shall be designed, to the maximum extent feasible, so that on-site parking is 
oriented to the building(s) to provide convenient pedestrian access for resident, 
guests and visitors.   

• Parking spaces are located in close proximity to the facility to the maximum 
extent feasible.  Several standard and accessible spaces are located around the 
building and near the main entrance.     
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2. Minimal residential healthcare facilities, without Downtown District zoning. 

a. Minimum gross lot area:  one (1) acre. 

• Gross land area is +/- 4.8 acres 

b. The number of dwelling units shall not exceed forty (40) dwelling units per acre of 
gross lot area. 

• The proposed R-4 zoning district restricts minimal residential healthcare 
facilities to 14 dwelling units per acre.  The applicant is proposing 10 units per 
acre. 

c. Required open space. 

i. Minimum open space:  0.24 multiplied by the net lot area distributed as follows: 

1) Frontage open space minimum:  0.50 multiplied by the total open space, 
except as follows: 

C. Minimum:  twenty (20) square feet per one (1) linear foot of street 
frontage 

D. Not required to exceed fifty (50) square feet per one (1) linear foot of 
street frontage 

2) The remainder of the minimum open space, less frontage open space, shall be 
provided as common open space. 

• Open space exceeds the minimum requirement.    

d. The site shall be designed, to the maximum extent feasible, so that on-site parking is 
oriented to the building(s) to provide convenient pedestrian access for residents, 
guests and visitors.   

• Parking spaces are located in close proximity to the facility to the maximum 
extent feasible.  Several standard and accessible spaces are located around the 
building and near the main entrance.     

 
Transportation 
A Traffic Impact and Mitigation Analysis (TIMA) was provided with the zoning application and has 
been accepted by the Transportation Department.  Per the TIMA, the proposed development is 
expected to generate 284 external daily trips per day, with 15 trips occurring during the AM peak 
hour and 22 trips occurring during the PM peak hour.  These represent increases of 48 trips daily; 
two additional trips during the AM peak hour and 3 additional trips during the PM peak hour.  All 
study intersections currently, and will continue to, operate at LOS D or better during the peak hours.  
No mitigation measures are recommended.     
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Water/Sewer 
Preliminary Basis of Design Reports for water and sewer were included as part of the zoning 
application and have been accepted by the Water Resources Department.  Aside from some minor 
upgrades, existing infrastructure is sufficient to serve the proposed use.   

Open Space 
Open space for the site (including the church portion) exceeds the minimum amount required by 
the CUP criteria.  In response to concerns expressed by the residents to the east, an area of open 
space has been integrated into the design at the southeast corner of the site that, in addition to the 
landscape area enhances buffering.  A sub-grade amenity area for residents of the facility is also 
included as part of the overall open space plan.      

Fire/Police  
The nearest fire station is located at 9598 E. Cactus Road (as the crow flies) and the site is serviced 
by Police District 3, Beat 13.  As with any project that contributes to growth, the fire department 
and police department continually anticipate and evaluate resources needed for the city’s budget 
process. 

Housing Cost 
Approval of the zoning district map amendment proposed by the applicant enables the construction 
of more housing. In conjunction with state law, staff has considered the scope of the zoning district 
map amendment and development plan, as well as aspects which would affect the cost of 
construction. Staff has not identified any factors that would substantially impact the cost to 
construct housing for sale or rent.  
 
Community Involvement 
Property owners within 750 feet of the site and the City’s Interested Parties List have been notified 
by mail and email of the applicant’s request.  Additionally, throughout the review process both 
cases were available for review on the City’s P&Z Link.  Neighborhood outreach began back in 2018 
when the cases were originally submitted and concluded in November of 2021.  Both cases were 
put on hold for a time during the COVID pandemic, so additional outreach was conducted after the 
hiatus to collect feedback from residents and provide an update.     

A total of 4 Open Houses were held for this project.  Two in-person open houses were held at the 
site, one on 10/11/18 and one on 6/20/19.  After the hiatus, a 3rd virtual open house was held on 
8/6/20 and a 4th in-person open house was held on 11/3/20.  All in-person Open Houses were held 
at 6:00 PM at the project site.  There were 9 attendees at the first open house.  Topics included 
traffic, types of residents, and compatibility to the surrounding neighborhood.  The traffic engineer 
for the project was in attendance to answer traffic-related questions.  The second open house 
focused primarily on traffic concerns, with a follow-up summary provided by the traffic engineer 
available for attendees to review (included in Traffic Impact Summary, Attachment #19).  For the 3rd 
virtual open house, there were a total of 6 attendees.  Topics discussed included compatibility with 
the surrounding neighborhood, location of refuse collection and traffic.  The 4th Open House (12 
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attendees) was held to give neighbors a chance to view the latest project design and collect 
feedback.   

Per the applicant’s report, a neighborhood consultant has been on the project team since 2018 and 
has contacted adjacent neighbors by knocking on doors and following up with phone calls and/or 
meetings.  288 letters, emails and petition signatures in support of the project have been received 
and are included in this report.  Additionally, a petition in opposition has also been received by staff 
and is included in this report.  See Attachment #20 for a comprehensive summary of outreach 
efforts and public comment to date.             

OTHER BOARDS AND COMMISSIONS 

Planning Commission:  
Planning Commission heard these cases on 1/26/2022.  After a presentation by staff and the 
applicant, Commissioners asked questions of staff and the applicant and provided feedback.  
Additionally, there were several members of the public who filled out requests to speak, both at the 
hearing and virtually.  During discussion and public comment several issues were raised.  The 
primary concern raised by residents appeared to be traffic.  Many residents expressed concerns 
about traffic on Cholla, being that Cholla is a narrow street and is used for vehicular parking on both 
sides of the street.  Additionally, the addition of a care facility to the site would generate additional 
traffic by vendors, service vehicles and employees.  This would be exacerbated by the fact that there 
is a single entry/exit point for the site at Cholla & 88th Place. The applicant indicated a willingness to 
explore traffic mitigation, i.e. “No Parking” signs and painting the curb red along the south side of 
Cholla, though it was not recommended by the traffic impact analysis.  Transportation staff 
indicated that such steps would require a petition by property owners in the area and a study to 
determine need.  Finally, there were concerns raised about the loss of privacy due to the height of 
the proposed building.  Commissioners expressed similar concerns about traffic and also the 
contextual compatibility of a care facility in a single-family neighborhood.   
 
The zoning and CUP cases were voted on separately.  A motion was made to recommend approval 
of the zoning case, which passed by a vote of 4-2.  Subsequently, a motion was made to recommend 
denial of the CUP case.  This recommendation resulted in a 3-3 tie vote, which per the bylaws, 
constitutes a recommendation of denial.      
 
Subsequent to the Planning Commission hearing, the applicant submitted several documents to 
staff in response to the neighbor’s concerns, and recommendations from the Planning Commission.  
A summary of the proposed modifications is included in this report as Attachment 7 and updated 
plans are also attached.    
 
Staff Recommendation to Planning Commission  
1. Staff recommended the Planning Commission find that the proposed zoning district map 

amendment is consistent with and conforms to the adopted General Plan, and make a 
recommendation to City Council for approval of a zoning district map amendment from Single-
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family Residential (R1-35) to Townhouse Residential (R-4) on a +/- 4.8-acre portion of a +/- 7.4-
acre site located at 8849 E. Cholla Street, and 

2. Staff recommended the Planning Commission find that the Conditional Use Permit criteria have 
been met and make a recommendation to City Council for approval of a Conditional Use Permit 
for a residential healthcare facility on a +/- 4.8-acre portion of a +/- 7.4-acre site located at 8849 
E. Cholla Street 

STAFF RECOMMENDATION 

Recommended Approach:  
1. Adopt Ordinance No. 4558 approving a zoning district map amendment from Single-family 

Residential (R1-35) to Townhouse Residential (R-4) zoning on a +/- 4.8-acre portion of a +/- 
7.4-acre site located at 8849 E. Cholla Street, and 

2. Adopt Resolution No. 12557 approving a Conditional Use Permit for a residential health care 
facility on a +/- 4.8-acre portion of a +/- 7.4-acre site with Single-family Residential (R1-35) 
zoning, located at 8849 E. Cholla Street. 

RESPONSIBLE DEPARTMENT 

Planning and Development Services 
Current Planning Services 

STAFF CONTACT 

Greg Bloemberg 
Project Coordination Liaison 
480-312-4306 
E-mail: gbloemberg@ScottsdaleAZ.gov 
 
 

 

 

 

 

 



City Council Report | Megerdichian Residential Health Care Facility 

Page 10 of 11 

 

APPROVED BY 

  7/18/2022 
______________________________________________  ____________________________ 
Greg Bloemberg, Report Author Date 
 

      8/4/2022 
________________________________________________  _____________________________ 
Tim Curtis, AICP, Current Planning Director 
480-312-4210, tcurtis@scottsdaleaz.gov 

Date 

 

      07/22/2022         
________________________________________________  ____________________________ 
Erin Perreault, AICP, Executive Director 
Planning and Development Services 
480-312-7093, eperreault@scottsdaleaz.gov 

Date 
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Case 25-ZN-2018 

Stipulations for the Zoning Application: 

Megerdichian Residential Health Care Facility 

Case Number: 25-ZN-2018 

These stipulations are in order to protect the public health, safety, welfare, and the City of Scottsdale. 

Stipulation in bold print added by staff after Planning Commission hearing. 

SITE DESIGN 

1. CONFORMANCE TO CONCEPTUAL SITE PLAN. Development shall conform with the conceptual site

plan provided by AAKAII Architecture with the city staff date of 12/16/2021, attached as Exhibit A to

Exhibit 2 of Ordinance No. 4558. Any proposed significant change to the conceptual site plan, as

determined by the Zoning Administrator, shall be subject to additional action and public

hearings before the Planning Commission and City Council.

2. PERIMETER TREES. A row of trees shall be provided along the east and south property lines,
consistent with the Perimeter Tree Plan provided by the applicant and attached as Exhibit B to

Exhibit 2 of Ordinance No. 4558. All perimeter trees shall be mature, as defined in Article Ill of the
Zoning Ordinance.

3. BUILDING DESIGN. The building shall stepback a minimum of 12 feet above the 2"' story at the
northeast and southeast corners of the east elevation, consistent with the perspectives provided

by the applicant and attached as Exhibit C to Exhibit 2 of Ordinance No. 4558. Final design Shall
be subject to Development Review Board approval.

4. MAXIMUM DWELLING UNITS/DENSITY. Maximum density for a residential healthcare facility on the

site shall be 48 specialized care beds and 48 minimal care units. Any increase in beds or units shall
be subject to Planning Commission and City Council approval as an amendment to this zoning case.

5. MAXIMUM BUILDING HEIGHT. The proposed building shall not exceed 36 feet in height inclusive of

rooftop appurtenances, measured as provided in the applicable section of the Zoning Ordinance.

6. LANDSCAPE BUFFER. A minimum 10-foot wide landscape buffer shall be maintained along the east

property line abutting the adjacent residential lots. The buffer shall include trees consistent with

the Perimeter Tree Plan.

INFRASTRUCTURE 

7. CONSTRUCTION COMPLETED. Prior to issuance of any Certificate of Occupancy or Certification of
Shell Building, whichever is first, for the development project, the property owner shall complete all

the infrastructure and improvements required by the Scottsdale Revised Code and these
stipulations.

8. STANDARDS OF IMPROVEMENTS. All improvements (curb, gutter, sidewalk, curb ramps, driveways,

pavement, concrete, water, wastewater, etc.) shall be constructed in accordance with the applicable

City of Scottsdale Supplements to the Maricopa Association of Governments (MAG) Uniform

Standard Specifications and Details for Public Works Construction, Maricopa Association of

Verision 7- 17 Ordinance No. 4558
Exhibit 2

Page 1 of 2 

 



Case 25-ZN-2018 

Governments (MAG) Uniform Standard Specifications and Details for Public Works Construction, the 

Design Standards and Policies Manual (DSPM), and all other applicable city codes and policies. 

9. WATER AND WASTEWATER IMPROVEMENTS. The property owner shall provide all water and

wastewater infrastructure improvements, including any new service lines, connection, fire-hydrants,
and manholes, necessary to serve the development per the Basis of Design report by Kland Civil

Engineers dated 12/8/2020 and accepted as noted by Water Resources.

10. FIRE HYDRANTS. The property owner shall provide fire hydrant(s) and related water infrastructure

adjacent to lot, in the locations determined by the Fire Department Chief, or designee.

REPORTS AND STUDIES 

11. DRAINAGE REPORT. With the Development Review Board submittal, the property owner shall

submit a Drainage report in accordance with the Design Standards and Policies Manual for the
development project.

12. WATER/WASTEWATER. With the Development Review Board submittal, the property owner shall

provide final Basis of Design (BOD) reports for water and wastewater, in accordance with the Design

Standards & Policies Manual, addressing any conditions added to the preliminary BOD.

Verision 7- 17 Ordinance No. 4558
Exhibit 2

Page 2 of 2  
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Revision 3-11 ATTACHMENT #4 Page 1 of 1 

Additional Information for: 
Megerdichian Residential Health Care Facility 

Case: 25-ZN-2018 

PLANNING/DEVELOPMENT 

1. DEVELOPMENT CONTINGENCIES Each element of this zoning case—including   density/intensity,
lot/unit placement, access and other development contingencies—may be changed as more
information becomes available to address public health, safety and welfare issues related to
drainage, open space, infrastructure and other requirements.

2. DEVELOPMENT REVIEW BOARD.  The City Council directs the Development Review Board's attention
to:

a. Landscaping along the east property line,

b. wall design,

c. the type, height, design, and intensity of proposed lighting on the site, to ensure that it is
compatible with the adjacent use, and

d. improvement plans for common open space, common buildings and/or walls, and amenities
such as ramadas, landscape buffers on public and/or private property (back-of-curb to right-
of-way or access easement line included).

3. PROTECTION OF ARCHAEOLOGICAL RESOURCES.  Any development on the property is subject to the
requirements of Scottsdale Revised Code, Chapter 46, Article VI, Protection of Archaeological
Resources, Section 46-134 – Discoveries of archaeological resources during construction.

4. RESPONSIBILITY FOR CONSTRUCTION OF INFRASTRUCTURE.  The developer shall be responsible for
all improvements associated with the development or phase of the development and/or required
for access or service to the development or phase of the development.  Improvements shall include,
but not be limited to washes, storm drains, drainage structures, water systems, sanitary sewer
systems, curbs and gutters, paving, sidewalks, streetlights, street signs, and landscaping.  The
granting of zoning/use permit does not and shall not commit the city to provide any of these
improvements.

5. EASEMENTS MAP OF DEDICATION.  The owner shall dedicate to the City on a Map of Dedication, all
easements necessary to serve the site, in conformance with the Scottsdale Revised Code and the
Design Standards and Policies Manual.

6. FEES.  The construction of water and sewer facilities necessary to serve the site shall not be in-lieu of
those fees that are applicable at the time building permits are granted.  Fees shall include, but not
be limited to the water development fee, water resources development fee, water recharge fee,
sewer development fee or development tax, water replenishment district charge, pump tax, or any
other water, sewer, or effluent fee.
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Rezoning Narrative 

Project Description 

Proposal 

The proposal is to rezone from R1-35 (Single Family Residential) to R-4 (Townhouse Residential) 
for 4.908 acres.  The intent of these change is to provide an opportunity to establish a senior 
living facility on a church-owned vacant infill site.  The site for the application is at the 
southeast corner of the Pima Road section line (Loop 101 Freeway) and the Cholla Road half-
section alignment. 

Current Conditions 

The rezoning site is part of what is currently occupied by the Saint Apkar Armenian Apostolic 
Church.  This church has operated in this location for over 25 years, with the sanctuary building 
being opened about 10 years ago.  The church property currently includes 7.40 acres of land 
(net) and has 25,062 square feet of building, of which 5,286 is contained within a senior living 
facility that is an extension of the church activities.  The property is located on the south side of 
the Cholla Road half-section alignment and is immediately adjacent to the Loop 101 Freeway. 

The main church complex includes 2 existing buildings.  These are placed at least 80 feet from 
the east property line, 190 feet from the north property line and 43 feet from the west 
property line.  The smaller senior living facility that exists on the site is well south of the main 
church facilities and is placed about 52 feet from the south property line and 125 feet from the 
east property line. 

Under the current R1-35 zoning and based on the specific standards for churches and places of 
worship, the site could be built out under the current use as listed in the following table.  This 
table demonstrates the full extent of what the church could become within the current zoning 
regulations.: 

Standard Category Standard Allowed Church Expansion in 
R1-35 District 

Floor Area Ratio (FAR / as 
measured per net lot area) 

.20 322,490 x .2 = 64,498 square 
feet of building allowed 

Building Height 30 feet 30 feet 
Up to 10% of roof area can 

exceed 30 feet up to 45 feet 
If full build out was achieved, 
maximum area of roof that 
could exceed 30 feet would 
be 6,450 square feet if all 

buildings were one-story in 
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height or 3,225 square feet if 
all buildings were two-story 

in height 
Open Space .24 for buildings up to 20 feet 

in height 
.24 x 322,490 = 77,398 

square feet 
.24 + (.004 x 10) = .28 for 
buildings up to 30 feet in 

height 

.28 x 322,490 = 90,297 
square feet 

.24 + (.004 x 25) = .34 for 
buildings 45 feet in height 

.34 x 322,490 = 109,646 
square feet 

Building Setback Front yard: 40 feet 40 feet from north property 
line 

Rear Yard: 35 feet 35 feet from south property 
line 

Side Yard: 15 feet 15 feet from east and west 
property lines 

Parking Setback 10 feet 20 feet from north property 
line and 10 feet from east, 
south and west property 

lines 

This review indicates that the full build-out of a church on this property would be about 2 ½ 
times what is currently built.  In addition, the current buildings greatly exceed the minimum 
setbacks. 

The site has a total elevation range of about 8 feet, with the lowest elevations at the southwest 
corner and the highest at the northeast corner. 

Site Plan 

The proposed rezoning area would include a relatively narrow (approximately 70 feet wide) 
extension along the eastern property line from Cholla Road south to the main rezoning area 
that would encompass slightly more than half of the property in the southern portion.  The 
main church facilities and much of the parking area for the church would remain under the 
current R1-35 zoning district.  The proposed senior living facilities would occupy a portion of the 
rezoning area (roughly 62%) and the remaining portion would remain part of the functioning 
area of the church.  The entire property would remain in the ownership of the church.  The 
existing senior living facility is included in the proposed R-4 rezoning request as an extension of 
the proposed facility.  The purpose of the extension R-4 zoning on the east side of the property 
to the north is to assure that the rezoning area has viable frontage on a public road. 
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Zoning Analysis 

With the rezoning, there will be different development standards that would apply to the 
property.  The following table identifies the current standards, the standards that would apply 
under the R1-35, R-4 district and the use permit, and the proposed site plan configuration: 

 Table 1. Standards that apply to the proposed R-4 portion of the site: 

Development 
Standard 

Requirements of the 
Development Standard 

Proposed 
Development Plan 

Difference from 
Standard 

Gross Parcel Area 213,812 sq ft 
(4.908 ac) 

NA 

Net Parcel Area 35,000 sq ft 210,785 sq ft 
(4.838 ac) 

Exceeds minimum 
by 170,678 sq ft 

Minimum Property 
Size 
(Section 5.804.A) 

Minimum parcel size = 
8,000 sq ft 

205,678 sq ft Exceeds minimum 
by 197,678 sq ft 
(4.538 ac) 

Minimum Open 
Space  
(Section 5.804.B.1) 

Overall requirement is 
.10 x gross lot area = 
21,381 sq ft   

73,988 sq ft Exceeds minimum 
by 52,607 sq ft 

Parking Area Open 
Space 
(Section 10.501.H.2) 

Minimum parking area 
open space = 15% / 
13,025 sq ft required 

18,214 sq ft Exceeds minimum 
by 5,189 sq ft 

Building Height 
(Section 5.804.C.1) 

Maximum building 
height = 30 feet 
(except as included in 
Article VII)  

30’  Complies with 
maximum 

Building Setback 
(Section 5.804.E) 

Adjacent to an R1 
district – 15 feet for 
one story plus 10 feet 
for each additional 
story: 
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Distance to property 
line to the south: 

52 ft Exceeds minimum 
by 37 ft (Closest 
building is one story 
in height) 

Distance to property 
line to the north 

546 ft NA 

Adjacent to an R-4 
district – 10 feet: 
Distance to property to 
the east: 

50 ft Exceeds minimum 
by 40 ft 

Adjacent to a street – 
15 feet: 
Distance to property 
line to the west 

44 ft Exceeds minimum 
by 29 ft 

Distance Between 
Buildings 
(Section 5.804.F) 

Minimum distance 
between buildings = 10 
feet 

44 ft Exceeds minimum 
by 34 ft 

Table 2.  Standards that apply to the Use Permit Portion of the Site: 

Development 
Standard 

Requirements of the 
Development Standard 

Proposed 
Development Plan 

Difference from 
Standard 

Net Parcel Area NA 180,104 sq ft 
(4.135 ac) 

Gross Parcel Area NA 183,077 sq ft 
(4.202 ac) 

Minimum Gross Lot 
Area  
(Section 1.403.P.3.a) 

Minimum Gross Lot 
Area = 1 acre (43,560 
sq ft) 

183,077 sq ft 
(4.202 ac) 

Exceeds minimum 
by 139,517 sq ft 

Maximum Densities 
(Section 5.804.D)  

Specialized Residential 
Health Care (5.804.D.2) 
= 28 beds per gross 
acre x 4.135 = 115  

38 beds new + 10 
beds existing = 48 
beds 

118 beds under 
maximum allowed 

Minimal Residential 
Health Care (5.804.D.3) 

48 units 59 units under the 
maximum allowed 
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= 14 dwelling units per 
gross acre x 4.135 = 57 

Open Space 
(Sections 1.403.P.1.b 
& 1.403.P.3.c) 

Minimum open space 
required = .24 x net lot 
area = 43,225 sq ft 

55,464 sq ft Exceeds minimum 
by 12,239 sq ft 

Frontage open space = 
.50 of provided open 
space = 27,891 sq ft 
Minimum frontage 
open space = 20 feet x 
frontage = 3,303 sq ft  
Maximum frontage 
open space = 50 feet x 
frontage = 8,258 sq ft 

9,093 sq ft Exceeds 
requirement by 835 
sq ft 

Parking Area Open 
Space 
(Section 10.501.H.2) 

Minimum parking area 
open space = 15% = 
11,509 sq ft 

16,211 sq ft Exceeds minimum 
by 4,702 sq ft 

Building Setbacks 
Distance to property to 
the east: 

50 ft 

Distance to property 
line to the south 

52 ft 

Distance to property 
line to the west 

44 ft 

Distance to property 
line to the north 

546 ft 

Table 3.  Standards that apply to the remaining R1-35 (with a church use) portion of the site: 

Development 
Standard 

Requirements of the 
Development Standard 

Proposed 
Development Plan 

Difference from 
Standard 

Net Parcel Area 111,708 sq ft 
(2.564 ac) 

Gross Parcel Area 111,708 sq ft 
(2.564 ac) 
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Minimum Lot Area 
(Section 
5.102.A.14.a) 

Minimum lot area = 
35,000 sq ft 

111,708 sq ft 
(2.564 ac) 

Exceeds minimum 
by 76,708 sq ft 

Floor Area Ratio 
(Section 
5.102.A.14.b) 

Maximum floor area 
ration = .20 x net lot 
area = 22,342 sq ft 

19,320 sq ft 3,021 sq ft under 
maximum allowed 

Building Height 
(Section 
5.102.A.14.c) 

Maximum building 
height = 30 ft + 
10% of roof area up to 
45 feet 

29 ft for main roof 
+ 7% at 45 ft

Meets the standard 
on both criteria 

Open Space 
(Section 
5.102.A.14.d) 

Minimum open space = 
.24 x 116,812 = 26,810 
sq ft 
Where building height 
is over 20 feet, the 
minimum open space 
adds .004 x net lot area 
for each 1 foot of 
building height above 
20 feet = 4,022 sq ft 

Total Open Space 26,810 sq ft + 4,022 sq 
ft = 30,832 sq ft 

47,034 sq ft Exceeds minimum 
by 16,202 sq ft 

Parking Area Open 
Space 
(Section 10.501.H.2) 

Minimum parking area 
open space = 15% = 
5,502 sq ft 

9,138 sq ft Exceeds minimum 
by 3,636 sq ft 

Parking Setback 
(Section 
5.102.A.14.e) 

Minimum parking 
setback from an R 
district = 10 feet 

10 ft Meets the standard 

Lighting Height 
(Section 5.102.A.14.f) 

Maximum height of 
light poles = 16 feet 

12 ft & 16 ft light 
poles 

Meets the standard 

Building Setbacks 
(Section 5.104.E) 

Side Yard = 20 feet 
[Distance to property 
to the east:] 

82 ft Exceeds minimum 
by 62 ft 

Rear Yard = 35 feet 
[Distance to property 
line to the south] 

607 ft NA 
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Side Yard = 20 feet 
[Distance to property 
line to the west] 

43 ft Exceeds minimum 
by 23 ft 

Front Yard = 40 feet 
[Distance to property 
line to the north] 

190 ft Exceeds minimum 
by 150 ft 

Table 4.  Site data compilation for all portions of the church and residential health care 
facilities: 

Category Data 

Net Lot Area 322,490 sq ft 
(7.403 ac) 

Gross Lot Area 355,463 sq ft 
(8.160 ac) 

Total Floor Area 93,838 sq ft 
Total Floor Area Ratio 0.29 
Total Open Space 120,891 sq ft 

(2.769 ac) 
(68,809 sq ft above minimum required) 

Total Open Space as a Percentage of Net Lot 
Area 

37.4% 

Parking Area Open Space 27,354 sq ft 
(8,735 sq ft above minimum required) 

Building Setbacks 
Distance to property to the east: 50 ft (new building) 
Distance to property line to the south: 52 ft (existing building) 
Distance to property line to the west: 43 ft (existing building) 
Distance to property line to the north: 190 ft (existing building) 

Table 5.  Site data for the church portion of the site (R1-35 + R-4): 

Category Data 

Net Lot Area 142,386 sq ft 
(3.268 ac) 

Gross Lot Area 142,386 sq ft 
(4.286 ac) 

Total Floor Area 19,320 sq ft 
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Total Floor Area Ratio 0.14 
Total Open Space 64,855 sq ft 

(1.488 ac) 
(30.955 sq ft above minimum required) 

Total Open Space as a Percentage of Net Lot 
Area 

45.5% 

Parking Area Open Space 10,906 sq ft 
(3,771 sq ft above minimum required) 

Building Setbacks 
Distance to property to the east: 82 ft 
Distance to property line to the south: 607 ft 
Distance to property line to the west: 43 ft 
Distance to property line to the north: 190 ft 

The site plan provides perimeter setbacks of at least 50 feet on any side proximate to adjacent 
residential uses.  The site plan also includes substantial landscaped open spaces and significant 
separations between buildings. 
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Local Context 
The subject property abuts single family and townhouse neighborhoods on the north, south 
and east sides.  To the west is the Loop 101 Freeway which has a major sound wall along the 
common property line and substantial width.  The following describes the existing conditions on 
the residential properties adjacent to the site: 

Side of Property Category Condition 

North 
Name of Subdivision Scottsdale Vista 

Zoning R1-7 
Date of Subdivision 

Recordation 
August 15, 1977 

Number of Lots in 
Subdivision 

127 

Area of Subdivision 35.75 acres 
Number of Lots Abutting 

Church Property 
2 

Setbacks of Residences from 
Common Property Line 

15 – 20 feet (average = 17.5 
feet) 

Closest Distance from 
Residence(s) to Existing 

Buildings 

233 – 277 feet (average = 
253.8 feet) 

Closest Distance from 
Residence(s) to Proposed 

Building 

610 feet 
(Not visible due to existing 

church buildings) 

East 
Name of Subdivision Arizona Park Place 

Zoning R-4
Date of Subdivision 

Recording 
January 9, 1997 

Number of Lots in 
Subdivision 

118 

Area of Subdivision 15.08 acres 
Number of Lots Abutting Church Property 

North Group 10 
South Group 6 

Total 16 
Setbacks of Residences from Common Property Line 

North Group 28 – 35 feet 
(average = 32.1 feet) 
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South Group 16 – 32 feet 
(average = 27.0 feet) 

Total 16 – 35 feet 
(average = 30.2 feet) 

Closest Distance from Residence(s) to Existing Buildings 
North Group (to Main Church 

Buildings) 
107 – 195 feet 

(average = 143.8 feet) 
South Group (to Existing 

Senior Building) 
134 – 204 feet 

(average = 161 feet) 
Closest Distance to Proposed Senior Living Building 

North Group NA 
South Group 83 – 173 feet 

(average = 108.8 feet) 

South 
Name of Subdivision Marlboro Court 

Zoning R1-7 PRD 
Date of Subdivision 

Recording 
May 18,1984 

Number of Lots in 
Subdivision 

59 

Area of Subdivision 12.26 acres 
Number of Lots Abutting 

Church Property 
4 

Setbacks of Residences from 
Common Property Line 

10 – 35 feet 
(average = 21.3 feet) 

Closest Distance from 
Residences to Existing 

Building 

60 – 88 feet 
(average = 77.5 feet) 

Closest Distance to Proposed 
Senior Living Building 

220 – 260 feet 
(average = 237.0 feet) 

Of the 6 homes in the southern group of lots in the Arizona Park Place subdivision on the east 
side of the site, 3 are two-story and 3 are single story.  Of the northern group of 10 homes 
within Arizona Park Place, 4 are two-story and the other 6 are single story.  The homes to the 
north and south of the church property are all single story.  Given the height of the perimeter 
walls of the adjacent subdivision and the shallow depth of most of the back yards for these 
homes, there is very little visibility of the church site from the single-story homes and the two-
story homes to the east have visibility via bedroom windows. 

The existing and proposed buildings on the site have substantial setbacks and will be significant 
distances from the existing homes on adjacent properties.  The homes with the greatest 
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awareness of the proposed new building will be the southern group of 6 homes in the Arizona 
Park Place subdivision.  The other 16 homes (in the Arizona Park Place, Scottsdale Vista and 
Marlboro Court subdivisions) adjacent to the church property will have limited if any visibility of 
the proposed building. 

The site fronts on to one road, which is Cholla Road.  Being a half-section line road, the original 
right-of-way for most developments along its alignment was based on a collector type of 
roadway.  With the exception of the Arizona Park Place subdivision, the half-street right-of-way 
dedicated on both sides is 30 feet.  The road improvements for this street east of 89th Street (to 
92nd Street signal is 1,584 feet) are 40 feet back-of-curb to back-of-curb. East of 90th Street 
there are no homes directly fronting onto this collector.  From 90th Street to the entrance to the 
site (640 feet), the right-of-way narrows down to 48 feet of right-of-way with an improvement 
width of 26 feet back-of-curb to back-of-curb.  This is narrower than a standard residential 
street (28 feet improvement cross-section) and is too narrow to safely allow for on-street 
parking.  There are deep gutters crossing Cholla at the 89th Street and 90th Street intersections 
that serve as effective speed control devices in that segment of the roadway. 

An alternate route of travel from Cholla Road would be to use 89th Street northward from 
Cholla to a signalized intersection with Cactus Road.  This has the same 60 feet of right-of-way 
and 40 feet of improvement cross-section as the main part of Cholla (which is a collector street 
profile).  There are no homes that front directly on to this half mile of roadway.  In addition, 
there are other routes via 88th Place and connected by Lupine, Kalil, Cortez, Altadena and Jenan 
eastward to 89th Street.  These are all local residential streets. 
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General Plan Analysis 

Special Note: Since the original narrative was written, the 2035 General Plan has been 
adopted and ratified.  In reviewing the new version of the General Plan, there were no 
substantive changes regarding the site of the proposed rezoning and use permit within the 
Land Use and Connectivity Elements in comparison with the 2001 version of the General Plan.  
In the Character and Culture Element, the applicable Character Type did not change but the 
Character Area designation did change.  The new numbered and future Character Area is #3, 
instead of the former #5.  This new future character area study orients the site in an area that 
generally spans from Shea to Sweetwater (south to north) and from 56th Street to 112th Street 
(west to east) that is predominantly, but not exclusively, residential in use and character. 

General Plan Land Use Plan Context 
The site is designated on the General Plan Land Use Plan map as “Suburban Neighborhoods”. 
The neighborhoods to the north, east and south of the site have been developed within the 
density range of the “Suburban Neighborhood” category of 1 to 8 units per acre.  The 
subdivision to the north has a density of 3.55 units per acre, the subdivision to the south a 
density of 4.81 units per acre and the one to the east a density of 7.82 units per acre.  These 
subdivisions tend to be at the high end of the density allowed in the zoning categories that 
apply to them. 

The proposed residential healthcare facility would not be the first such facility located within 
the “Suburban Neighborhoods” land use designation.  The Avalon Care center at 11150 N 92nd 
Street, Westminster Village center at 12000 N 90th Street and the Pueblo Norte center at 7090 E 
Mescal Street already exist within this designation.  In addition, these and several nearby sites 
use similar zoning techniques in order to accommodate such a use.  The proposed zoning 
district for this application matches the zoning east of the property and is within the density of 
the current General Plan Land Use designation for the site.  The following table reviews 
comparative data on these facilities with the proposed facility: 

Facility 
(Zoning) 

Gross Land 
Area 

Net Land 
Area 

Total 
building Area 

Units Density 

Westminster Village 
(R-5 (C)) 

902,050 sf 
(20.71 ac) 

705,050 sf 
(16.19 ac) 

353,700 sf 
(.39 FAR) 

248 11.98 units 
per acre 

Tuscany at McCormick 
Ranch  
(R-5 PCD) 

152,050 sf 
(3.49 ac) 

140,600 sf 
(3.23 ac) 

71 20.34 units 
per acre 
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Scottsdale Life Center 
(R-5) 

171,800 sf 
(3.94 ac) 

169,400 sf 
(3.89 ac) 

65,180 sf 
(.38 FAR) 

132 beds 33.50 beds 
per acre 

The Manors of 
Scottsdale 
(R-5) 

115,950 sf 
(2.66 ac) 

107,450 sf 
(2.47 ac) 

100,600 sf 
(.94 FAR) 

101 37.97 units 
per acre 

(Desert Cove & 92nd 
Street) 
(R-5) 

176,100 sf 
(4.04 ac) 

149,550 sf 
(3.43 ac) 

73,950 sf 
(.49 FAR) 

Sierra Pointe 
(C-3 PCD) 

397,700 sf 
(9.13 ac) 

343,500 sf 
(7.89 ac) 

266,900 sf 
(.78 FAR) 

216 23.66 units 
per acre 

Scottsdale Pueblo 
Norte 
(R-5 (C-2)) 

871,200 sf 
(20.00 ac) 

862,900 sf 
(19.80 ac) 

212,550 sf 
(.25 FAR) 

198 units 
+ 92 beds

9.9 units 
per acre + 
4.6 beds 
per acre 

Average 398,210 sf 
(9.14 ac) 

354,065 sf 
(8.13 ac) 

178,815 sf 167 units 
in 5 
locations 
/ 
112 beds 
in 2 
locations 

14.9 units 
per acre in 
5 locations 
/ 4.7 beds 
per acre in 
2 locations 

Range 115,590 – 
902,050 sf 
(2.66 – 
20.71 ac) 

107,450 – 
862,900 sf 
(2.47 - 
19.80 ac) 

65,180 – 
353,700 sf 

71 – 248 
units in 5 
locations 
/ 92 – 132 
beds in 2 
locations 

9.9 – 23.66 
unit per 
acre in 5 
locations / 
.46 – 33.50 
beds per 
acre in 2 
locations 

This Proposal 128,568 sf 
(2.951 ac) 
(well under 
the 
average) 

128,568 sf 
(2.951 ac) 
(well under 
the 
average) 

74,808 sf 
above 
ground / 
98,012 on all 
levels 
(less than 
half of the 
average) 

48 units / 
48 beds 
(1/3-1/4 
of the 
average) 

11.6 units 
per acre / 
11.6 beds 
per acre 
(less than 
average for 
units / 
higher in 
beds, but 
in lower 
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end of the 
range – 
there were 
two sites 
reviewed 
above with 
beds, 
which 
skews the 
average) 

Regarding the General Plan Land Use designations adjacent to the site, as shown on the 2001 
General Plan Land Use (see below), the land use designation of the properties adjacent to the 
site to the north, east and south is “Suburban Neighborhoods”.  This designation is described 
as: “Medium to small-lot single-family neighborhoods or subdivisions.  Densities in Suburban 
Neighborhoods are usually more than one house per acre, but less than eight houses per acre. 
This category also includes some townhouses and can also be used for small lot single-family 
homes, such as patio homes.  It can be incorporated into neighborhoods near the Downtown 
area and in or adjacent to other non-residential activity centers.  These uses may be used as a 
transition between less intense residential areas and non-residential area, such as offices or 
retail centers.  The terrain should be relatively flat, or gently sloping, to accommodate this 
density.”   

To the south and to the east, these Suburban Neighborhoods are nominal in depth.  South of 
the site, the Suburban Neighborhood is 335 feet deep and then it abuts an area that is 
designated as “Employment” land use.  This designation is described as one that; “Permits a 
range of employment uses from light manufacturing to light industrial and office uses.  
Employment areas should have access to adequate mobility systems and provide opportunities 
for business enterprises.  Locations have been identified for employment areas where impacts 
on residential neighborhoods are limited and access is available to labor pools and 
transportation facilities.”  In addition, most of this Employment area is also within the Shea 
Corridor designation.  One of the policies relating to this designation is to: “Allow employers 
offering uses such as medically related services, corporate headquarters or hotel 
accommodations.” 

The Suburban Neighborhood to the east is 790 feet deep.  To its east is an area with the “Urban 
Neighborhoods” land use designation.  This land use designation: “Includes areas of multi-
family dwellings/apartments.  Densities in Urban Neighborhoods are usually more than eight 
dwellings per acre.  These high-density uses area generally located near retail centers, offices, 
or other compatible non-residential uses.  Care must be taken to minimize impacts on other 
residential areas and to provide adequate circulation to accommodate the traffic volumes.” 
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To the west of the site is the Loop 101 Pima Freeway.  This corridor is between 385 and 490 
feet wide in this area.  Given the large sound walls and dimensions of the corridor, land uses 
west of the freeway have no relationship to this site. 

Figure 1.  2001 General Plan Land Use map with site located on map. 

Within the square mile bounded by the Loop 101 on the west, 96th Street on the east, Cactus 
Road on the north and Shea Blvd. on the south, there are 643 acres of land.  This section of land 
includes a very wide range of land uses and densities, from rural low-density neighborhoods to 
multi-family and commercial uses.  In large part, this section of land serves as a transition zone 
between the major core area surrounding the hospital/medical campus at Shea and 92nd Street 
to the south and predominantly single-family neighborhoods to the north (particularly north of 
Cactus).  There are 81 acres (13%) of rural neighborhoods existing mostly on the east side of the 
section within this square mile.  Suburban density neighborhoods occupy much of the central 
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and northern portions of the section and occupy 281 acres (44%).  About 1,500 feet to the east-
northeast and about a half mile to the east northeast are two large (roughly 50 acres) areas 
with R-4 zoning.  Scattered from the south central to the northwest corner of the section are 
urban neighborhoods (R-3 and R-5 zoning) that occupy 130 acres (20%).  Non-residential uses 
occupy another 116 acres (18%), mostly in the southern portion.  The Loop 101 Freeway covers 
another 28 acres (4%).  The subject site occupies about 7.4 acres (1%) of the section.  Within 
this section, the site is one of only a couple sites that have vacant or notably under-utilized 
land.  Virtually the entire square mile has been developed. 

In another way of looking at this transition area, the site is in the vicinity of a designated 
“Activity Area” at the McCormick Ranch Center.  This activity area is centered on the Honor 
Health Shea Campus.  The site is within a half-mile of this campus and just over 300 feet from 
the nearest non-residential uses to the south.  Within a mile radius from this campus there are 
substantial areas with urban neighborhoods zoning and a number of residential healthcare and 
senior living facilities.  In this area there are almost 302 acres of multiple family zoning (R-3 and 
R-5), including portions of McCormick Ranch, Scottsdale Ranch and the square mile the site is
located within.  Within these areas are roughly 37 acres occupied by 5 senior living and
residential healthcare facilities, most of which are within the same square mile as the site.  It is
common for such facilities to cluster near hospital campuses.
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General Plan Goals and Policies 
The following is a review by element of the applicable plans and goals from the 2001 General 
Plan regarding the application site and use: 

Character and Design 
Subject / Goal Response 

Character Type 
The site is within the 
“Suburban” character type.  It is 
also near the edge and 
transition area that leads from 
this type to a nearby 
“Employment Core” character 
type area to the south.  (See 
Figure 3) 

The proposal would not change 
the character type.  All of the 
nearby urban neighborhood 
land uses are also included 
within the “Suburban” 
character type for this area. 

Character Area 
The site is located within 
proposed Character Area #5.  
This area includes the 
McCormick Ranch Center, 
Scottsdale Ranch, Diversified 
Properties and Stonegate 
master planned developments 
along with nearby 
neighborhoods.  (See Figure 2) 

This character area inclusion 
indicates that the site has been 
perceived of as being within the 
mix of land uses that include 
significant employment and 
business centers and associated 
transition residential 
neighborhoods that range from 
urban to suburban. 

Goals 
1. Determine the

appropriateness of all
development in terms of
community goals,
surrounding area character,
and the specific context of
the surrounding
neighborhood.

The application site is a buried 
and largely hidden property 
with limited views and 
accessibility from the 
surrounding neighborhood.  
The proposed development is 
for a two-story building and 
many of the nearby homes are 
two-story as well.  The site plan 
includes substantial setbacks 
and significant landscaping that 
will further reduce visibility of 
the new development.  The 
proposed development is also 
less building area that what 
potentially could be built on the 
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site as an expansion of the 
church facility. 

6. Recognize the value and
visual significance that
landscaping has upon the
character of the community
and maintain standards that
result in substantial, mature
landscaping that reinforces the
character of the city.

The proposed site plan includes 
substantial perimeter 
landscaping as well as 
landscaping around the 
buildings.  The plant materials 
will be similar to those 
dominant in the surrounding 
neighborhoods, particularly to 
the east and south.  This plan 
will in effect be a park-like 
setting and help to buffer the 
new development on the site. 

7. Encourage sensitive outdoor
lighting that reflects the needs
and character of different parts
of the city.

Parking areas will use the same 
cut-off light standards currently 
installed in the church parking 
area.  Most of the outdoor 
lighting on the new building will 
be soffit-mounted lighting 
directed at balconies and 
entrances.  The overall amount 
of lighting will be restrained. 

Land Use 

Land Use Designation 
The current designation for the 
site is “Suburban 
Neighborhoods”. 

As discussed above, this site is 
in a general area of transition 
from a major activity/economic 
core to medium density areas 
to the north. 

Goals 
3. Encourage the transition of

land uses from more intense
regional and citywide activity
areas to less intense activity
areas within local
neighborhoods.

The site is 330 feet north of the 
edge of non-residential uses 
that are a part of a designated 
activity area.  It is also within a 
neighborhood context that 
includes substantial multi-
family uses and townhouse 
uses that are near the 
maximum density allowed.  The 
proposed use is also adjacent to 
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a major freeway and associated 
drainage channel and in many 
respects is a buried site with 
little visibility. 

4. Maintain a balance of land
uses that support a high
quality of life, a diverse
mixture of housing and
leisure opportunities and the
economic base needed to
secure resources to support
the community.

The proposed use will add 
senior housing in an area where 
such housing would typically be 
expected.  It expands a housing 
use that exists on the site and 
provides housing to 
accommodate an aging 
population. 

7. Sensitively integrate land
uses into the surrounding
physical and natural
environments, the
neighborhood setting, and the
neighborhood itself.

The proposed site plan includes 
significant landscaped 
transitions and generally places 
the new development on a 
portion of the site that has the 
fewest direct neighbors.  It also 
occupies a location next to the 
Pima Freeway that would not 
be a desired location for many 
other forms of residential use, 
thereby providing a modicum of 
buffering from this major 
transportation corridor for 
neighbors to the east in the 
Arizona Park Place subdivision. 

Community Involvement 

Goals 
1. Seek early and ongoing

involvement in
project/policymaking
discussion.

Public input was sought before 
submittal to the city.  This 
included door-to-door, mailings 
and open house formats.  A 
report on this activity is being 
included in the submittal. 

Housing 

Goals 
2. Seek a variety of housing

options that blend with the
The proposed use will provide 
additional specialized 



22 

character of the surrounding 
community. 

residential housing that serves 
the growing senior 
demographic in the community.  
This allows seniors to remain in 
the general area where they 
may have lived previously and 
maintain their medical, cultural 
and activity patterns. 

3. Seek a variety of housing
options that meet the
socioeconomic needs of
people who live and work
here.

The proposal will provide viable 
housing for seniors in a location 
that is near services and 
amenities typically desired for 
this population. 

6. Encourage the increased
availability and integration of a
variety of housing that supports
flexibility, mobility,
independent living, and services
for all age groups and those
with special needs.

The proposed development will 
provide housing oriented to the 
needs of seniors in a safe 
location that is proximate to 
the services they frequent and 
would allow them to interact 
with the greater multi-
generational community. 

Neighborhoods 

Goals 
1. Enhance and protect diverse

neighborhoods so they are
safe and well maintained.

The proposed development will 
provide additional ‘eyes’ on 
what is currently a buried and 
partially vacant site.  This will 
eliminate a potential source of 
dust and extend the 
landscaping character that is 
dominant in the area, 
particularly to the south and 
east. 

4. Preserve and enhance the
unique sense of neighborhood
found in diverse area of
Scottsdale through
neighborhood conservation.

The proposed development is 
clearly on an infill site.  It will 
provide significant setbacks, 
place the most active areas 
away from existing neighbors 
and blend in with the 
landscaping character of the 
existing church as well as the 
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surrounding neighborhood.  For 
the most part, very few 
neighbors will have direct 
visibility of the proposed 
development. 

5. Promote and encourage
context-appropriate new
development in established
areas of the community.

The proposed development 
places the building on the site 
where it will have the least 
interaction with neighbors.  The 
building would have no more 
floors than what exists on 
neighboring properties.  The 
entrance and service functions 
will be directed away from the 
neighborhood and on the side 
facing the freeway and 
drainage channel.  This is the 
last undeveloped site for a 
substantial distance. 

Preservation and Environmental Planning 

Goals 
9. Protect and conserve native
plants as a significant natural
and visual resource.

To the extent feasible, those 
native trees along the 
perimeter of the site that can 
help function as buffers will be 
retained and or relocated to 
maintain a quality landscaped 
setting. 

10. Encourage environmentally
sound “green building”
alternatives that support
sustainable desert living.

The new construction will meet 
the city’s progressive building 
standards regarding energy 
and water conservation.  Some 
of the functions will be placed 
underground, thereby further 
reducing energy usage as well 
as the physical impact on the 
site. 

Community Mobility 

Mobility Systems Map 
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The site is located about 640 
feet from two minor collector 
streets: 89th Street and east 
Cholla Road. 

The site is near two minor 
collector streets that exit the 
local area at signalized 
intersections on Cactus Road 
and 92nd Street.   

Goals 
6. Optimize the mobility of
people, goods, and information
for the expected build out of
the city.

The proposed development will 
have minimal impact on the 
local street network.  The use 
will be located in proximity to 
the services that are most often 
used for such a facility, so long 
distance trips will be reduced. 
The occupants will not be 
employed, thereby reducing 
any peak hour traffic 
generation. 



25 

Figure 2. Character Areas Map – Site located at northwest corner of Character Area 5 
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Figure 3.  Character Types Map – Site is located at edge of Suburban Character Type and in 
transition to Employment Core character type. 
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Figure 4.  Conceptual Land Use Map – Site is located within Suburban Neighborhoods and 
proximate to Urban Neighborhoods and Employment land use types. 
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Figure 5.  Mobility Systems Map – Site is located adjacent to Loop 101 Freeway and near 
minor collectors (east Cholla Road and north 89th/90th Street). 
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1992 Cactus Corridor Area Plan 
The Cactus Corridor Area Plan was approved in May of 1992 but was not adopted formally as an 
amendment to the General Plan at the time.  The subject property was within the general study 
area of this plan, being on the western edge of the plan. 

Character:  On the Character Plan graphic, the subject property was depicted as “suburban” in 
character.  Of note is that Pima Road was shown as a major road (not as a freeway corridor as 
was depicted in the Circulation Plan) and Cholla Road was shown intersecting with Pima Road. 

Land Use:  The subject property was shown as Land Use Category 14 (2-4 dwelling units per 
acre).  Of note is that the Westminster senior living facility north of the subject property was 
shown as Category 15 (4-8 dwelling units per acre) although it is zoned R-5 (8-22 units per acre).  
Also, of note is that ¼ mile east of the subject property the land was designated as Category 17 
(12-22 dwelling units per acre).   

Circulation: On this plan Pima is shown as a freeway and Cholla terminates into the residential 
area that contains the subject property. 

At the time this plan was prepared the residential neighborhoods to the north and south had 
been built, but the residential neighborhood to the east was vacant land.  The Pima Freeway 
would not be constructed in this area for almost another ten years. 

There are no goals or policies in this plan that directly address the subject property. 

This plan was adopted by reference in the 2001 General Plan. 
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1993 Shea Area Plan 
This area plan was adopted on June 15, 1993.  This is the most recent effective area plan that 
applies to the subject property.  This plan pre-dated the concept of Character Plans by about 4 
years. 

Land Use Plan:  Regarding land use designations, there was no change from what was shown on 
the earlier Cactus Corridor Area Study in the vicinity of the subject property.  The subject 
property is a short distance north of the “Shea Corridor” and therefore those goals and policies 
do not apply to the site.  Of note is that this plan clearly depicts the collector street linkage of 
Cholla and 90th Street as a ‘loop’. 

The following is an analysis of the Umbrella Goals, Policies and Guidelines in the 1993 Shea Area 
Plan that apply to the subject property: 

Goal – Enhance and protect existing Neighborhoods 
Intent: New development should blend into the existing land use patterns 
without creating negative off-site impacts. 

Policy 1: New development should be compatible to existing 
development through appropriate transitions.   

1) Building heights at the
edges of the parcel should
reflect those already
established in the
neighborhood.

The building will be placed 
generally in the center of the 
property and a significant 
distance from neighboring 
properties.  The building will be 
two stories in height, which is 
common in the neighborhood 
east of the site, which is the one 
with the greatest visibility of the 
site. 

2) Setbacks at the edges of
the parcel should equal
those of adjoining parcels.

The setback of the proposed 
building is more than double the 
setbacks found on adjacent 
neighborhoods. 

3) Where a multi-family
project bounds a single-
family development,
overall building mass at
the edges of the parcel
should be comparable to
existing homes.

The proposed building will be at 
least 50 feet from the common 
property line.  About 1/3 of the 
building will be directly west of a 
large open space tract in the 
adjacent neighborhood.  The 
building also includes a 
significant recess that places 
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much of the building mass even 
further away. 

4) Buffering techniques such
as landscaping, open
space, parks and trails
should be used whenever
possible.

Substantial landscaping with 
trees will be placed along the 
perimeter, continuing a buffering 
technique already established on 
the church portion of the site. 

5) NA
6) Project walls that are not

adjacent to Shea
Boulevard should be
limited to six (6) feet in
height and should provide
variations in height and
alignment.

The perimeter walls already exist 
(they were installed by the 
adjacent residential 
neighborhoods.) 

7) Proposals for new
development should be
reviewed with the
neighborhood directly
adjacent to the
development and
established neighborhood
associations.  This review
should be accomplished
by the applicant or their
representative prior to the
public hearing process.

The applicant has conducted 
neighborhood outreach prior to 
submittal of the proposal to the 
city. 

Policy 2: Parcels should develop without encouraging neighborhood 
assemblages.  It is desirable to unite undeveloped, individually owned 
parcels into a common development. 

1) NA
2) New development which

creates a de-stabilizing
effect on a neighborhood
should be discouraged.
De-stabilization is defined
by one or more of the
following if the
development: a. alters
normal flows of traffic
near a neighborhood or
creates an increase in
traffic through a

a. The estimated amount of
additional traffic that will be
generated by the proposed
use will be roughly 280 trips
per day.  For the one block of
Cholla Road leading from the
site to the nearest minor
collector streets, this is well
under the 3,000 trips a day
that local streets can
generally manage.  The
proposed use typically will
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neighborhood, b. creates 
pressure for a change in 
land use nearby if the 
change is not desired, c. 
isolates small clusters of 
homes or existing 
neighborhoods, or d. does 
not include transition and 
buffering near the existing 
neighborhood. 

generate very little traffic at 
the same times that the 
adjacent church would 
generate traffic.  With 
additional traffic at roughly 
one car every 3-4 minutes 
during peak hours and one car 
every 10 minutes throughout 
the rest of the day, there will 
be little change in traffic on 
this portion of roadway.  The 
peak hour traffic projected for 
this project would be less that 
what would be generated on 
the same site as an R-17 
single family neighborhood or 
a school (other possible uses 
of the site). 

b. This is the last remaining
vacant or under-utilized
property in a significant
distance, and therefore it will
not create demand or
expectations for other land
use changes in the vicinity.

c. This is the isolated site, being
surrounded by existing
neighborhoods.

d. The site plan incorporates
buffering in the form of
significant setbacks,
landscaped buffers and
orientation of active use areas
away from the neighbors.

Goal – Encourage site planning which is sensitive to environmental features. (Since this 
site is not in the Environmentally Sensitive Lands overlay, along a major wash nor fronting 
along Shea Blvd., this goal is not applicable) 
Goal – Provide for an efficient road network and promote alternative modes of travel.  
(Since this site is not along the Shea Blvd. frontage, at a freeway interchange, along a 
planned trail nor along a planned transit route, this goal does not apply.) 
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Use Permit Narrative 

Proposed Use 

Land Use 

The proposal is to develop a “Residential Health Care Facility” on a portion of the Saint Apkar 
Armenian Apostolic Church campus located on the south side of Cholla Road and east of the 
Loop 101 Freeway.  The proposal includes both “Specialized Residential Health Care” units and 
“Minimal Residential Health Care” units.  The new development will incorporate into its overall 
management and service the existing senior living facility that is a part of the Church function.  
The entire property will remain under the ownership of the Church. 

Site Plan 

The residential health care facility will occupy 180,104 square feet (4.135 acres) (55.85%) of the 
322,490 square feet (7.403 acre) Church site.  The site of the use permit will occupy the 
southern roughly third of the overall Church property and will cover most of the undeveloped 
portion of the property.  Access to the proposed facility will originate from Cholla Road and 
come to the facility via a looped driveway system that encircles the existing Church facilities on 
the east and west sides. 

The proposed building will have an “H” shaped floor plan.  The overall building dimensions are 
216 feet long north/south and 164 feet wide east/west.  The central “stem” of the building will 
be recessed from the wings about 50 feet, giving substantial depth in the building façade.  The 
southeast leg of the building will be the closest to any property line at 50 feet. Therefore, the 
center “stem” portion will be over 100 feet from the property line.  The north corner of the 
building will be over 130 west of the property line and west of an open space tract in the 
adjacent subdivision.   The west side of the building will be 50 or more feet east of the property 
line, which is shared with the freeway and faces a large concrete lined channel and a tall wall. 

The proposed new building will be over 150 feet north of the southern property line and half 
the building will be shielded by the existing senior living group home building.  The building will 
also be well over 500 feet south of the north property line and shielded from that direction 
entirely by the existing church buildings.  There is about a 7-foot drop in elevation from the 
Cholla Road curb line, which furthers reduces any visibility of the facility from Cholla. 

The new building will have four levels: a basement level completely below-grade and three 
residential levels above grade.  The basement level will house the main common functions 
including dining and recreation areas, a library and chapel, storage, the kitchen and utility 
spaces serving the function of the building.  The main (ground) level will contain the 
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administrative functions, the specialized care units.  The second level would contain the 
minimal care units and the third level would contain the independent living units.  The building 
form is 35 feet tall as measured from the finish floor elevation but is about 30 feet above the 
average curb elevation (along Cholla Road). 

Most of the residential balconies and patios (40 out of 48) on the new building are oriented on 
the north and south sides of the building, where the setbacks are greatest.  Four of these 
balconies would face toward the residential neighborhood to the east, will be setback at least 
100 feet from the property line and will have limited visibility since they are in a deep recess.  

The entrance to the facility will be placed on the west side of the building, which is not visible or 
proximate to any nearby residential area.  The service/delivery area will be located at the 
southwest corner of the building, accessed from the west, and shielded by the existing building.  
Given that the service functions will be placed below grade and the main access functions are 
to be placed on the west side of the building, the common and service functions will be 
effectively screened from any impact on neighbors. 

The existing senior group home (housing 10 beds) south of the proposed new building will be 
integrated into and become an integral part and extension of the proposed residential health 
care facility and will be licensed in such a manner. 

The new parking spaces to serve the facility will be placed on all sides of the building, with the 
bulk being either north or south of the main facility.  New walkways will connect to the existing 
buildings on the site, provide for walking loops and ultimately connect to Cholla Road.  
Substantial landscaping will be provided around the building, through the parking areas and 
along the perimeter of the site. 

A total of 43,225 square feet of open space is required for the use permit portion of the site 
and 55,783 square feet will be provided. An additional 16,620 square feet of parking area open 
space will be provided. 

Other than the proposed senior living facility as proposed, there are few other land uses that 
would be viable on this site.  Among other uses that could function here would be expansion of 
the existing church, another church or an educational facility. 
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Use Permit Criteria - General Criteria 

As specified in Section 1.401 – Issuance of the Zoning Ordinance, the following is an analysis of 
the general use permit criteria applicable to all use permit requests: 

Use Permit Criterion Response 
A. That the granting of such conditional

use permit will not be materially
detrimental to the public health,
safety or welfare.  In reaching this
conclusion, the Planning Commission
and the City Council’s consideration
shall include, but not be limited to,
the following factors:
1. Damage or nuisance arising from

noise, smoke, odor, dust,
vibration or illumination.

2. Impact on surrounding areas
resulting from an unusual volume
or character of traffic.

The proposed use is a quiet use, with all 
common activities occurring within the 
building, primary access being placed away 
from any nearby residences and there being 
relatively limited coming and going.  To some 
extent, the building mass should provide 
some sound deadening from the freeway 
located to the west for the residences to the 
east. 

The kitchen area will be vented and provide 
the required equipment that should reduce 
any aromas emanating from the facility.   

The parking area shall use the same lighting 
system currently used by the church facility, 
which uses cut-off fixtures.  Outdoor lighting 
on the building will predominantly be of 
recessed lights in the balcony and patio 
areas.  

Otherwise, there should be no other smoke, 
dust, vibration or illumination impact 
resulting from the facility.  The development 
of the site should actually reduce the dust 
that could be generated off the currently 
vacant ground. 

The traffic that would be expected by the 
proposed facility would have nominal impact 
on adjacent streets.  The trips associated with 
such a facility area are often reduced in peak 
hours due to the shifts for the employees.  
Deliveries can be arranged to occur during 
typical work hours when most nearby 
residents would not be home.  Other than the 
first block or so on Cholla Road, the access 
routes to the facility do not have direct 
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residential frontage.  The traffic from the 
facility would on average result vehicles every 
3 to 6 minutes, which is well below the typical 
capacity for the streets that serve as access 
routes. 

B. The characteristics of the proposed
conditional use are reasonably
compatible with the types of uses
permitted in the surrounding areas.

The proposed use is one that could be 
developed in the zoning that the 
neighborhood to the east has (R-4).  The site 
plan, by virtue of the R-5 district standards, 
places substantial setbacks for the facility.  
The proposed building height is virtually the 
same building height allowed on adjacent 
properties (30 feet versus 30 feet). The 
number of stories being proposed is one more 
than what occurs on several of the nearby 
homes and is allowed on the nearby districts.  
The orientation of exterior functions of the 
proposed building will minimize any impact of 
external activity associated with the facility.  
The proposed landscaping will further reduce 
the limited visibility of the proposed building 
and will blend with the character of 
landscaping common in the adjacent 
neighborhoods. 

C. The additional conditions specified in
Section 1.403, as applicable, have
been satisfied.

(see below) 
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Specific Use Criteria 

The following is an analysis of the specific criteria for a residential health care facility as 
included in Section 1.403.P of the Zoning Ordinance: 

P.1.  Specialized residential health care facilities,
without Downtown zoning

Responses 

P.1.a.  The number of beds shall not exceed
eighty (80) per acre of gross lot area.
(Note: This is superseded by the regulations
contained in Section 5.804.D.2 and is noted
in the tables at the beginning of the 
narrative.) 

(The allowed number would be 
80 x 4.135 = 330.   The number 
of beds being proposed is 48, 
which is 282 below the 
maximum allowed.) (Not 
applicable for this request as 
noted.) 

P.1.b.  Required open space.
P.1.b.i.  Minimum open space: 0.24
multiplied by the net lot area
distributed as follows:

The required open space is .24 x 
180,104 (square feet) = 43,225 
square feet. 55,464 square feet 
is provided. 

(1) Frontage open space minimum:
0.50. multiplied by the total open
space, except as follows: (A)
Minimum: twenty (20) square
feet per one (1) linear foot of
public street frontage, and (B)
Not required to exceed fifty (50)
square feet per one (1) linear
foot of public street frontage.

Base Requirement: .50 x 55,783 
= 27,891 square feet 
Minimum Requirement: 20 feet 
x 165.16 feet = 3,303 square 
feet 
Maximum Requirement: 50 feet 
x 165.16 feet = 8,258 square 
feet 
Frontage Open Space Provided 
=  9,093 square feet 

(2) The remainder of the minimum
open space, less the frontage
open space, shall be provided as
common open space.

All open space is provided as 
common open space except for 
the private balconies and 
patios. 

P.1.c.  The site shall be designed, to the
maximum extent feasible, so that on-site
parking is oriented to the building(s) to
provide convenient pedestrian access for
residents, guests and visitors.

Parking will be located on all 
sides of the buildings.  
Accessible parking will be 
located at the building 
entrances and an extensive 
pathway system will link all 
parking areas to the building 
access points. [1] 

P.2.  (NA)
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P.3.  Minimal residential health care facilities, without Downtown zoning.
P.3.a.  Minimum gross lot area: one (1) acre. The proposed use permit site 

area is 4.135 acres. 
P.3.b.  The number of units shall not exceed
forty (40) dwelling units (per) acre of gross
lot area.
(Note: This is superseded by the regulations
contained in Section 5.804.D.3 and is noted
in the tables at the beginning of the 
narrative.) 

(The maximum allowed number 
of minimal residential health 
care units is 40 x 4.135 = 165.  
The proposed number of such 
units is 48, which is 117 units 
below the maximum.) (Not 
applicable for this request as 
noted.) 

P.3.c.  Required open space.
P.3.c.i.  Minimum open space: 0.24
multiplied by the net lot area
distributed as follows:

(see above) 

(1) Frontage open space minimum:
0.50 multiplied by the total open
space, except as follows: (A)
Minimum: twenty (20) square
feet per one (1) linear foot of
public street frontage, and (B)
not required to exceed fifty (50)
square feet per one (1) linear
foot of public street frontage.

(see above) 

(2) The remainder of the minimum
open space, less the frontage
open space, shall be provided as
common open space.

(see above) 

P.3.d.  The site shall be designed, to the
maximum extent possible, so that on-site
parking is oriented to the building(s) to
provide convenient pedestrian access for
residents, guests and visitors.

(see above) 

P.4.  (NA)

[1] 89 parking spaces are required for the proposed use and within the use permit site area 98 spaces
will be provided.
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Scottsdale Sensitive Design Principles 

The following is a review of the Scottsdale Sensitive Design Principles and how the proposed 
development addresses them: 

DESIGN PRINCIPLE RESPONSE 
1. The design character of any area

should be enhanced and
strengthened by new development.

The proposed development would complete 
improvement one of the last vacant parcels in 
the area, thereby filling in a gap in the 
pattern of development across the 
neighborhood.  The landscaping that will be 
installed will blend into the predominant 
character of the neighborhood.  

2. Development, through appropriate
siting and orientation of buildings,
should recognize and preserve
established major vistas, as well as
protect natural features.

There are no major vistas across this site.  
The site is surrounded by relatively tall walls 
and the site is screened by neighborhood 
walls as well as the freeway sound wall. 

3. Development should be sensitive to
existing topography and landscaping.

The site has no topographic features as such.  
The landscaping will blend with the 
landscaping that exists on the church site as 
well as the neighborhood. 

4. Development should protect the
character of the Sonoran Desert by
preserving and restoring natural
habitats and ecological processes.

There are no natural habitats of note on the 
site.  The surrounding area has been fully 
developed. 

5. The design of the public realm,
including streetscapes, parks, plazas
and civic amenities, is an opportunity
to provide identity to the community
and to convey its design
expectations.

The site is well hidden from any community 
visibility.  Within the site there will be 
landscaped open spaces as well as an 
extensive pathway system. 

6. Developments should integrate
alternative modes of transportation,
including bicycles and bus access,
within the pedestrian network that
encourage social contact and
interaction within the community.

The site plan provides for ample pedestrian 
access.  It is anticipated that much of the 
transportation used by the residents will be in 
vehicles operated by the management of the 
facility. 
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7. Development should show
consideration for the pedestrian by
providing landscaping and shading
elements as well as inviting access
connections to adjacent
developments.

The extensive pathway system is within and 
adjacent to landscaped areas that will have a 
substantial number of trees. 

8. Buildings should be designed with a
logical hierarchy of masses.

The building form and design creates 
substantial depth and shadowing.  The design 
maximizes resident access to the outdoors 
while minimizing direct visibility toward 
nearby residential areas. 

9. The design of the built environment
should respond to the desert
environment.

The building design incorporates a number of 
shading features.  The landscape design 
incorporates arid and semi-arid materials 
that are common to the local area. 

10. Developments should strive to
incorporate sustainable and healthy
building practices and products.

The building will meet all applicable building 
codes as they relate to energy and water 
conservation and will provide a healthy 
environment for the residents. 

11. Landscape design should respond to
the desert environment by utilizing a
variety of mature landscape
materials indigenous to the arid
region.

Wherever possible the existing mature native 
trees will be incorporated into the 
landscaping.  The overall palette will use 
appropriate materials that will accommodate 
water conservation while providing a park-
like setting. 

12. Site design should incorporate
techniques for efficient water use by
providing desert adapted
landscaping and preserving native
plants.

(“” “”) 

13. The extent and quality of lighting
should be integrally designed as part
of the built environment.

Parking area lighting will continue to use the 
cut-off “box” lighting already used in the 
church parking area.  The lighting associated 
with the building will mostly be in the form of 
recessed lighting in patio, entrance and 
balcony canopies. 

14. Signage should consider the
distinctive qualities and character of
the surrounding context in terms of
size, color, location and illumination.

Any building signage will be placed on the 
west side of the building and will only be 
visible on-site. 



Addendum to Narrative 

For 

Megerdichian Senior Living Facility 

At the 

St. Apkar Armenian Church 

 6/21/2022 

In response to comments made by Planning Commissioners at their hearing on this request, the 
applicant has made some modifications to their proposal.  One set of changes focuses on the 
architecture and building mass and the other set is the landscape plan. 

 Architecture and Building Mass:  In order to provide additional visual interest and greater
compatibility with nearby structures, additional detailing has been added to the building
design, giving it more variety of materials and colors as well as greater visual depth.  In
addition, the third-floor units at both the southeast and northeast ends of the building
(nearest to residential neighborhoods) have been removed.  This creates a step-back
feature that helps to reduce the apparent height of the building and places the windows
further from the nearby patio home neighborhood.  These enhance the compatibility of
the proposed building’s character and form within its setting.

 The southern and eastern perimeter of the site will be lined with a continuous row of
natural desert trees that will effectively screen the adjacent neighborhood’s view of the
proposed building.  The length of this tree-row screen will be roughly 900 feet, beginning
at the southwest corner of the site and continuing to the east and north from there.

These modifications have been added to the original modifications of the trash enclosure 
location, parking and driveway circulation, and other items that had been included in response 
to previous public comments.  To reiterate, all key access, service and common outdoor function 
spaces are either placed on the west/southwest side of the building or placed below ground level. 

ATTACHMENT #6



MEGERDICHIAN SENIOR CENTER 

CASE NOS. 25-ZN-2018 & 19-UP-2018 

MODIFICATIONS SINCE 1/26/2022 PLANNING COMMISSION HEARING 

The design modifications following the 1/26/2022 Planning Commission Hearing include the 
following:  

A) From the previous submittal to the staff –
1) We have added a significant number of trees along the east and south property lines

to effectively “hide the building” from the neighbors.  The trees have been added to
areas which were not mentioned at the Planning Commission, namely along the entire
west perimeter of the Arizona Park Place’s open space.

2) We have done the step-backs (12’-0”) at each of the two east side wings at the third
floor.  This way, the building’s mass closest to the east side is at two stories in lieu of
three stories.

3) A portion of the parapet will be set back from the main building by about 18 inches to
achieve a lower looking mass.

B) The modifications per the meeting with the City staff on February 2 and per the
recommendations of the Planning Commission to achieve a more “residential” style to
the building design include –
1) The body of the building will be painted the same color as the existing Community

Center for campus continuity.
2) There are new portions of the building which will be finished in the Concrete

Masonry Units that match the existing Church’s base.  This is being done for campus
design continuity and to achieve a warmer more residential tone for the new building.

3) The parapets of the building will have varying heights to achieve a more interesting
look to the top of the building and not have one big mass.  See Item A.3 above – we
will keep the modification with the setbacks to certain parts of the parapet.

4) To achieve a less commercial look to the building, all the glass balcony railings are
being replaced with the more typical vertical steel or aluminum post railings.

5) The steel awnings/ canopies are all being replaced with a wood composite material
and a pergola design that gives a more residential appearance in lieu of the
commercial looking ones from the original design.  The tops of the balconies on the
third level will also have the pergola style shading devices.

6) The windows of the building have been modified to achieve a more residential scale
and look:
(i) The windows facing the east side at the ends of the wings have been turned

into clere-story type windows to allow natural light into the building’s
circulation areas while respecting the neighbors’ privacy with no direct view
to their respective properties.

(ii) The commercial looking scale of the windows in the semi-public areas of the
building have been reduced in width (and in most cases broken down into

ATTACHMENT #7



Page | 2 

three separate windows) to achieve a more residential scale and feel to the 
building.  

(iii) All the windows have been modified with the addition of divisions and/ or
muntins to achieve a smaller more residential look.

7) There will be additional landscaping at the roof edge of the step-backs at both wings
on the east side to further soften the look at the top of the building.



Q.S.
29-49

Existing General Plan Land Use 
Suburban Neighborhoods

25-ZN-2018
2001 General Plan
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29-49

Existing Zoning 25-ZN-2018
Zoning Graphic
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COMMUNITY
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NET LOT AREA

ZONING

DRIVEWAYS/ PARKING

NARRATIVE TABLE

PARKING LANDSCAPE

OPEN SPACE:

FRONTAGE:
(PART OF TOTAL OPEN
SPACE)

R1-35

TABLE 3
111,708 S.F

9,138 S.F.
(provided)

36,678 S.F.

47,034 S.F.
(provided)

N/A

5,502 S.F.
(required)

30,832 S.F.
(required)

*OPEN SPACE REQUIRED:
111,708 X 0.24 =         26,810
111,708 X 0.004 X 9 =   4,022 (HEIGHT INCREASE)
TOTAL: 30,832

OPEN SPACE

FRONTAGE

PARKING LANDSCAPE

DRIVEWAYS / PARKING

BUILDINGS

LEGEND:
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BUILDING 2
EXISTING BUILDING

RESIDENTIAL HEALTH
CARE FACILITY

BUILDING 1
NEW BUILDING

NET LOT AREA

ZONING

DRIVEWAYS/ PARKING

NARRATIVE TABLE

PARKING LANDSCAPE

OPEN SPACE: *

FRONTAGE:
(PART OF TOTAL OPEN
SPACE)

R-4

TABLE 1
210,782

18,214 S.F.
(provided)

86,833S.F.

73,988 S.F.
(provided)

9,093 S.F.

13,025 S.F.
(required)

46,293S.F.
(required)

*OPEN SPACE REQUIRED:
R-4 NO CUP (30,678 X 0.1):         3,068
R-4 CUP       (180,104 X 0.24):        43,225
TOTAL: 46,293

OPEN SPACE

FRONTAGE

PARKING LANDSCAPE

DRIVEWAYS / PARKING

BUILDINGS

LEGEND:
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BUILDING 2
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NEW BUILDING
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NARRATIVE TABLE

PARKING LANDSCAPE
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EXISTING
CHURCH

EXISTING
COMMUNITY

CENTER

RESIDENTIAL HEALTH
CARE FACILITY

BUILDING 2
EXISTING BUILDING

RESIDENTIAL HEALTH
CARE FACILITY

BUILDING 1
NEW BUILDING

NET LOT AREA

ZONING

DRIVEWAYS/ PARKING

NARRATIVE TABLE

PARKING LANDSCAPE

OPEN SPACE:

FRONTAGE:
(PART OF TOTAL OPEN
SPACE)

R1-35 & R-4 (TOTAL SITE)

TABLE 4
322,490 S.F.

27,354 S.F.
(provided)

124,126 S.F.

120,891 S.F.
(provided)

9,093 S.F.

18,619 S.F.
(required)

77,125 S.F.
(required)

*OPEN SPACE REQUIRED:
30,832 + 3,068 + 43,225
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DRIVEWAYS / PARKING

BUILDINGS
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OPEN SPACE:*

FRONTAGE:
(PART OF TOTAL OPEN
SPACE)

(R1-35) + (R-4) - CUP

TABLE 5
142,386 S.F.

11,141 S.F.
(provided)

46,733 S.F.

65,426 S.F.
(provided)

9,093 S.F.

7,010 S.F.
(required)

33,900 S.F.
(required)

*OPEN SPACE REQUIRED:
R-4 NO CUP (30,678 X 0.1):           3,068
 R 1-35           (30,832):               30,832
 TOTAL: 33,900
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Container-
Box Size

Botanical Name
Common Name

Symbol

PLANT LEGEND:

TREES
Bauhinia lunarioides
Anacacho Orchid

Cercidium 'Desert Museum'
Desert Museum Palo Verde

Cercidium praecox
Palo Brea

Olea europaea 'Swan Hill'
Fruitless Olive

Olneya tesota
Ironwood

Prosopis hybrid 'Phoenix'
Phoenix Mesquite

Sophora secundiflora
Texas Mountain Laurel

24" Box

24" Box

24" Box

36" Box

48" Box

48" Box

36" Box

ACCENTS

Remarks -  Height  x  Width - Caliper size

3.0'-5.0' 3.0'-4.0' .75"-1.25"multi-trunk

10.0'-12.0' 5.0'-7.0' 2.0" min.

10.0'-12.0' 8.0'-10.0'

8.0'-10.0' 7.0'-9.0'

8.0'-10.0' 7.0'-8.0'

4.0'-5.0' 3.0'-4.0' .75"-1.0"

multi-trunk/
low break 2.0" min.

2.0" min.

2.0" min.multi-trunk

SHRUBS

Calliandra eriophylla
Native Fairy Duster

Cordia boissieri
Texas Olive

Dodonaea viscosa
Hopbush

Encelia farinosa
Brittlebush

Ericameria laricifolia
Turpentine Bush

Justicia californica
Chuparosa

Lantana montevidensis
Lantana

Leucophyllum sp.

Larrea tridentata
Creasote Bush

Ruellia brittoniana
Ruellia

Russelia equisetiformis
Coral Fountain

Tecoma stans
Yellow Bells

5 Gallon

5 Gallon

5 Gallon

1 Gallon

1 Gallon

5 Gallon

1 Gallon

5 Gallon

5 Gallon

5 Gallon

5 Gallon

5 Gallon

Agave sp.

Aloe barbadensis 'Yellow'
Yellow Blooming Aloe

Dasylirion wheeleri
Desert Spoon

Euphorbia antisyphilitica
Candelilla

Hesperaloe parviflora
Red Yucca

Hesperaloe funifera
Giant Hesperaloe

Muhlenbergia sp.

Opuntia ficus-indica
Indian Fig

Pedilanthus macrocarpus
Slipper Plant

Yucca sp.

Container-
Box Size

5 Gallon

5 Gallon

5 Gallon

5 Gallon

5 Gallon

5 Gallon

5 Gallon

5 Gallon

5 Gallon

15 Gallon

Container-
Box Size

Botanical Name
Common Name

GROUNDCOVERS/VINES
Ficus pumila
Creeping Fig

Ipomoea batatas
Sweet Potato Vine

Parthenocissus quinquefolia
Virginia Creeper

Setcreasea pallida
Purple Heart

Wedelia trilobata
Yellow Dot

5 Gallon

1 Gallon

5 gallon

1 Gallon

1 Gallon

Symbol

1/2" Minus Decomposed Granite in all Planting Areas
2" Depth, Color to match existing

Container-
Box Size

Botanical Name
Common Name

Symbol

Botanical Name
Common Name

Symbol
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ON-SITE LANDSCAPE AREA: 59,643 S.F.
RIGHT OF WAY LANDSCAPE AREA: 0 S.F.
PARKING LOT LANDSCAPE AREA: 11,059 S.F.
PROPOSED NEW TREES: 131

LANDSCAPE AREAS

THORNY TREES, SHRUBS AND CACTI SHALL BE PLANTED SO THE MATURE
SIZE/CANOPY IS AT LEAST FOUR FEET FROM ANY WALKWAYS OR PARKING
AREA CURBING

LANDSCAPE NOTES:

L201

PLANTING PLAN

AS NOTED

��� �� ��
SCALE: ��   ��
-��NORTH
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PROPOSED TREE - AT LANDSCAPED AREA ALONG EAST AND SOUTH PROPERTY LINE
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167'-0"
NEW RESIDENTIAL HEALTH CARE FACILITY

44'-0"
PROP. LINE TO BLDG.

DRAINAGE SWALE  50'-0" SETBACK
PROP. LINE TO BLDG.
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EL +11'-4" A.F.F.
2ND. FLOOR FINISH FLOOR

EL +32'-0"
T.O. ROOF

EL +34'-11"

1S
T

FL
O
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R

H
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G
H
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11

'-4
"

DATUM FOR MAXIMUM  

EL ±1387.88

AVERAGE TOP OF CURB

EL ±1388.88
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"

EL +21'-8"
3RD FLOOR FINISH FLOOR

T.O. PARAPET
MAX. HEIGHT ALLOWED   
EL 1418.88

30'-0"

CHOLLA STREET EL +0'-0"± (1383.90)
1ST. FLOOR FINISH FLOOR

30
'-0

"

BUILDING HEIGHT

EL 1418.82

0

4'

8'

16'

32'

3RD FLOOR FINISH FLOOR

ROOF

2ND FLOOR FINISH FLOOR

1ST FLOOR FINISH FLOOR

BASEMENTBA
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T
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'-4
"

EL -13'-4" B.F.F.
BASEMENT FINISH FLOOR

34
'-1

1"
A.

F.
F.
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AS NOTED

THESE PROJECT DOCUMENTS ARE THE PROPERTY OF AAK ARCHITECTURE & INTERIORS, INC.  NO PART OF THESE DOCUMENTS SHALL BE REPRODUCED OR USED WITHOUT THE  WRITTEN PERMISSION OF THE AUTHORS. COPYRIGHT  ©  2020 AAK ARCHITECTURE & INTERIORS, INC.

PL
O

T 
D

AT
ET

ue
sd

ay
, O

ct
ob

er
 6

, 2
02

0 
4:

42
:3

3 
PM

10/06/2020
1727-00

SHEET TITLE

JOB NUMBER:
DATE:
SCALE:

REV.
CONSTRUCTION PHASE

BULLETIN # DATE

ISSUED FOR:
PRE-CONSTRUCTION PHASE

DATENO.

88
49

 E
. C

HO
LL

A 
ST

.
SC

OT
TS

DA
LE

, A
Z 

85
26

0

©
 2

02
0

75
85

 e
 re

df
ie

ld
 rd

 #
10

6 
sc

ot
ts

da
le

 a
riz

on
a 

85
26

0
48

0.
58

8.
58

52
aa

ka
ii.

co
m

ME
GE

RD
IC

HI
AN

SE
NI

OR
 C

EN
TE

R

10-06-2020

12-13-2018REZONING & C.U.P.
10-06-2020REZONING & C.U.P.

2nd Review

BUILDING HEIGHT DIAGRAM
1 scale: 3/32" = 1'-0"1

Artin
Draft

lcastro
Date

bibsen
Date



ATTACHMENT #14





PERSPECTIVE - RESIDENTIAL HEALTH CARE FACILITY BUILDING 1
1 NTS
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EL +0'-0" F.F.
1ST. FLOOR FINISH FLOOR

EL +11'-4" A.F.F.
2ND. FLOOR FINISH FLOOR

EL +21'-8" A.F.F

EL +34'-11"A.F.F.

MAX. HEIGHT

EL +32'-0" A.F.F.
FLAT ROOF LOWEST POINT

3RD. FLOOR FINISH FLOOR

TOP OF PARAPET

-21'-4"

EL: 1418.82

EL: 1383.90

B C AD B AB B BCA D CC

EL +0'-0" F.F.
1ST. FLOOR FINISH FLOOR

EL +11'-4" A.F.F.
2ND. FLOOR FINISH FLOOR

EL +21'-8" A.F.F

EL +34'-11"A.F.F.

MAX. HEIGHT

EL +32'-0" A.F.F.
FLAT ROOF LOWEST POINT

3RD. FLOOR FINISH FLOOR

TOP OF PARAPET

EL: 1418.82

EL: 1383.90

A BD CA BAA BBC D D

BUILDING HEIGHT INFORMATION:

AVERAGE TOP OF CURB AT CHOLLA STREET:
EL ±1387.88

DATUM FOR MAXIMUM BUILDING HEIGHT
(CHOLLA STREET)
EL ±1388.88

MAX. HEIGHT ALLOWED:
EL 1418.88
30'-0"

MAX. BUILDING HEIGHT:
(TOP OF PARAPET)
EL 1418.82
(30'-0" AT CHOLLA STREET
34'-11" ABOVE FINISH FLOOR)

NOTES:

1. ALL ROOF MOUNTED MECHANICAL EQUIPMENT
WILL BE SCREENED FROM OFF-SITE VIEW BY
A PARAPET WALL OR OTHER SUITABLE
SCREENING DEVICE

2. ROOF DRAINAGE WILL BE INTERNAL TO THE
BUILDING EXCEPT FOR OVERFLOW SCUPPERS

3. ALL WINDOWS WILL BE RECESSED A MINIMUM
OF 50% OF THE EXTERNAL WALL THICKNESS

4. ALL DOORS WILL BE RECESSED A MINIMUM
OF 30% OF THE EXTERNAL WALL THICKNESS

A. STUCCO
COLOR: SHERWIN WILLIAMS
MUSLIN SW 6133
(BUILDING BODY COLOR)

B. WALL PANELS
TRESPA METEON PANELS
COLOR: GREYED CEDAR

C. CMU VENEER
TRENDSTONE TEXTURED MASONRY UNITS
TRENWYTH INDUSTRIES INC.
COLOR: PLUM

D. CANOPIES :
GEOLAM WOOD TEXTURE, COLOR: TEAK

E. BALCONY BASE
WALL PANELS TRESPA METEON
COLOR: BROOKLYN BRONZE

F. RAILING:
DARK BRONZE METAL RAILING

WINDOW & DOOR FRAMES
COLOR: DARK BRONZE

COLORS & MATERIALS:

A06

RESIDENTIAL HEALTH
CARE FACILITY

EXTERIOR ELEVATIONS

1/8" = 1'-0"

THESE PROJECT DOCUMENTS ARE THE PROPERTY OF AAK ARCHITECTURE & INTERIORS, INC.  NO PART OF THESE DOCUMENTS SHALL BE REPRODUCED OR USED WITHOUT THE  WRITTEN PERMISSION OF THE AUTHORS. COPYRIGHT  ©  2020 AAK ARCHITECTURE & INTERIORS, INC.

PL
O

T 
D

AT
ET

ue
sd

ay
, M

ar
ch

 1
, 2

02
2 

8:
44

:1
7 

AM

03/02/2022
1727-00

SHEET TITLE

JOB NUMBER:
DATE:
SCALE:

REV.
CONSTRUCTION PHASE

BULLETIN # DATE

ISSUED FOR:
PRE-CONSTRUCTION PHASE

DATENO.

88
49

 E
. C

HO
LL

A 
ST

.
SC

OT
TS

DA
LE

, A
Z 

85
26

0

©
 2

02
0

75
85

 e
 re

df
ie

ld
 rd

 #
10

6 
sc

ot
ts

da
le

 a
riz

on
a 

85
26

0
48

0.
58

8.
58

52
aa

ka
ii.

co
m

ME
GE

RD
IC

HI
AN

SE
NI

OR
 C

EN
TE

R

03-01-2022ELEVATIONS REVISION

NORTH ELEVATION
1

WEST ELEVATION
2 scale: 1/8" = 1'-0"

0
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EL +0'-0" F.F.
1ST. FLOOR FINISH FLOOR

EL +11'-4" A.F.F.
2ND. FLOOR FINISH FLOOR

EL +21'-8" A.F.F

EL +34'-11"A.F.F.

MAX. HEIGHT

EL +32'-0" A.F.F.
FLAT ROOF LOWEST POINT

3RD. FLOOR FINISH FLOOR

TOP OF PARAPET

EL -13'-4" B.F.F.
BASEMENT FINISH FLOOR

-12'-0"

EL: 1418.82

EL: 1383.90

A AC C A AA CCB B

EL +24'-6" A.F.F
T.O. PARAPET

EL +0'-0" F.F.
1ST. FLOOR FINISH FLOOR

EL +11'-4" A.F.F.
2ND. FLOOR FINISH FLOOR

EL +21'-8" A.F.F

EL +34'-11"A.F.F.

MAX. HEIGHT

EL +32'-0" A.F.F.
FLAT ROOF LOWEST POINT

3RD. FLOOR FINISH FLOOR

TOP OF PARAPET

EL: 1383.90

EL: 1418.82

AB DC AB A AB B CDD

EL +24'-6" A.F.F
T.O. PARAPET

BUILDING HEIGHT INFORMATION:

AVERAGE TOP OF CURB AT CHOLLA STREET:
EL ±1387.88

DATUM FOR MAXIMUM BUILDING HEIGHT
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d. The site shall be designed, to the maximum extent feasible, so that on-site
parking is oriented to the building(s) to provide convenient pedestrian access for
residents, guests and visitors.
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Scottsdale Vista, Arizona Park Place, and
Marlboro Court Single-Family Residential
Neighborhood Preservation Initiative
Published by Mark Mach on 24th Aug 2020

PREAMBLE
This preamble discusses the background and issues with the proposed facility in detail—if
you already are familiar with the project and issues, feel free to scroll down to the petition
itself, which is rather short in comparison.

Background
The Western Diocese of the Armenian Church of North America is proposing the construction of the
Megerdichian Senior Center on their property located at 8849 East Cholla Street, Scottsdale,
Arizona 85260, between the surrounding communities comprised of single family homes, Scottsdale
Vista, Arizona Park Place, and Marlboro Court. This uncharacteristically large facility for the
community would be located between the existing small senior residence and the Church already
existing on the property. Based on plans presented by the attorney representing the project, Edwin
C. Bull, at the community meeting on August 6th, 2020, the facility will be: three stories with a
basement, forty feet tall, hold a maximum of over 140 residents, have an unspecified number of staff,
and have capacity for 251 cars in the surrounding parking on the property.

On December 18th, 2018, Ricki Horowitz of BURCH and CRACCHIOLO filed Use Permit 19-UP-2018
and Rezoning Proposal 25-ZN-2018 for the construction of the Meshrop & Mariam Megerdichian
Residential Health Care Facility, aka the Megerdichian Senior Center, on the Saint Apkar Armenian
Apostolic Church at 8849 East Cholla Street. While several community meetings have been hosted
by the project members and legal representation, community members have voiced concerns, only to
find the plans have grown to become a larger facility with greater population density, to the point
where the existing planning cases submitted no longer reflect the scale of the project.

Concerns and Issues
As a result of this incursion of this high density residential project into this single-family house
community, residents have banded together in opposition due to the following concerns:

1. Property Values

The issues and concerns identified in this list will primarily distill down to one certain impact:
property values.

The surrounding community will suddenly see a visual anomaly appear within view of their houses: a
large three story facility, surrounded by lights, parking spaces, and traffic. There is a large dumpster
right along the wall of neighboring properties, with the foul smell of rotten food wafting into their
back yards. The trash compactor kicks on and the whining of the hydraulics kills the conversation
nearby.



Powered by GoPetition

How much would that impact the value of that property?

How much would the devaluation of that house impact its neighboring houses, when its sale is used
as a comp for appraising their properties?

Everybody bordering the property of the site will have to deal with all the issues listed here. Other
homes further back from the property may only deal with some of the issues. Nonetheless, all
community homes can expect loss in value to some degree.

Dropping home values means less money when you go to upgrade your house, less revenue if you
rent out your property, less borrowing capacity if you refinance or obtain a home equity loan, less
money when you sell it.

Yes, the Diocese will earn money from this facility—but it will come at the cost of devaluating
properties in the surrounding communities—at your expense!

2. Zoning Carries Significant Risk of Further Undesirable Use if the Senior
Center Project Fails

A facility of this magnitude requires rezoning of the existing property from the existing R1-35 single-
family home zoning consistent with the surrounding community, to an R-5 high density residential
zoning, which also permits facilities allowable in C-1 Neighborhood Commercial zoned areas,
including: a wide variety of “smaller shops and services” such as banks, bakery, auto parts and
supplies, drugstores, gas stations, and liquor stores.

3. There is No Need for this Facility in this Location

A quick search on Apple Maps for “assisted living” shows twenty facilities within seven miles of the
site. Two major facilities, Desert Flower Senior Living, and Westminster Village, are within one mile.

With such a variety and number of similar services within a short distance, this demonstrates that
this service is not geographically constrained to this specific location, and could be provided from a
variety of areas within the City of Scottsdale, particularly in locations where it could fit better into
the existing community, and not impact surrounding neighborhoods by a significant population
density increase, or clash with community standards.

4. The Facility Is Inconsistent with the Character of the Surrounding
Community

While the benefit of the services provided by the facility, and the jobs created would be of benefit to
the community, this facility is a significant departure from the character of the surrounding single-
family home neighborhoods. The problem does not lie in the facility itself—it lies in the location in
the midst of a single-family housing area, and does not fit with the character of this neighborhood.

No buildings in the surrounding area are three stories, have this level of population density, or
support this much parking space.

5. Aesthetics

The facility is out of place with the surrounding neighborhoods. As a result, the appearance of the
neighborhood in the immediate vicinity, and the views of the facility from nearby properties will
experience a degradation in their view.
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6. A Significant Density Increase Would Take Place In the Community

Six single-family homes built with current zoning would result in a population of seventeen
additional residents based on the average number of household members in the City of Scottsdale;
as opposed to a large senior center which, in conjunction with the pre-existing facility already in
place, would result in a population of over 150 residents, plus an undetermined number of staff
employed within the facility. This represents a difference in the population density by a factor of ten
counting the number of employees likely to be on the site.

Higher population density carries with it more undesirable factors with greater impact as density
increases. The other concerns cited within this document list those issues.

7. Trash

Trash from over one hundred fifty residents, not including the staff, would be considerable. This is
the type of facility where the residents eat three times a day, resulting in significant food waste. The
volume and nature of this waste will result in storage on site, with associated smells, insects, and
vermin.

A very large trash bin and trash compactor are planned to be placed immediately behind the Arizona
Park Place properties at 11128 and 11148 North 88th Place. The sound, sight, and smell will
certainly impact the value of those properties, and any other homes near by (as well as others in the
neighborhood as discussed under the issue regarding property values).

The existing property already has an issue with vermin, which is evident from the number of rat
traps placed across the existing property, and needing to be deployed by homeowners on Mescal.
The efforts in place thus far have yet to bring the issue under control.

8. Traffic

With two hundred fifty parking places, over one hundred fifty residents, and an unknown number of
staff, traffic can expect to increase considerably on Cholla, 89th, and Gary.

While a traffic study was submitted for the original design of the facility when it had a lower density,
the growth of the scope now exceeds the original traffic study which estimated an additional 280
cars transiting Cholla every day.

Discussions with congregation members uncovered reports of the clergy requesting people
attending mass or other church activities were requested to avoid driving on Cholla while the traffic
study was taking place, invalidating the study.

Existing homeowners on Cholla already have complained about speeds used by vehicles on that
road, and increased traffic will only compound those problems.

With increased traffic, and a gated parking access to the proposed facility, expectations of additional
on-street parking are realistic.

Traffic “looking for” the facility will drive through the neighboring single-family communities,
thereby increasing traffic there.

9. Safety

Cholla is a very narrow street, particularly towards the end where it approaches the church
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property. Cars parked on opposite sides of the road would likely prevent large vehicles (garbage
trucks, fire trucks, emergency medical vehicles, etc.) from passing through, as well as creating
safety concerns for general traffic on a busy road that is reduced to essentially one lane at these
choke points.

Increased traffic implies increased risk for pedestrians, neighborhood children, and pets—all of
which do make regular use of the sidewalks and walkways conveniently placed in these
neighborhoods.

10. Noise

Higher population density brings additional noise with it. Increased use of emergency vehicles for an
elderly population will result in sirens, lights, fast emergency vehicles, and horns when cars are
parked in a manner that other vehicles cannot effectively pass.

The area will result in people waiting in cars in the parking lot and listening to loud music,
employees on break by neighboring properties while talking to each other, trash compactor making
noise day or night, trucks making deliveries and honking to announce their presence at the loading
dock, and car horns sounding every time they are locked or unlocked via remote.

11. Light

Lighting from all the windows, exterior building lights, and parking lot lights will be visible from the
surrounding areas. In addition, the community will experience headlights of cars driving on roads to
transit to or from the facility, as well as when they drive around the parking lots at night.

Brightness of the area will be directly viewable from a considerable distance into the surrounding
communities, due to the increased height.

In spite of only having downward facing lights, the resulting ambient light and reflection off of
surfaces will cause some degree of further light pollution to the area, that would not be experienced
with lower density residential zoning.

12. Privacy

Due to the increased height of the facility, it will overlook the housing adjacent to the facility,
enabling staff and residents to see into windows, and into back yards.

People in the parking areas or common grounds will be able to look over walls into the yards. There
are concerns that this could be an an opportunity for crime. People that have semi-valuables in their
back yards may look like attractive victims.

13. General Nuisances for Neighbors

Employees that smoke will need to move away from the building. This may very well start taking
place along neighboring properties, resulting in employees throwing cigarette butts over the wall,
and causing smell problems with cigarette smoke.

Likewise, garbage from cars may be thrown over walls or onto the parking lot, then scattered into
the surrounding community by wind. Currently, the church takes no ownership of cleaning up the
existing debris, resulting in a trash strewn and unkempt appearance.

The plans for landscaping are extensive, resulting in many trees adjacent to neighboring properties.
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This only exacerbates the current issue of trees on church property never being maintained,
resulting in branches encroaching into neighboring properties, and plant debris falling into
neighbors’ yards and pools.

14. Drainage Issues

Water has prescribed flow patterns to ensure that it drains away from houses and parks. Recently,
the Arizona Park Place community park was flooding more than usual during rain due to these
drainage channels blocked by debris on church property. There are concerns that construction will
disrupt the drainage, and continued lack of maintenance may cause more issues, particularly with
the effects of increased population density.

15. Senior Center Use is Contradictory to the Intended Gifted Use of the
Property

Per the Gift Deed on file that granted the property to the Diocese, “This Deed is being recorded from
the Grantor to Grantee for the purposes of the Grantee erecting a church or church connected
buildings on this land for its congregation. Any other use or purposes whatsoever without the
written approval of the Grantors herein shall be deemed a violation of this Deed Restriction.”

16. Construction

While this is not a primary concern due to the effects being temporary in nature, the construction of
the facility will result in further issues with: noise, dust, smells, and traffic from trucks and heavy
equipment.

Conclusion

The Megerdichian Senior Center may be of benefit to the City of Scottsdale, but the location
selected by the Diocese is not an appropriate fit. The area is exclusively used for single-family homes
on all four sides. As a result, the community members find this project inconsistent with community
standards, and strongly believe that the adverse effects would impact the neighborhood, causing
frustrations with use incompatibilities of the different property use types, and causing loss of
property values.

PETITION
We, the undersigned, stand for the preservation of the Scottsdale Vista, Arizona Park
Place, Marlboro Court, and other surrounding North Scottsdale single-family residential
communities, and hereby oppose Use Permit 19-UP-2018 and Rezoning Proposal 25-
ZN-2018, and any subsequent modifications or derivative requests thereof, for the construction
of the Meshrop & Mariam Megerdichian Residential Health Care Facility, aka the Megerdichian
Senior Center, on the Saint Apkar Armenian Apostolic Church at 8849 East Cholla Street.

We respectfully but strongly request that these requests be cancelled or disapproved,
thereby keeping the nature of our communities intact.

We find that the project is inconsistent with the character of the surrounding neighborhoods, and
strongly believe that this improperly located project in conjunction with the multiple adverse
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effects it would bring as documented in the preamble will degrade the community aesthetics,
adversely impact property values, and erode our standards of daily living.
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# First name Last name Date
1 Mark Mach Aug 24, 2020
2 Jill Ponce Aug 24, 2020
3 Elizabeth Herbolsheimer Aug 24, 2020
4 Barbara Warren Aug 24, 2020
5 NANCY ACOSTA Aug 24, 2020
6 Karina Acosta Aug 24, 2020
7 Daniela Acosta Aug 24, 2020
8 Richard Acosta Aug 24, 2020
9 Gaurav Arora Aug 25, 2020
10 Dinesh reddy Sudula Aug 25, 2020
11 Barbara Nixon Aug 26, 2020
12 Wayne Unruh Aug 29, 2020
13 Laura Unruh Aug 29, 2020
14 Jay Beebe Aug 29, 2020
15 Lauran Beebe Aug 29, 2020
16 Robert Hasenbein Aug 29, 2020
17 Vincent Cameron Aug 29, 2020
18 Alex Adrian Aug 29, 2020
19 Amy Crump Sabin Aug 30, 2020
20 Meghan Miller Aug 30, 2020
21 Steven Miller Aug 30, 2020
22 Joan Sanders Aug 31, 2020
23 Amira Bolanos Aug 31, 2020
24 Dale Kennedy Aug 31, 2020
25 Robin Hornick Aug 31, 2020
26 Hal Gurman Aug 31, 2020
27 Jim Valavanis Sep 01, 2020
28 Munish Gupta Sep 01, 2020
29 Ellen Blum Sep 01, 2020
30 Linda Abed Sep 01, 2020
31 Carol Rose Sep 01, 2020
32 samy rajan Sep 01, 2020
33 Lawrence Oliva Sep 01, 2020
34 Jo Cordes Sep 01, 2020
35 Laura Lysacek Sep 01, 2020
36 Philip Trepak Sep 01, 2020
37 Jose Rincon Sep 02, 2020
38 Michelle Polikoff Sep 03, 2020
39 Rachel Benchwick Sep 03, 2020
40 Anne Cameron Sep 04, 2020
41 Gary Peruzzini Sep 05, 2020
42 Kim Kane Sep 05, 2020
43 Daniel Fleischmann Sep 05, 2020

lcastro
Cross-Out
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# First name Last name Date
44 Christopher Banes Sep 05, 2020
45 Rita Gavle Sep 05, 2020
46 Nancy ODonnell Sep 05, 2020
47 Paul Katz Sep 06, 2020
48 Katherine Katz Sep 06, 2020
49 Rachel Nally Sep 06, 2020
50 Gretchen Heberling Sep 06, 2020
51 Cynthia Heberling Sep 06, 2020
52 Gary Heberling Sep 06, 2020
53 Fred Yeaw Sep 06, 2020
54 Donna Yeaw Sep 06, 2020
55 Shanna Murphy Sep 07, 2020
56 Matt Mclinn Sep 07, 2020
57 Marcia Harding Sep 07, 2020
58 Michael O’Donnell Sep 07, 2020
59 Stephen Murkowicz Sep 07, 2020
60 Siegfied Hohaus Sep 07, 2020
61 Julie Kelpien Sep 07, 2020
62 Craig Woisin Sep 08, 2020
63 Carolyn Woisin Sep 08, 2020
64 Linda Martinson Sep 08, 2020
65 Alexandra Buckle Sep 08, 2020
66 Patrick Cooper Sep 08, 2020
67 Charles Skaggs Sep 08, 2020
68 Lindsey Skaggs Sep 08, 2020
69 Kris Ertz Sep 09, 2020
70 Antonin Jaros Sep 09, 2020
71 Charles Alexander Sep 09, 2020
72 Peter Yanover Sep 09, 2020
73 S.A. Nally Sep 15, 2020
74 Eloisa Horta Contreras Sep 25, 2020
75 Patricia Frantz Mar 04, 2021
76 Kenneth Frantz Mar 04, 2021
77 James Herzberg Mar 04, 2021
78 James Herzberg Oct 29, 2021
79 Sharon Herzberg Oct 29, 2021
80 Siegfried Hohaus Oct 29, 2021
81 Cynthia Buenaventura Allen Oct 31, 2021
82 Susan Silver Oct 31, 2021



From: Whitehead, Solange
To: Curtis, Tim
Cc: Bloemberg, Greg
Subject: RE: Armenian Church/Cultural Center Proposal
Date: Friday, January 07, 2022 7:50:22 PM

No rest for the weary – you guys have a lot on your plates.  Thank you very much for this info and I’ll
follow up….

From: Curtis, Tim <tcurtis@scottsdaleaz.gov> 
Sent: Friday, January 7, 2022 6:32 PM
To: Whitehead, Solange <SWhitehead@Scottsdaleaz.gov>
Cc: Bloemberg, Greg <GBLO@Scottsdaleaz.gov>
Subject: RE: Armenian Church/Cultural Center Proposal

Sorry, I previously used a defunct Greg Bloemberg email address.

From: Curtis, Tim 
Sent: Friday, January 7, 2022 6:30 PM
To: Whitehead, Solange <SWhitehead@Scottsdaleaz.gov>
Cc: Greg Bloemberg <greg.bloemberg@facebook.com>
Subject: RE: Armenian Church/Cultural Center Proposal

Councilwoman Whitehead,
Greg Bloemberg is the name, and here’s the link and link to the cases. These cases are scheduled for
Planning Commission on January 26 and tentatively for City Council on March 1.
Let us know if you have any more questions.
Have a great weekend.
Tim Curtis

From: Whitehead, Solange <SWhitehead@Scottsdaleaz.gov> 
Sent: Friday, January 7, 2022 5:28 PM
To: Curtis, Tim <tcurtis@scottsdaleaz.gov>
Subject: FW: Armenian Church/Cultural Center Proposal

Hi Tim,  Can you remind me which planner is overseeing this request?  (senior
living/cholla&101/Armenian church) Happy New Year!!! Solange

From: Whitehead, Solange <SWhitehead@Scottsdaleaz.gov> 
Sent: Friday, January 7, 2022 11:43 AM
To: Theresa Gates <gatest12@cox.net>
Subject: Re: Armenian Church/Cultural Center Proposal

From: Theresa Gates <gatest12@cox.net>
Sent: Friday, December 31, 2021 1:43 PM

mailto:SWhitehead@Scottsdaleaz.gov
mailto:tcurtis@scottsdaleaz.gov
mailto:GBLO@Scottsdaleaz.gov
mailto:SWhitehead@Scottsdaleaz.gov
mailto:greg.bloemberg@facebook.com
https://eservices.scottsdaleaz.gov/bldgresources/Cases/Details/49381
https://eservices.scottsdaleaz.gov/bldgresources/Cases/Details/49380
mailto:SWhitehead@Scottsdaleaz.gov
mailto:tcurtis@scottsdaleaz.gov
mailto:SWhitehead@Scottsdaleaz.gov
mailto:gatest12@cox.net
mailto:gatest12@cox.net


To: City Council <CityCouncil@scottsdaleaz.gov>
Subject: Armenian Church/Cultural Center Proposal

⚠External Email: Please use caution if opening links or attachments!

Dear City Council Members,

Thank you to Councilwomen Whitehead and Littlefield for taking the time to attend the recent
meeting at the Armenian Church & Cultural Center regarding their desire to expand their
operations to include a large senior care facility on their premises. We see this as a large
commercial venture in an already established residential neighborhood with tight boundaries.

We cannot imagine how Cholla St. and surrounding streets could possibly endure the
onslaught of large construction trucks, 24 hour work staff coming and going, visitors, delivery
trucks, emergency vehicles, overall continuous congestion, air and noise pollution, and the
stressful degradation of our space this proposal would bring. I don’t believe our residential
area was zoned for businesses.

We have lived in our home for about 15 years, as most have on our street. We have been upset
for some time by the growing number of vehicles coming and going from the church/cultural
center.

What we were originally told when they proposed building a cultural center was the property
would be used for Sunday service and an occasional event. Then, they added a day care center
and everything changed. None of us knew this would transpire. Our quiet, calm neighborhood
has turned into a stream of cars daily in the early mornings and again in the afternoons with
other vehicles coming and going in between. It’s not peaceful anymore.

Meanwhile, our street still has a continuous flow of people walking their dogs, parents with
kids in strollers, bicyclists, and runners who enjoy some tranquility on our tree-lined
meandering sidewalk. If this additional proposal were allowed to transpire, we can kiss our
little oasis on Cholla St. goodbye. Other nearby streets would also suffer. We all stand to lose
on this issue.

And it is not necessary for them to build this 150 unit facility at this location. I am not aware
of any other churches or cultural centers who build senior care facilities on the same grounds
as their parishes. They are usually separate facilities housed elsewhere.  Like other similar
large entities, they can find property for their senior care facility somewhere that does not
destroy an already established neighborhood.

Please stop them from continuing this ever increasing use of their property for commercial
purposes,  all to the detriment of us who actually live here and do not want our tiny street to be
used as a thoroughfare and speedway, which it has become since they built this cultural center
a few years back.

Can you imagine this kind of intrusion on the street where you live?

Theresa Gates

8844 E. Cholla St.

mailto:CityCouncil@scottsdaleaz.gov


Scottsdale, AZ  85260



From: tiffany-cooper@cox.net
To: Kuester, Kelli
Cc: City Council; Bloemberg, Greg
Subject: RE: Concerned Scottsdale homeowner
Date: Tuesday, September 08, 2020 8:47:46 AM

External Email: Please use caution if opening links or attachments!
Many thanks, appreciate the attention to this matter. For anyone who needs additional
perspective, I would strongly encourage they drive down Cholla to the church along the small
one lane residential street to evaluate the access to this overly-sized development. 

Thank you again. 

Tiffany 
On Sep 8, 2020, 8:35 AM -0700, Kuester, Kelli <KKuester@Scottsdaleaz.gov>, wrote:

Hello Ms. Cooper,

Please allow me to acknowledge receipt of your email on behalf of Mayor Lane and the
City Councilmembers. There currently is no City Council meeting scheduled to hear cases
25-ZN-2018 and 19-UP-2018 as the applicant is conducting a second round of
neighborhood notification prior to their next submittal.  Senior Planner Greg Bloemberg is
copied on this email and can make sure your comments are included in the case file and he
is the best resource should you have any questions.

Here is the link to the case info sheet where you can check for updates: 
https://eservices.scottsdaleaz.gov/bldgresources/Cases/Details/49381 &
https://eservices.scottsdaleaz.gov/bldgresources/Cases/Details/49380

Kelli Kuester

Management Assistant to the Mayor

3939 N. Drinkwater Blvd., Scottsdale, AZ  85251

kkuester@scottsdaleaz.gov

(480) 312-7977

From: Tiffany Cooper <tiffany-cooper@cox.net>
Sent: Sunday, September 6, 2020 9:11 AM
To: Lane, Jim <JLane@ScottsdaleAZ.Gov>; City Council
<CityCouncil@scottsdaleaz.gov>

mailto:tiffany-cooper@cox.net
mailto:KKuester@Scottsdaleaz.gov
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mailto:GBLO@Scottsdaleaz.gov
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Subject: Concerned Scottsdale homeowner
Importance: High

⚠External Email: Please use caution if opening links or attachments!

First, please allow me to say that I am not an anti-growth neighbor
like some may be who send such an email.  I do believe, however,
that development must be right-sized for the community for which it
serves.  Having lived in this neighborhood for 15 years, I watch cars
race down 89th/90th & Cholla streets – the same streets where our
children are picked up and dropped off by the school bus.  I can’t
begin to imagine how much worse speeding and traffic will be in our
little neighborhood with small streets and limited street signs &
traffic lights with the addition of this mega-development.  I have
signed the petition below and will share with our neighbors but the
burning question I would like to ask each of you is – would you
want or allow this development to occur in YOUR
backyard/neighborhood?  Shameful.

https://www.gopetition.com/petitions/scottsdale-vista-arizona-park-place-marlboro-court-
single-family-residential-neighborhood-preservation-initiative.html

Background

The Western Diocese of the Armenian Church of North America is proposing the
construction of the Megerdichian Senior Center on their property located at 8849 East
Cholla Street, Scottsdale, Arizona 85260, between the surrounding communities comprised
of single family homes, Scottsdale Vista, Arizona Park Place, and Marlboro Court. This
uncharacteristically large facility for the community would be located between the
existing small senior residence and the Church already existing on the property. Based on
plans presented by the attorney representing the project, Edwin C. Bull, at the community
meeting on August 6th, 2020, the facility will be: three stories with a basement, forty feet
tall, hold a maximum of over 140 residents, have an unspecified number of staff, and have
capacity for 251 cars in the surrounding parking on the property.

On December 18th, 2018, Ricki Horowitz of BURCH and CRACCHIOLO filed Use

https://www.gopetition.com/petitions/scottsdale-vista-arizona-park-place-marlboro-court-single-family-residential-neighborhood-preservation-initiative.html
https://www.gopetition.com/petitions/scottsdale-vista-arizona-park-place-marlboro-court-single-family-residential-neighborhood-preservation-initiative.html


Permit 19-UP-2018 and Rezoning Proposal 25-ZN-2018 for the construction of the
Meshrop & Mariam Megerdichian Residential Health Care Facility, aka the Megerdichian
Senior Center, on the Saint Apkar Armenian Apostolic Church at 8849 East Cholla Street.
While several community meetings have been hosted by the project members and legal
representation, community members have voiced concerns, only to find the plans have
grown to become a larger facility with greater population density, to the point where the
existing planning cases submitted no longer reflect the scale of the project.

Concerns and Issues
As a result of this incursion of this high density residential project into this single-
family house community, residents have banded together in opposition due to the
following concerns:

1. Property Values
The issues and concerns identified in this list will primarily distill down to one
certain impact: property values.

The surrounding community will suddenly see a visual anomaly appear within view
of their houses: a large three story facility, surrounded by lights, parking spaces,
and traffic. There is a large dumpster right along the wall of neighboring properties,
with the foul smell of rotten food wafting into their back yards. The trash compactor
kicks on and the whining of the hydraulics kills the conversation nearby.

How much would that impact the value of that property?

How much would the devaluation of that house impact its neighboring houses,
when its sale is used as a comp for appraising their properties?

Everybody bordering the property of the site will have to deal with all the issues
listed here. Other homes further back from the property may only deal with some
of the issues. Nonetheless, all community homes can expect loss in value to some
degree.

Dropping home values means less money when you go to upgrade your house,
less revenue if you rent out your property, less borrowing capacity if you refinance
or obtain a home equity loan, less money when you sell it.

Yes, the Diocese will earn money from this facility—but it will come at the cost of
devaluating properties in the surrounding communities—at your expense!

2. Zoning Carries Significant Risk of Further
Undesirable Use if the Senior Center Project Fails
A facility of this magnitude requires rezoning of the existing property from the



existing R1-35 single-family home zoning consistent with the surrounding
community, to an R-5 high density residential zoning, which also permits facilities
allowable in C-1 Neighborhood Commercial zoned areas, including: a wide variety
of “smaller shops and services” such as banks, bakery, auto parts and supplies,
drugstores, gas stations, and liquor stores.

3. There is No Need for this Facility in this
Location
A quick search on Apple Maps for “assisted living” shows twenty facilities within
seven miles of the site. Two major facilities, Desert Flower Senior Living, and
Westminster Village, are within one mile.

With such a variety and number of similar services within a short distance, this
demonstrates that this service is not geographically constrained to this specific
location, and could be provided from a variety of areas within the City of
Scottsdale, particularly in locations where it could fit better into the existing
community, and not impact surrounding neighborhoods by a significant population
density increase, or clash with community standards.

4. The Facility Is Inconsistent with the Character
of the Surrounding Community
While the benefit of the services provided by the facility, and the jobs
created would be of benefit to the community, this facility is a significant
departure from the character of the surrounding single-family home
neighborhoods. The problem does not lie in the facility itself—it lies in the
location in the midst of a single-family housing area, and does not fit with
the character of this neighborhood.

No buildings in the surrounding area are three stories, have this level of
population density, or support this much parking space.

5. Aesthetics
The facility is out of place with the surrounding neighborhoods. As a result, the
appearance of the neighborhood in the immediate vicinity, and the views of the
facility from nearby properties will experience a degradation in their view.

6. A Significant Density Increase Would Take
Place In the Community
Six single-family homes built with current zoning would result in a
population of seventeen additional residents based on the average number



of household members in the City of Scottsdale; as opposed to a large
senior center which, in conjunction with the pre-existing facility already in
place, would result in a population of over 150 residents, plus an
undetermined number of staff employed within the facility. This represents a
difference in the population density by a factor of ten counting the number of
employees likely to be on the site.

Higher population density carries with it more undesirable factors with
greater impact as density increases. The other concerns cited within this
document list those issues.

7. Trash
Trash from over one hundred fifty residents, not including the staff, would be
considerable. This is the type of facility where the residents eat three times a day,
resulting in significant food waste. The volume and nature of this waste will result
in storage on site, with associated smells, insects, and vermin.

A very large trash bin and trash compactor are planned to be placed immediately
behind the Arizona Park Place properties at 11128 and 11148 North 88th Place.
The sound, sight, and smell will certainly impact the value of those properties, and
any other homes near by (as well as others in the neighborhood as discussed
under the issue regarding property values).

The existing property already has an issue with vermin, which is evident from the
number of rat traps placed across the existing property, and needing to be
deployed by homeowners on Mescal. The efforts in place thus far have yet to bring
the issue under control.

8. Traffic
With two hundred fifty parking places, over one hundred fifty residents, and
an unknown number of staff, traffic can expect to increase considerably on
Cholla, 89th, and Gary.

While a traffic study was submitted for the original design of the facility
when it had a lower density, the growth of the scope now exceeds the
original traffic study which estimated an additional 280 cars transiting Cholla
every day.

Discussions with congregation members uncovered reports of the clergy
requesting people attending mass or other church activities were requested
to avoid driving on Cholla while the traffic study was taking place,
invalidating the study.

Existing homeowners on Cholla already have complained about speeds used
by vehicles on that road, and increased traffic will only compound those
problems.



With increased traffic, and a gated parking access to the proposed facility,
expectations of additional on-street parking are realistic.

Traffic “looking for” the facility will drive through the neighboring single-
family communities, thereby increasing traffic there.

9. Safety
Cholla is a very narrow street, particularly towards the end where it
approaches the church property. Cars parked on opposite sides of the road
would likely prevent large vehicles (garbage trucks, fire trucks, emergency
medical vehicles, etc.) from passing through, as well as creating safety
concerns for general traffic on a busy road that is reduced to essentially one
lane at these choke points.

Increased traffic implies increased risk for pedestrians, neighborhood
children, and pets—all of which do make regular use of the sidewalks and
walkways conveniently placed in these neighborhoods.

10. Noise
Higher population density brings additional noise with it. Increased use of
emergency vehicles for an elderly population will result in sirens, lights, fast
emergency vehicles, and horns when cars are parked in a manner that other
vehicles cannot effectively pass.

The area will result in people waiting in cars in the parking lot and listening to loud
music, employees on break by neighboring properties while talking to each other,
trash compactor making noise day or night, trucks making deliveries and honking
to announce their presence at the loading dock, and car horns sounding every
time they are locked or unlocked via remote.

11. Light
Lighting from all the windows, exterior building lights, and parking lot lights will be
visible from the surrounding areas. In addition, the community will experience
headlights of cars driving on roads to transit to or from the facility, as well as when
they drive around the parking lots at night.

Brightness of the area will be directly viewable from a considerable distance into
the surrounding communities, due to the increased height.

In spite of only having downward facing lights, the resulting ambient light and
reflection off of surfaces will cause some degree of further light pollution to the
area, that would not be experienced with lower density residential zoning.



12. Privacy
Due to the increased height of the facility, it will overlook the housing
adjacent to the facility, enabling staff and residents to see into windows, and
into back yards.

People in the parking areas or common grounds will be able to look over
walls into the yards. There are concerns that this could be an an opportunity
for crime. People that have semi-valuables in their back yards may look like
attractive victims.

13. General Nuisances for Neighbors
Employees that smoke will need to move away from the building. This may
very well start taking place along neighboring properties, resulting in
employees throwing cigarette butts over the wall, and causing smell
problems with cigarette smoke.

Likewise, garbage from cars may be thrown over walls or onto the parking
lot, then scattered into the surrounding community by wind. Currently, the
church takes no ownership of cleaning up the existing debris, resulting in a
trash strewn and unkempt appearance.

The plans for landscaping are extensive, resulting in many trees adjacent to
neighboring properties. This only exacerbates the current issue of trees on
church property never being maintained, resulting in branches encroaching
into neighboring properties, and plant debris falling into neighbors’ yards
and pools.

14. Drainage Issues
Water has prescribed flow patterns to ensure that it drains away from houses and
parks. Recently, the Arizona Park Place community park was flooding more than
usual during rain due to these drainage channels blocked by debris on church
property. There are concerns that construction will disrupt the drainage, and
continued lack of maintenance may cause more issues, particularly with the effects
of increased population density.

15. Senior Center Use is Contradictory to the
Intended Gifted Use of the Property
Per the Gift Deed on file that granted the property to the Diocese, “This Deed is
being recorded from the Grantor to Grantee for the purposes of the Grantee
erecting a church or church connected buildings on this land for its congregation.
Any other use or purposes whatsoever without the written approval of the Grantors
herein shall be deemed a violation of this Deed Restriction.”



16. Construction
While this is not a primary concern due to the effects being temporary in nature,
the construction of the facility will result in further issues with: noise, dust, smells,
and traffic from trucks and heavy equipment.

Conclusion
The Megerdichian Senior Center may be of benefit to the City of Scottsdale, but
the location selected by the Diocese is not an appropriate fit. The area is
exclusively used for single-family homes on all four sides. As a result, the
community members find this project inconsistent with community standards, and
strongly believe that the adverse effects would impact the neighborhood, causing
frustrations with use incompatibilities of the different property use types, and
causing loss of property values.

 

 



From: Kuester, Kelli
To: Mark Roman Mach; "Dr. Jill Elisabeth Poncé"; Mark and Jill Mach
Cc: City Council; Bloemberg, Greg
Subject: RE: Opposition to Use Permit 19-UP-2018 and Rezoning Proposal 25-ZN-2018
Date: Monday, February 08, 2021 9:57:50 AM
Attachments: Neighborhood Preservation Petition-106569.pdf

Hello Mr. Mach,
Please allow me to acknowledge receipt of your email on behalf of Mayor Ortega and the City
Councilmembers who appreciate you taking the time to share your input. This case is tentatively

scheduled to be heard by the Planning Commission on March 24th and isn’t yet scheduled for a City
Council Meeting, however, I have included a link to the case info sheet here, and Senior Planner
Greg Bloemberg is copied on this email and can make sure your comments are included in the case
file.
Kelli Kuester
Management Assistant to Mayor and Council
3939 N. Drinkwater Blvd., Scottsdale, AZ 85251
kkuester@scottsdaleaz.gov
(480) 312-7977
From: Mark R. Mach <mark.mach@gmail.com> 
Sent: Sunday, February 7, 2021 4:53 PM
To: Mayor David D. Ortega <DOrtega@Scottsdaleaz.gov>; Whitehead, Solange
<SWhitehead@Scottsdaleaz.gov>; Caputi, Tammy <TCaputi@Scottsdaleaz.gov>; Durham, Thomas
<TDurham@Scottsdaleaz.gov>; Janik, Betty <BJanik@Scottsdaleaz.gov>; Littlefield, Kathy
<KLittlefield@Scottsdaleaz.gov>; Milhaven, Linda <LMilhaven@scottsdaleaz.gov>
Subject: Opposition to Use Permit 19-UP-2018 and Rezoning Proposal 25-ZN-2018
Importance: High
⚠External Email: Please use caution if opening links or attachments!

To Mayor David D. Ortega, Vice Mayor Solange Whitehead, and remaining Scottsdale City Council
members, including Councilwoman Tammy Caputi, Councilmember Tom Durham, Councilwoman
Betty Janik, Councilwoman Kathy Littlefield, and Councilmember Linda Milhaven:

My wife, Dr. Jill Ponce, and I stand for the preservation of the Scottsdale Vista, Arizona Park Place,
Marlboro Court, and other surrounding North Scottsdale single-family residential communities, and
hereby oppose Use Permit 19-UP-2018 and Rezoning Proposal 25-ZN-2018, and any subsequent
modifications or derivative requests thereof, for the construction of the Meshrop & Mariam
Megerdichian Residential Health Care Facility, aka the Megerdichian Senior Center, on the site of
Saint Apkar Armenian Apostolic Church at 8849 East Cholla Street.

We respectfully but strongly request that these requests be cancelled or disapproved, thereby
keeping the nature of our communities intact.

Dr. Ponce and I have worked diligently with the members of the surrounding community and find
that we are uniformly opposed to this project. Through these efforts, we created the attached
petition which has gained broad support from the community surrounding the proposed project to
the degree of one signature for every two houses in the surrounding neighborhoods. 

mailto:KKuester@Scottsdaleaz.gov
mailto:mark.mach@gmail.com
mailto:jillponcepharmd@gmail.com
mailto:roman.n.jill@gmail.com
mailto:CityCouncil@scottsdaleaz.gov
mailto:GBLO@Scottsdaleaz.gov
https://eservices.scottsdaleaz.gov/bldgresources/Cases/Details/49380
mailto:kkuester@scottsdaleaz.gov
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Scottsdale Vista, Arizona Park Place, and
Marlboro Court Single-Family Residential
Neighborhood Preservation Initiative
Published by Mark Mach on 24th Aug 2020


PREAMBLE
This preamble discusses the background and issues with the proposed facility in detail—if
you already are familiar with the project and issues, feel free to scroll down to the petition
itself, which is rather short in comparison.


Background
The Western Diocese of the Armenian Church of North America is proposing the construction of the
Megerdichian Senior Center on their property located at 8849 East Cholla Street, Scottsdale,
Arizona 85260, between the surrounding communities comprised of single family homes, Scottsdale
Vista, Arizona Park Place, and Marlboro Court. This uncharacteristically large facility for the
community would be located between the existing small senior residence and the Church already
existing on the property. Based on plans presented by the attorney representing the project, Edwin
C. Bull, at the community meeting on August 6th, 2020, the facility will be: three stories with a
basement, forty feet tall, hold a maximum of over 140 residents, have an unspecified number of staff,
and have capacity for 251 cars in the surrounding parking on the property.


On December 18th, 2018, Ricki Horowitz of BURCH and CRACCHIOLO filed Use Permit 19-UP-2018
and Rezoning Proposal 25-ZN-2018 for the construction of the Meshrop & Mariam Megerdichian
Residential Health Care Facility, aka the Megerdichian Senior Center, on the Saint Apkar Armenian
Apostolic Church at 8849 East Cholla Street. While several community meetings have been hosted
by the project members and legal representation, community members have voiced concerns, only to
find the plans have grown to become a larger facility with greater population density, to the point
where the existing planning cases submitted no longer reflect the scale of the project.


Concerns and Issues
As a result of this incursion of this high density residential project into this single-family house
community, residents have banded together in opposition due to the following concerns:


1. Property Values


The issues and concerns identified in this list will primarily distill down to one certain impact:
property values.


The surrounding community will suddenly see a visual anomaly appear within view of their houses: a
large three story facility, surrounded by lights, parking spaces, and traffic. There is a large dumpster
right along the wall of neighboring properties, with the foul smell of rotten food wafting into their
back yards. The trash compactor kicks on and the whining of the hydraulics kills the conversation
nearby.
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How much would that impact the value of that property?


How much would the devaluation of that house impact its neighboring houses, when its sale is used
as a comp for appraising their properties?


Everybody bordering the property of the site will have to deal with all the issues listed here. Other
homes further back from the property may only deal with some of the issues. Nonetheless, all
community homes can expect loss in value to some degree.


Dropping home values means less money when you go to upgrade your house, less revenue if you
rent out your property, less borrowing capacity if you refinance or obtain a home equity loan, less
money when you sell it.


Yes, the Diocese will earn money from this facility—but it will come at the cost of devaluating
properties in the surrounding communities—at your expense!


2. Zoning Carries Significant Risk of Further Undesirable Use if the Senior
Center Project Fails


A facility of this magnitude requires rezoning of the existing property from the existing R1-35 single-
family home zoning consistent with the surrounding community, to an R-5 high density residential
zoning, which also permits facilities allowable in C-1 Neighborhood Commercial zoned areas,
including: a wide variety of “smaller shops and services” such as banks, bakery, auto parts and
supplies, drugstores, gas stations, and liquor stores.


3. There is No Need for this Facility in this Location


A quick search on Apple Maps for “assisted living” shows twenty facilities within seven miles of the
site. Two major facilities, Desert Flower Senior Living, and Westminster Village, are within one mile.


With such a variety and number of similar services within a short distance, this demonstrates that
this service is not geographically constrained to this specific location, and could be provided from a
variety of areas within the City of Scottsdale, particularly in locations where it could fit better into
the existing community, and not impact surrounding neighborhoods by a significant population
density increase, or clash with community standards.


4. The Facility Is Inconsistent with the Character of the Surrounding
Community


While the benefit of the services provided by the facility, and the jobs created would be of benefit to
the community, this facility is a significant departure from the character of the surrounding single-
family home neighborhoods. The problem does not lie in the facility itself—it lies in the location in
the midst of a single-family housing area, and does not fit with the character of this neighborhood.


No buildings in the surrounding area are three stories, have this level of population density, or
support this much parking space.


5. Aesthetics


The facility is out of place with the surrounding neighborhoods. As a result, the appearance of the
neighborhood in the immediate vicinity, and the views of the facility from nearby properties will
experience a degradation in their view.
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6. A Significant Density Increase Would Take Place In the Community


Six single-family homes built with current zoning would result in a population of seventeen
additional residents based on the average number of household members in the City of Scottsdale;
as opposed to a large senior center which, in conjunction with the pre-existing facility already in
place, would result in a population of over 150 residents, plus an undetermined number of staff
employed within the facility. This represents a difference in the population density by a factor of ten
counting the number of employees likely to be on the site.


Higher population density carries with it more undesirable factors with greater impact as density
increases. The other concerns cited within this document list those issues.


7. Trash


Trash from over one hundred fifty residents, not including the staff, would be considerable. This is
the type of facility where the residents eat three times a day, resulting in significant food waste. The
volume and nature of this waste will result in storage on site, with associated smells, insects, and
vermin.


A very large trash bin and trash compactor are planned to be placed immediately behind the Arizona
Park Place properties at 11128 and 11148 North 88th Place. The sound, sight, and smell will
certainly impact the value of those properties, and any other homes near by (as well as others in the
neighborhood as discussed under the issue regarding property values).


The existing property already has an issue with vermin, which is evident from the number of rat
traps placed across the existing property, and needing to be deployed by homeowners on Mescal.
The efforts in place thus far have yet to bring the issue under control.


8. Traffic


With two hundred fifty parking places, over one hundred fifty residents, and an unknown number of
staff, traffic can expect to increase considerably on Cholla, 89th, and Gary.


While a traffic study was submitted for the original design of the facility when it had a lower density,
the growth of the scope now exceeds the original traffic study which estimated an additional 280
cars transiting Cholla every day.


Discussions with congregation members uncovered reports of the clergy requesting people
attending mass or other church activities were requested to avoid driving on Cholla while the traffic
study was taking place, invalidating the study.


Existing homeowners on Cholla already have complained about speeds used by vehicles on that
road, and increased traffic will only compound those problems.


With increased traffic, and a gated parking access to the proposed facility, expectations of additional
on-street parking are realistic.


Traffic “looking for” the facility will drive through the neighboring single-family communities,
thereby increasing traffic there.


9. Safety


Cholla is a very narrow street, particularly towards the end where it approaches the church
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property. Cars parked on opposite sides of the road would likely prevent large vehicles (garbage
trucks, fire trucks, emergency medical vehicles, etc.) from passing through, as well as creating
safety concerns for general traffic on a busy road that is reduced to essentially one lane at these
choke points.


Increased traffic implies increased risk for pedestrians, neighborhood children, and pets—all of
which do make regular use of the sidewalks and walkways conveniently placed in these
neighborhoods.


10. Noise


Higher population density brings additional noise with it. Increased use of emergency vehicles for an
elderly population will result in sirens, lights, fast emergency vehicles, and horns when cars are
parked in a manner that other vehicles cannot effectively pass.


The area will result in people waiting in cars in the parking lot and listening to loud music,
employees on break by neighboring properties while talking to each other, trash compactor making
noise day or night, trucks making deliveries and honking to announce their presence at the loading
dock, and car horns sounding every time they are locked or unlocked via remote.


11. Light


Lighting from all the windows, exterior building lights, and parking lot lights will be visible from the
surrounding areas. In addition, the community will experience headlights of cars driving on roads to
transit to or from the facility, as well as when they drive around the parking lots at night.


Brightness of the area will be directly viewable from a considerable distance into the surrounding
communities, due to the increased height.


In spite of only having downward facing lights, the resulting ambient light and reflection off of
surfaces will cause some degree of further light pollution to the area, that would not be experienced
with lower density residential zoning.


12. Privacy


Due to the increased height of the facility, it will overlook the housing adjacent to the facility,
enabling staff and residents to see into windows, and into back yards.


People in the parking areas or common grounds will be able to look over walls into the yards. There
are concerns that this could be an an opportunity for crime. People that have semi-valuables in their
back yards may look like attractive victims.


13. General Nuisances for Neighbors


Employees that smoke will need to move away from the building. This may very well start taking
place along neighboring properties, resulting in employees throwing cigarette butts over the wall,
and causing smell problems with cigarette smoke.


Likewise, garbage from cars may be thrown over walls or onto the parking lot, then scattered into
the surrounding community by wind. Currently, the church takes no ownership of cleaning up the
existing debris, resulting in a trash strewn and unkempt appearance.


The plans for landscaping are extensive, resulting in many trees adjacent to neighboring properties.
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This only exacerbates the current issue of trees on church property never being maintained,
resulting in branches encroaching into neighboring properties, and plant debris falling into
neighbors’ yards and pools.


14. Drainage Issues


Water has prescribed flow patterns to ensure that it drains away from houses and parks. Recently,
the Arizona Park Place community park was flooding more than usual during rain due to these
drainage channels blocked by debris on church property. There are concerns that construction will
disrupt the drainage, and continued lack of maintenance may cause more issues, particularly with
the effects of increased population density.


15. Senior Center Use is Contradictory to the Intended Gifted Use of the
Property


Per the Gift Deed on file that granted the property to the Diocese, “This Deed is being recorded from
the Grantor to Grantee for the purposes of the Grantee erecting a church or church connected
buildings on this land for its congregation. Any other use or purposes whatsoever without the
written approval of the Grantors herein shall be deemed a violation of this Deed Restriction.”


16. Construction


While this is not a primary concern due to the effects being temporary in nature, the construction of
the facility will result in further issues with: noise, dust, smells, and traffic from trucks and heavy
equipment.


Conclusion


The Megerdichian Senior Center may be of benefit to the City of Scottsdale, but the location
selected by the Diocese is not an appropriate fit. The area is exclusively used for single-family homes
on all four sides. As a result, the community members find this project inconsistent with community
standards, and strongly believe that the adverse effects would impact the neighborhood, causing
frustrations with use incompatibilities of the different property use types, and causing loss of
property values.


PETITION
We, the undersigned, stand for the preservation of the Scottsdale Vista, Arizona Park
Place, Marlboro Court, and other surrounding North Scottsdale single-family residential
communities, and hereby oppose Use Permit 19-UP-2018 and Rezoning Proposal 25-
ZN-2018, and any subsequent modifications or derivative requests thereof, for the construction
of the Meshrop & Mariam Megerdichian Residential Health Care Facility, aka the Megerdichian
Senior Center, on the Saint Apkar Armenian Apostolic Church at 8849 East Cholla Street.


We respectfully but strongly request that these requests be cancelled or disapproved,
thereby keeping the nature of our communities intact.


We find that the project is inconsistent with the character of the surrounding neighborhoods, and
strongly believe that this improperly located project in conjunction with the multiple adverse
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effects it would bring as documented in the preamble will degrade the community aesthetics,
adversely impact property values, and erode our standards of daily living.







Powered by GoPetition


# First name Last name Email Address City State Date
1 Linda Abed voilalinda@yahoo.com 8954 E Yucca Scottsdale AZ Sep 01, 2020
2 Karina Acosta acosta2karina2@gmail.com 8915 N. Arizona Park Place Scottsdale AZ Aug 24, 2020
3 Daniela Acosta daniela.acosta425@gmail.com 8915 E.. Arizona Park Place Scottsdale Az Aug 24, 2020
4 Richard Acosta Golferra@gmail.com 8915 E. Arizona Park Place Scottsdale AZ Aug 24, 2020
5 NANCY ACOSTA nancy141414@msn.com 8915 N. Arizona Park Place Tucson AZ Aug 24, 2020
6 Alex Adrian alex.m.adrian@gmail.com 8874 E Shangri La Rd Scottsdale Arizona Aug 29, 2020
7 Charles Alexander chuck630@hotmail.com 8979 E Gail Rd. Scottsdale AZ Sep 09, 2020
 I agree that the highest and best use of this land is single family residential, just like the rest of the surrounding community. Dumping another high-density senior-living facility within 1 sq. mile of two similar


facilities is just not necessary, nor desired.
8 Todd Allen toddallen31@gmail.com 8865 E Yucca Street Scottsdale AZ Aug 31, 2020
9 Gaurav Arora gaurav.arora.me@gmail.com 8955 E Arizona Park Place Scottsdale Arizona Aug 25, 2020
10 Marilyn Bacarella maba99@cox.net 8912 E. Mescal Street Scottsdale Arizona Sep 07, 2020
11 Frank Bacarella faba44@cox.net 8912 E Mescal St Scottsdale AZ Sep 07, 2020
12 Christopher Banes mytfastgt@yahoo.com 11426 N 88TH PL SCOTTSDALE AZ Sep 05, 2020
13 Brian Baumgartner brianbaumgartner25@gmail.com 18641 N 45 Place Phoenix Arizona Sep 19, 2020
 Owner of rental at Arizona Park Place.
14 Jay Beebe beebejay@yahoo.com 8850 E cholla street Scottsdale AZ Aug 29, 2020
15 Lauran Beebe lauran24@yahoo.com 8850 E. Cholla Street Scottsdale AZ Aug 29, 2020
 This church has been a disaster from the beginning with their complete lack of respect of the community. We have been here for many years prior to the Church and they do not have the right to negatively


affect our property values. Currently and in the past, churchgoers speed up and down Cholla, completely disregard the stop sign at 89th and do not care about the accidents or near misses they have had.
While my children were younger, there were 6 ‘near misses’ that my husband and I witnessed with cars speeding down the street, not caring about children in the neighborhood. I have gone to the church
countless times to ask for them to talk to their parishioners, but it has had no effect. It has been easily over 100 times that I have gone down to the Church to beg them to have their parishioners follow traffic
laws. I have witnessed a couple of times where cars have smashed side car mirrors, run over a cat, and a bunny. This is not caring for the community. Allowing this senior center to be built will increase the
number of speeders, accidents, noise and safety of this community. This is an inappropriate project. Please save our neighborhood.


16 Laura Bell laura.m.bell@hotmail.com 8946 E Yucca St Scottsdale Arizona Sep 05, 2020
17 Ryan Bell rbell1966@hotmail.com 8946 E. Yucca St. Scottsdale AZ Aug 29, 2020
18 Rachel Benchwick cyclespin3321@gmail.co 8873 E. Gail Road Scottsdale Arizona Sep 03, 2020
19 Amy Bishop amy.bales@ymail.com 8874 E Shangri La Rd Scottsdale AZ Aug 29, 2020
 I whole heartily oppose this project
20 Ellen Blum eblumb@gmail.com 10353 N 99th St Scottsdale Arizona Sep 01, 2020
21 Amira Bolanos amirabp16@gmail.com 8873 E Yucca Street Scottsdale Arizona Aug 31, 2020
22 FRED BOUCHER av82dv8@earthlink.net 11173 N 89TH ST SCOTTSDALE AZ Oct 01, 2020
 I am against building the Megerdichian Senior Center on their property located at 8849 East Cholla Street, Scottsdale, Arizona 85260, It is an uncharacteristically large facility for the community. Why would


you want to subject your residents of the Megerdichian Senior Center to the unholy noise and fumes of the 101 anyway? It will be a health hazard to them. I can't think of a worse place to build it. There's
plenty of land up by the Mayo Clinic. No matter how nicely you decorate the building, it will be a cruel eyesore to the local community and not win you any friends.


23 Amer Bourghol ABourghol@aol.com 8890 E Yucca St Scottsdale AZ Sep 01, 2020
24 Cindy Breen breenfamily3@cox.net 8906 E. Yucca Street Scottsdale Arizona Sep 07, 2020
25 Alexandra Buckle ambuckle@gmail.com 11714 N 88th PL Scottsdale AZ Sep 08, 2020
 I oppose the construction of such a large facility
26 Judy Burns jburns1965@cox.net 8844 East Altadena Avenue Scottsdale Arizona Sep 08, 2020
 NO WAY! NO MORE DEVELOPMENT IN THIS NEIGHBORHOOD! I AND MY NEIGHBORS WILL FIGHT THIS TO THE END! DEVELOPERS ARE RUINING SCOTTSDALE! GO NORTH OF BELL! TAKE YOUR


HEAVILY TRAFFIC PROPOSAL SOMEWHERE ELSE!
27 Clarissa But'ierries cbutierries@gmail.com 11414 N 88th Pl SCOTTSDALE ARIZONA Sep 07, 2020
28 Terri C terrilc@cox.net 8867 E Mescal street Scottsdale Arizona Sep 06, 2020
29 Anne Cameron nyhuni13@gmail.com 8989 E Shangri La Rd Scottsdale AZ Sep 04, 2020
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# First name Last name Email Address City State Date
30 Vincent Cameron vincameron@gmail.com 8989 E Shangri La Rd Scottsdale Arizona Aug 29, 2020
31 Christina Canale ccm161@cox.net 8820 E. Altadena Scottsdale Arizona Sep 05, 2020
 We already have enough traffic noise from the 101 Freeway...do not want more traffic in our neighborhood.
32 Ana Cardoso free2choose1sattutd@cox.net 8945 E Yucca St Scottsdale Arizona Sep 02, 2020
33 Kimberly Clancy kclancy63@gmail.com 8923 E. Mescal Street Scottsdale AZ Sep 06, 2020
34 Bob Clardy bob_clardy@yahoo.com Scottsdale Arizona Sep 07, 2020
 There are other better suited locations for this facility. There is not a need for this facility, in this location, in the midst of a single-family housing area,
35 Nancy Clardy nancyclardy5@gmail.com Scottsdale Arizona Sep 07, 2020
 There are other better suited locations for this facility. There is not a need for this facility, in this location, in the midst of a single-family housing area,
36 Shelby Colley sncolley@gmail.com 8849 e Cortez st Scottsdale Arizona Sep 07, 2020
37 steve cooper somunny@hotmail.com 8908 e lupine ave scottsdale AZ Sep 08, 2020
38 Tiffany Cooper tiffany-cooper@cox.net 8908 e lupine Avenue Scottsdale AZ Sep 06, 2020
39 Patrick Cooper rick.cooper.2015@gmail.com 8970 E. Riviera Dr Scottsdale Arizona Sep 08, 2020
40 Jo Cordes MORLUCI@ME.COM 4805 N. Woodmere Fairway


Unit 1001
Scottsdale AZ Sep 01, 2020


41 Maureen Covinsky azmac504@gmail.com Scottsdale Az Sep 01, 2020
42 Amy Crump Sabin amycrumpsabin@gmail.com 11164 N 88th Place Scottsdale AZ Aug 30, 2020
43 Evan Davidson evanrdavidson@gmail.com 11125 N. 89th Way Scottsdale AZ Aug 30, 2020
 Against the build of the high density residential property
44 Juliette Dietz juliettedesign@gmail.com 11438 N. 88th Pl Scottsdale AZ Sep 09, 2020
45 Barry Dirk bdirk2@cox.net Scottsdale Arizona Aug 29, 2020
 The Armenian church has never properly taken care of the property. The reason the first nursing home was built was because of the numerous complaints regarding the vacant home that was there with the


city of Scottsdale. They have never followed the good neighbor law guidelines.
46 Eileen Dorman echforever18@gmail.com 11185 N. 89th St. Scottsdale AZ Scottsdale Sep 05, 2020
 Not a good idea at all for the area and our property values.
47 Chris Ernzen cjm.ernzen@gmail.com Scottsdale AZ Sep 05, 2020
48 Kris Ertz kertz01@yahoo.com 8835 East Riviera Drive Scottsdale AZ Sep 09, 2020
49 Fionna Feller fionna.feller@gmauk.com Scottsdale AZ Sep 05, 2020
50 Daniel Fleischmann hgrapid@yahoo.com 8954 E. Shangri La Rd. Scottsdale Arizona Sep 05, 2020
 I think our neighborhood doesn't need to grow so fast without adequate planning.
51 Sam Fratantoni habs296@yahoo.com 11888 N. 88th PL Scottsdale AZ Aug 25, 2020
 Stop this project now for all the reasons listed in this petition!
52 Adam Gabardy agabardy@gmail.com 11402 N 88th Pl Scottsdale AZ Sep 06, 2020
53 Misty Gabardy mgabardy@gmail.com 11402 N 88th Pl Scottsdale AZ Sep 17, 2020
54 Theresa Gates gatest12@cox.net 8844 E. Cholla St. Scottsdale AZ Aug 27, 2020
55 Rita Gavle ritagavle858@hotmail.com 11450 North 88th Place Scottsdale Arizona Sep 05, 2020
 The traffic and garbage will be a nightmare. Would their lawyer and congregation members want this around their homes? Hell no!!
56 Patrick Geranis pmgref@gmail.com 8968 E Gail Rd Scottsdale Arizona Sep 06, 2020
 Not sure this is a good idea for our neighborhood.
57 Joyce Geranis drjmg@cox.net 8968 E Gail Rd Scottsdale Arizona Sep 06, 2020
58 Molly Gookin mollygookin@gmail.com 11874 N 91st PL Scottsdale AZ Sep 08, 2020
59 Jeannie Grahm hereford.road@gmail.com 8925 E Shangri La Road Scottsdale Arizona Sep 01, 2020
 This is an awful proposal. I am worried about our neighborhood and the impact of this project if it should come to fruition.
60 Munish Gupta gmunish@gmail.com Scottsdale AZ Sep 01, 2020
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 Hi, I agree with the concerns. Regarding the steps need to be taken, does it involve just signing the petition. Or involved expensive lawsuit as well? Thanks
61 Hal Gurman hgurman@atmosair.com 8856 east cholla st. Scottsdale AZ Aug 31, 2020
 No second entry, a non starter. This is a RESIDENTIAL STREET. 1000X traffic from 1992!!!!!! Noise pollution. SPEEDERS!
62 Alana Hake alana.hake@gmail.com 8956 E Arizona Park Pl Scottsdale AZ Sep 09, 2020
 I strongly oppose this rezoning!! This is a single family neighborhood, and this proposed development is out of character and will harm our property values and our enjoyment of our properties!!! This is not


fair or acceptable.
63 Marcia Harding msh3@cox.net 8826 E Cortez Scottsdale Arizona Sep 07, 2020
 This project would have a negative impact on this quiet neighborhood especially the the homes closest to the facility.
64 Edgar Hardy hardyed@q.com 8913 E Jenan DR Scottsdale phoenix AZ Sep 13, 2020
 i Don"t want built at8849 E. Cholla Street. we Already have to much traffic going by our house all the time.
65 Robert Hasenbein rhasenbein@q.com 8838 East Cholla Street Scottsdale United States Aug 29, 2020
66 Gretchen Heberling gretchengrowshair@gmail.com 8824 E Mescal St Scottsdale AZ Sep 06, 2020
67 Cynthia Heberling clheberling@iccnow.com 8824 E. Mescal St Scottsdale AZ Aug 31, 2020
68 Cynthia Heberling cindy@heberlinghomes.com 8824 E. Mescal St Scottsdale Arizona Sep 06, 2020
69 Gary Heberling gsheberling@iccnow.com 8824 E. Mescal St Scottsdale Arizona Sep 06, 2020
70 Elizabeth Herbolsheimer bizzyh@gmail.com 11148 N 88TH PL Scottsdale AZ Aug 24, 2020
71 Siegfied Hohaus shohaus@cox.net 11408 N 88th Place Scottsdale Arizona Sep 07, 2020
72 Leslie Homcho lhomcho@gmail.com 8859 East Mescal st. Scottsdale Arizona Sep 09, 2020
73 Robin Hornick rlpiazza68@gmail.com 8883 E Arizona Park Pl Scottsdale Arizona Aug 31, 2020
74 Eloisa Horta Contreras eloisa_horta@outlook.com 8891 E Gail Rd Scottsdale Arizona Sep 25, 2020
75 Dale Husband husbandsauto@aol.com Scottsdale Arizona Sep 08, 2020
76 Laurie Husband ldhusband@aol.com Phoe Arizona Sep 08, 2020
77 Mike Jahner alegrand16@gmail.com 8936 E Shangri La Rd Scottsdale AZ Sep 01, 2020
 I oppose the rezone of this land
78 Antonin Jaros tjarosjr@gmail.com 8929 E. Yucca St. Scottsdale Maricopa County Sep 09, 2020
 As a homeowner, I am against this development as this will create more traffic in our residential neighborhood as well as drive the property value down. Please stop this project!
79 Kim Kane kimkane@cox.net 8825 E. Lupine Ave Scottsdale ARIZONA Sep 05, 2020
 This is not an acceptable use for this location.
80 Matt Kartozian kartmanaz@gmail.com 9393 N. 90th St #102-300 Scottsdale AZ Sep 05, 2020
81 Paul Katz katznjam@cox.net 8862 East Cortez Street Scottsdale Arizona Sep 06, 2020
 There is already too much traffic in neighborhood as result of Westminster Village and the Armenian Church. Also Cholla is the narrowest street on our neighborhood, is a dead end and is the only means of


access to the the subject property
82 Katherine Katz katzklan@yahoo.com 8862 East Cortez Street Scottsdale Arizona Sep 06, 2020
 Already too much traffic on 89th Street because of Westminster Village and the Armenian Church. Cholla is narrowest street in neighborhood and only acres to subject property.
83 Timothy Kaye timpkaye@gmail.com 11702 N 88th Place Scottsdale Az Sep 12, 2020
 Don’t want the extra traffi as I have a young child and he likes to ride his bike in the neighborhood
84 Matt Kelpien motomatt27@yahoo.com Scottsdale AZ Sep 07, 2020
85 Julie Kelpien julielmm@cox.net 12941 e Mariposa grande


drive
Scottsdale Az Sep 07, 2020


86 Dale Kennedy dalekennedy@q.com 8886 East Gail Road Scottsdale Arizona Aug 31, 2020
87 Marwan Khaled marwanfkhaled@hotmail.com 8876eGarden drive Scottsdale Arizona Sep 22, 2020
 As heard from one of the armenian community members .most of the units would be sold to community members only.
88 Kathy Kim kathylkim@hotmail.com 8902 E Lupine Ave Scottsdale AZ Sep 05, 2020
89 David Kuivinen dkuivinen@gmail.com 8819 E Lupine Ave Scottsdale Arizona Sep 17, 2020
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 One of the major appeals of this immediate neighborhood was the low levels of traffic and the "tucked away" nature of the community. This proposal if approved would ruin that charm and would also lower


property values. There are so many options for seniors in the valley especially Scottsdale. Plus overall demographics in the future will be changing after the peak of the baby boomer generation. After the peak
less residential health care facilities will be needed and this could lead to higher vacancies and eventual blight of the facility/neighborhood.


90 Megan LaCroix meganlacroix97@gmail.com 927 E Escuda Dr Phoenix Az Sep 07, 2020
91 Sandra Little sklittle0405@yahoo.com Scottsdale Arizona Sep 11, 2020
92 Laura Lysacek lauracampbell233@gmail.com 8867 e. arizona park place scottsdale AZ Sep 01, 2020
93 Connor M brendabrownofficial@gmail.com 8885 e gail rd scottsdale Az Aug 30, 2020
94 Mark Mach mark.mach@gmail.com 11128 N 88TH PL Scottsdale Arizona Aug 24, 2020
 This project is ignoring the needs of the surrounding community, and forcing use of a property in a manner that is inconsistent with our neighborhood.
95 S E Mantel sus2083745@maricopa.edu 11333 N 92nd St., 1018 SCOTTSDALE AZ Sep 08, 2020
96 Linda Martinson lmartinson00@cox.net 11869 N 91st Pl Scottsdale AZ Sep 08, 2020
97 Dan McCormick akita801@gmail.com 8876 E Arizona Park Pl Scottsdale Arizona Aug 24, 2020
98 Matt Mclinn mattmclinn@yahoo.com 8987 E Mescal St. Scottsdale Arizona Sep 07, 2020
99 Amanda Melin divabetty@hotmail.com 8908 e lupine Avenue Scottsdale Az Sep 06, 2020
100 Griffin Melin ggmelin@hotmail.com 8908 e lupine Avenue Scottsdale Az Sep 06, 2020
101 Karen Miller klm073@cox.net 8805 E Riviera Drive Scottsdale Arizona Sep 08, 2020
102 Meghan Miller themeghanareen@gmail.com 8932 E Arizona Park Place Scottsdale AZ Aug 30, 2020
103 Steven Miller TheStevenAMiller@gmail.com 8932 E Arizona Park Pl Scottsdale AZ Aug 30, 2020
104 Stephen Murkowicz smurkow@gmail.com 9822 E. Clinton Scottsdale Arizona Sep 07, 2020
105 Shanna Murphy ssclosungs@gmail.com 8987 Scottsdale Az Sep 07, 2020
 I oppose to have this project
106 Ajeet Nagra drasnagra@yahoo.com 8866 E Shangri La Rd Scottsdale Arizona Sep 06, 2020
 Highly oppose this construction due to above reasons.
107 Kiranpal Nagra kkcheema@hotmail.co.uk 8866 E Shangri La Rd Scottsdale Arizona Sep 06, 2020
108 Rachel Nally rachelnally@yahoo.com 8826 E Lupine Ave Scottsdale Arizona Sep 06, 2020
 I am highly against this project. They put in a school also & the parents dropping & picking upkids speed up Cholla, Lupine, 88th & every other street around here. I witness it daily. People attending church


functions and other weekend functions do not respect our neighborhood traffic rules either. This neighborhood can not take the additional traffic. There no other access to this property but on Cholla which is
a small street. I am very concerned for our property values. I have lived her 14+ years and do not want this density in my neighborhood. It does not belong here


109 S.A. Nally stevena7@yahoo.com 8826 E. Lupine Ave Scottsdale AZ Sep 15, 2020
 I am strongly against this initiative. A three story building with a significant amount of employment staff will bring about too much traffic for the area. This parcel of land is completely landlocked with only


two possible ways out- which are both side streets in a residential neighborhood with single family homes. This initiative will add a significant amount of additional traffic to the surrounding neighborhoods.
When the Saint Apkar Armenian Apostolic Church located at 8849 East Cholla Street added the elementary school to the premises back in 2018, it added a lot of additional morning and afternoon traffic to the
neighborhood. Parents are consistently speeding down Cholla, Lupine and 88th Place. There has already been an increase in the traffic by adding the school to the premises, adding another facility will only
increase traffic further. Allowing this initiative will considerably erode the area property values as a result. The homes located in Scottsdale Vista were built in 1978-1979, long before the church was ever
constructed. Thank you.


110 Barbara Nixon creative.instructionaldesign@gmail.com 8844 E Cholla Street Scottsdale Arizona Aug 26, 2020
111 Nancy ODonnell odonnellnancy4@gmail.com 8832 E Altadena Ave Scottsdale AZ Sep 05, 2020
 Is not necessary in the specified area where it would create many issues for single family neighborhoods and would impact the values of all surrounding neighborhood. No no no!
112 Lawrence Oliva lmoliva@cox.net 11185 N 89th Way Scottsdale AZ Sep 01, 2020
 The project will block view from the community park. Will increase traffic and noise. I wish to preserve the single family zoning .
113 Michael O’Donnell mhod8832@gmail.com 8832 East Altadena Avenue Scottsdale Arizona Sep 07, 2020
114 Bhavin Patel brpatel1@asu.edu Scottsdale AZ Aug 25, 2020
115 Gary Peruzzini gmpzoom@gmail.com 8825 E. Lupine Ave Scottsdale AZ Sep 05, 2020
 This is a residential community. Don't mind the church but the increased traffic and use modification is not why I purchased my home 18 years ago
116 Michelle Polikoff spolikoff@hotmail.com 8966 E Shangri La Rd Scottsdale AZ Sep 03, 2020
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117 Jill Ponce HOAPresidentJill@gmail.com 11128 N 88th Pl Scottsdale Arizona Aug 24, 2020
118 Ann Porter annbettsporter@gmail.com 9015 East Kalil Drive Scottsdale AZ Sep 08, 2020
119 samy rajan srlhome9@gmail.com 8874 E Yucca st scottsdale AZ Sep 01, 2020
 we ( samy and leela ) fully oppose this project to protect our property value. Besides our property is just facing this project and would be directly affected by this project.
120 Jason Reddington jreddington@levrose.com 8908 E Cholla St. Scottsdale AZ Sep 05, 2020
121 Kenneth Reynolds kennyd114@yahoo.com 11515 N 91st Street, unit 133 Scottsdale Arizona, Maricopa Sep 08, 2020
122 Jose Rincon jose@joserincon.com 3356 E 5th Street Tucson AZ Sep 02, 2020
 against - high density impact on surrounding neighborhoods which have been established for a long time.
123 Carol Rose rose22451@cox.net 8891 E Arizona Park Pl Scottsdale Az Sep 01, 2020
124 Sharon Ross sharonlr@hotmail.com 9037 E. Corrine Drive


Scottsdale, AZ 85260
Scottsdale AZ Sep 08, 2020


 I am totally against the further development in this neighborhood. This addition would be stressful and intrusive on the existing residents
125 Joan Sanders sandersjoan40@gmail.com 11149 N 89th St Scottsdale Arizona Aug 31, 2020
126 Chris Schmidt cschmidtsos@q.com 8984 E Mescal St Scottsdale Arizona Sep 05, 2020
127 Robert Schmidt b22schmidt@gmail.com 8984 E Mescal St Scottsdale Arizona Sep 05, 2020
128 Craig Schrader laurenannschrader@gmail.com 8907 e Altadena ave Scottsdale Arizona 85260 Sep 08, 2020
 I am strongly opposed to this rezoning. I would like our single family home neighborhood to stay this way.
129 Will Scola willscola.az@gmaail.com Scottsdale Az Sep 07, 2020
130 Sylvia Shank sshank224@yahoo.com 8861 E Jenan Drive Scottsdale AZ Sep 25, 2020
 There is already significant traffic passing in front of my home and this would increase traffic significantly.
131 Bansi Sharma bansilsharma@yahoo.com 8972 E Shangri La Rd Scottsdale AZ Aug 25, 2020
132 Shokouh Shojai Hatch sha7ch@gmail.com 8855 E Lupine Ave Scottsdale AZ Sep 08, 2020
133 Marilyn Silverman msilverman@gmail.com 8816 e mescal st Scottsdale Arizona Sep 05, 2020
134 Charles Skaggs cskaggs1@gmail.com 8896 E Mescal St Scottsdale AZ Sep 08, 2020
135 Lindsey Skaggs lindseyskaggs1@gmail.com 8896 E Mescal St Scottsdale AZ Sep 08, 2020
136 Dinesh reddy Sudula dinesh.sudula@gmail.com 8949, E Shangri la Rd Scottsdale AZ Aug 25, 2020
137 Sandra Sutcliffe slsutcliffe@cox.net 8831 E Cortez St Scottsdale Arizona Sep 06, 2020
138 John Tassone debbielucarelli@gmail.com 8831 E Jenan Drive Scottsdale AZ Sep 06, 2020
139 Lloyd Taylor annetaylor97@yahoo.com 5028 Granite Reef Road Scottsdale AZ Sep 07, 2020
 This project would be TOTALLY inappropriate for that location.
140 Haley Tibbs htibbs213@gmail.com 8885 e gail rd scottsdale AZ Aug 30, 2020
 I do not want this church! We already have a church close to our house (Armenian) and that is all we need. I do not want all the extra people around and noise all the time. I mostly do not want this lowering


the property value of my house. I bought this as my first house and really want this to be a good investment. I almost bought one in another city, but I thought Scottsdale would be the best to go up in value.
Please don't ruin my first house buying experience.


141 Philip Trepak pctrepak@gmail.com 11197 North 89th Way Scottsdale AZ Sep 01, 2020
 Please keep our community the same thx
142 Laura Unruh laurawayne0@gmail.com 8921 E. YUCCA ST. SCOTTSDALE AZ Aug 29, 2020
143 Wayne Unruh theunruhs@cox.net 8921 East Yucca Street Scottsdale Arizona Aug 29, 2020
144 Jim Valavanis JIM@V-CONSULTING.COM 8923 E Arizona Park Place Scottsdale Az Sep 01, 2020
145 Ron VanOrmer revan549@outlook.com 8819 E. Kalil Dr Scottsdale AZ Sep 07, 2020
 I am extremely opposed to the rezoning and construction of such a facility as it will be detrimental to the surrounding community and the single-family homes. The church and childcare / schooling alone has


increased traffic on Cholla to a point where it is becoming an unsafe street for traffic and our children.
146 Julie VanOrmer jvanormer@gmail.com 8819 E. Kalil Dr SCOTTSDALE AZ Sep 07, 2020
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 I do not want the facility to be built. We are a single-family home community and it should remain as such. The church is located on a corner and is only accessible by two narrow streets, both of which must


pass through residential neighborhoods. The church already has increased traffic on our streets and should this construction be approved, the increased traffic will bring more traffic giving us unsafe
conditions to our community and children.


147 Carolina Varona cvarona@asu.edu Scottsdale Arizona Aug 31, 2020
148 Abigail Vazquez vazabiga1020@gmail.com 8875 E Arizona Park Place Scottsdale AZ Aug 30, 2020
149 Marjorie Veitkus Marjorieveitkus@yahoo.com 8941 e shangri la rd Scottsdale AZ Sep 07, 2020
150 Jacqueline Wanta jmwanta@yahoo.com 8862 EAST LUPINE AVENUE SCOTTSDALE AZ Sep 06, 2020
 Against construction of this high density project in the neighborhood
151 Barbara Warren mctavish23@aol.com 8892 E Arizona Park Pl Scottsdale Arizona Aug 24, 2020
152 Patrick Wentland pwentland@hotmail.com 11233 N 89th Way Scottsdale AZ Sep 01, 2020
 "We respectfully but strongly request that these requests be cancelled or disapproved, thereby keeping the nature of our communities intact."
153 Craig Woisin craigwoisin@gmail.com 8862 e Altadena ave Scottsdale AZ Sep 08, 2020
154 Carolyn Woisin cncpals@gmail.com 8862 E Altadena Ave Scottsdale Arizona Sep 08, 2020
155 Kenneth Wolfe kenlobo@cox.net 8907 E Garden Dr Scottsdale AZ Aug 30, 2020
156 Rosalie Yanover ryanover@cox.net 8999 E. Riviera Drive Scottsdale AZ Sep 09, 2020
 I often enjoy walking and using my recumbent trike on Cholla. The increased traffic with the projected senior living center would make me feel less safe doing these activities.
157 Peter Yanover pyanover@cox.net 8999 E. Riviera Drive Scottsdale AZ Sep 09, 2020
 The church is tucked into a quiet corner of a residential neighborhood. This proposal will increase traffic and noise. It was not zoned for this amount of density. Also, being a church, will the facility be paying


its fair share of taxes to the community or be exempt?
158 Fred Yeaw azvolvo1800az@yahoo.com 8832 E Mescal St. Scottsdale Arizona Sep 06, 2020
 Traffic concerns in existing neighborhood. They do not take care of the property now.
159 Donna Yeaw fdyeaw@msn.com 8832 E Mescal St. Scottsdale Arizona Sep 06, 2020
 Too many people resulting in too many cars and traffic. One way in and out a safety issue for the church and neighbors. Care of property is minimal now..........







In addition, Dr. Ponce and I retained retained Klauer and Curdie, Attorneys at Law, to assist with
preventing this project. Through this law firm, we have communicated our and the neighborhood's
concerns to the Diocese through their attorney, Edward Bull, resulting in delays while they
submitted revisions of their plans as a token effort to show compliance with the neighborhood’s
wishes while minimally addressing any of the community members’ concerns. To this day, they have
not provided us with the new plans as they promised, though I had discovered their new revisions
posted on the Scottsdale Planning and Development web page for active cases
(https://www.scottsdaleaz.gov/planning-development/active-cases).

This project places a high density facility immediately between three communities comprised of
single-family homes on all sides. Edward Bull, an attorney for the Diocese, indicated during one of his
community meetings regarding this project that the land is not viable for use by single-family homes
due to its proximity to Pima Highway—a fact that is completely untrue as you can see from the
number of single-family homes adjacent to Pima Highway on the opposite side and to the north. Dr.
Ponce and I live immediately adjacent to the Diocese’s property, and have no issues the highway’s
proximity, as is true of the many others that live in close proximity to the highway. With so many
other locations to build this facility within the city, one must pause to wonder why it has to be in this
place, at this time, and in a fashion so characteristically out of place with the surrounding
neighborhoods. In fact, there are twenty such facilities within seven miles of the property, with
several within a mile! A facility like this could be a useful, helpful, and productive establishment
within the city as those are, and yet not disrupt existing neighborhoods.

In spite of any revisions made by the Diocese, we find that the project is inconsistent with the
character of the surrounding neighborhoods, and strongly believe that this improperly located
project in conjunction with the multiple adverse effects it would bring as documented in the
preamble of the petition will degrade the community aesthetics, adversely impact property values,
and erode our standards of daily living.
Attached is a copy of the petition containing the grievances of the community along with the
signatures of only some that oppose the senior center project. It is hereby provided to the City
Council as the targets of the petition.
Thank you for your consideration of this important issue.
Please be cognizant that the attached document contains private and personal information
provided by the community members in opposition to the senior center project, and the
information should be safeguarded with due care and not made publicly available.

--
Mark R. Mach
11128 N 88TH PL
Scottsdale, AZ 85260-6113
mark.mach@gmail.com
612-281-5608

https://www.scottsdaleaz.gov/planning-development/active-cases
mailto:mark.mach@gmail.com


From: Kuester, Kelli
To: Ronald E VanOrmer
Cc: City Council; Bloemberg, Greg
Subject: RE: Opposition to Use Permit 19-UP-2018 and Rezoning Proposal 25-ZN-2018
Date: Tuesday, February 23, 2021 9:05:53 AM

Hello Mr. VanOrmer,
Please allow me to acknowledge receipt of your email on behalf of Mayor Ortega and the City
Councilmembers who appreciate you taking the time to share your input. This case is tentatively

scheduled to be heard by the Planning Commission on March 24th and isn’t yet scheduled for a City
Council Meeting, however, I have included a link to the case info sheet here, and Senior Planner
Greg Bloemberg is copied on this email and can make sure your comments are included in the case
file.
Kelli Kuester
Management Assistant to Mayor and Council
3939 N. Drinkwater Blvd., Scottsdale, AZ 85251
kkuester@scottsdaleaz.gov
(480) 312-7977
From: Ronald E VanOrmer <revan549@outlook.com> 
Sent: Monday, February 22, 2021 4:22 PM
To: Mayor David D. Ortega <DOrtega@Scottsdaleaz.gov>; Whitehead, Solange
<SWhitehead@Scottsdaleaz.gov>; Caputi, Tammy <TCaputi@Scottsdaleaz.gov>; Durham, Thomas
<TDurham@Scottsdaleaz.gov>; Janik, Betty <BJanik@Scottsdaleaz.gov>; Littlefield, Kathy
<KLittlefield@Scottsdaleaz.gov>; Milhaven, Linda <LMilhaven@scottsdaleaz.gov>
Subject: Opposition to Use Permit 19-UP-2018 and Rezoning Proposal 25-ZN-2018
⚠External Email: Please use caution if opening links or attachments!

To Mayor David D. Ortega, Vice Mayor Solange Whitehead, and remaining Scottsdale City Council
members, including Councilwoman Tammy Caputi, Councilmember Tom Durham, Councilwoman
Betty Janik, Councilwoman Kathy Littlefield, and Councilmember Linda Milhaven:

I stand for the preservation of the Scottsdale Vista, Arizona Park Place, Marlboro Court, and other
surrounding North Scottsdale single-family residential communities, and hereby oppose Use Permit
19-UP-2018 and Rezoning Proposal 25- ZN-2018, and any subsequent modifications or derivative
requests thereof, for the construction of the Meshrop & Mariam Megerdichian Residential Health
Care Facility, aka the Megerdichian Senior Center, on the Saint Apkar Armenian Apostolic Church at
8849 East Cholla Street.

I respectfully but strongly request that these requests be cancelled or disapproved, thereby keeping
the nature of our communities intact.

I find that the project is inconsistent with the character of the surrounding neighborhoods, and
strongly believe that this improperly located project in conjunction with the multiple adverse effects
it would bring as documented in the preamble will degrade the community aesthetics, adversely
impact property values, and erode our standards of daily living. The online petition with these
concerns and further detail is posted here: https://www.gopetition.com/petitions/scottsdale-vista-
arizona-park-place-marlboro-court-single-family-residential-neighborhood-preservation-

mailto:KKuester@Scottsdaleaz.gov
mailto:revan549@outlook.com
mailto:CityCouncil@scottsdaleaz.gov
mailto:GBLO@Scottsdaleaz.gov
https://eservices.scottsdaleaz.gov/bldgresources/Cases/Details/49380
mailto:kkuester@scottsdaleaz.gov
https://na01.safelinks.protection.outlook.com/?url=https%3A%2F%2Fwww.gopetition.com%2Fpetitions%2Fscottsdale-vista-arizona-park-place-marlboro-court-single-family-residential-neighborhood-preservation-initiative.html&data=04%7C01%7C%7Cbee887c58c5142b585c108d8cbce7f8f%7C84df9e7fe9f640afb435aaaaaaaaaaaa%7C1%7C0%7C637483435044551784%7CUnknown%7CTWFpbGZsb3d8eyJWIjoiMC4wLjAwMDAiLCJQIjoiV2luMzIiLCJBTiI6Ik1haWwiLCJXVCI6Mn0%3D%7C1000&sdata=3FxxYwiMHcRuKhm7hGdpB15AU22gZr1OdJV09UJ7p%2Bo%3D&reserved=0
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initiative.html
Additionally, the streets in our adjoining neighborhood are narrow, will not accommodate increase
traffic flow and the safety our neighborhood children will diminish due to increased traffic patterns
which will occur in our residential area.

Revisions of the plan by the Diocese to date have increased the project in size, scale, and scope; with
their most recent revision being a token gesture that does not fully address the concerns cited in the
petition. We ask that you take all action possible by reinforcing to the Diocese and their attorneys
that the surround neighborhoods are in strong opposition to their project, and encourage them to
relocate this project to a site more compatible with their facility. Should this matter be resolved in a
hearing, please consider that I am strongly against this project as are my neighbors that stand united
in opposition with me.
Thank you for your consideration.
Ronald E. VanOrmer
8819 E. Kalil Dr.
Scottsdale, AZ 85260

https://na01.safelinks.protection.outlook.com/?url=https%3A%2F%2Fwww.gopetition.com%2Fpetitions%2Fscottsdale-vista-arizona-park-place-marlboro-court-single-family-residential-neighborhood-preservation-initiative.html&data=04%7C01%7C%7Cbee887c58c5142b585c108d8cbce7f8f%7C84df9e7fe9f640afb435aaaaaaaaaaaa%7C1%7C0%7C637483435044551784%7CUnknown%7CTWFpbGZsb3d8eyJWIjoiMC4wLjAwMDAiLCJQIjoiV2luMzIiLCJBTiI6Ik1haWwiLCJXVCI6Mn0%3D%7C1000&sdata=3FxxYwiMHcRuKhm7hGdpB15AU22gZr1OdJV09UJ7p%2Bo%3D&reserved=0


From: Kuester, Kelli
To: Gene Holden
Cc: City Council; Bloemberg, Greg
Subject: RE: Opposition to Use Permit 19-UP-2018 and Rezoning Proposal 25-ZN-2018
Date: Monday, February 22, 2021 1:04:15 PM

Hello Eileen and Gene,
Please allow me to acknowledge receipt of your email on behalf of Mayor Ortega and the City
Councilmembers who appreciate you taking the time to share your input. This case is tentatively

scheduled to be heard by the Planning Commission on March 24th and isn’t yet scheduled for a City
Council Meeting, however, I have included a link to the case info sheet here, and Senior Planner
Greg Bloemberg is copied on this email and can make sure your comments are included in the case
file.
Kelli Kuester
Management Assistant to Mayor and Council
3939 N. Drinkwater Blvd., Scottsdale, AZ 85251
kkuester@scottsdaleaz.gov
(480) 312-7977
From: Gene Holden <pithy3@gmail.com> 
Sent: Saturday, February 20, 2021 5:01 PM
To: Mayor David D. Ortega <DOrtega@Scottsdaleaz.gov>; Caputi, Tammy
<TCaputi@Scottsdaleaz.gov>; Whitehead, Solange <SWhitehead@Scottsdaleaz.gov>; Durham,
Thomas <TDurham@Scottsdaleaz.gov>; Littlefield, Kathy <KLittlefield@Scottsdaleaz.gov>; Janik,
Betty <BJanik@Scottsdaleaz.gov>; Milhaven, Linda <LMilhaven@scottsdaleaz.gov>
Subject: Opposition to Use Permit 19-UP-2018 and Rezoning Proposal 25-ZN-2018
⚠External Email: Please use caution if opening links or attachments!

To Mayor David D. Ortega, Vice Mayor Solange Whitehead, and remaining Scottsdale City Council
members, including Councilwoman Tammy Caputi, Councilmember Tom Durham, Councilwoman
Betty Janik, Councilwoman Kathy Littlefield, and Councilmember Linda Milhaven:

I stand for the preservation of the Scottsdale Vista, Arizona Park Place, Marlboro Court, and other
surrounding North Scottsdale single-family residential communities, and hereby oppose Use Permit
19-UP-2018 and Rezoning Proposal 25- ZN-2018, and any subsequent modifications or derivative
requests thereof, for the construction of the Meshrop & Mariam Megerdichian Residential Health
Care Facility, aka the Megerdichian Senior Center, on the Saint Apkar Armenian Apostolic Church at
8849 East Cholla Street.

I respectfully but strongly request that these requests be cancelled or disapproved, thereby keeping
the nature of our communities intact.

I find that the project is inconsistent with the character of the surrounding neighborhoods, and
strongly believe that this improperly located project in conjunction with the multiple adverse effects
it would bring as documented in the preamble will degrade the community aesthetics, adversely
impact property values, and erode our standards of daily living. The online petition with these
concerns and further detail is posted here: https://www.gopetition.com/petitions/scottsdale-vista-
arizona-park-place-marlboro-court-single-family-residential-neighborhood-preservation-

mailto:KKuester@Scottsdaleaz.gov
mailto:pithy3@gmail.com
mailto:CityCouncil@scottsdaleaz.gov
mailto:GBLO@Scottsdaleaz.gov
https://eservices.scottsdaleaz.gov/bldgresources/Cases/Details/49380
mailto:kkuester@scottsdaleaz.gov
https://www.gopetition.com/petitions/scottsdale-vista-arizona-park-place-marlboro-court-single-family-residential-neighborhood-preservation-initiative.html
https://www.gopetition.com/petitions/scottsdale-vista-arizona-park-place-marlboro-court-single-family-residential-neighborhood-preservation-initiative.html


initiative.html

Revisions of the plan by the Diocese to date have increased the project in size, scale, and scope; with
their most recent revision being a token gesture that does not fully address the concerns cited in the
petition. We ask that you take all action possible by reinforcing to the Diocese and their attorneys
that the surround neighborhoods are in strong opposition to their project, and encourage them to
relocate this project to a site more compatible with their facility. Should this matter be resolved in a
hearing, please consider that I am strongly against this project as are my neighbors that stand united
in opposition with me.
Thank you for your consideration.
Eileen and Gene Holden

https://www.gopetition.com/petitions/scottsdale-vista-arizona-park-place-marlboro-court-single-family-residential-neighborhood-preservation-initiative.html


From: Kuester, Kelli
To: Matt Kartozian - Durka Durka Photo
Cc: City Council; Bloemberg, Greg
Subject: RE: Opposition to Use Permit 19-UP-2018 and Rezoning Proposal 25-ZN-2018
Date: Tuesday, February 09, 2021 10:45:22 AM

Hello Mr. Kartozian,
Please allow me to acknowledge receipt of your email on behalf of Mayor Ortega and the City
Councilmembers who appreciate you taking the time to share your input. This case is tentatively

scheduled to be heard by the Planning Commission on March 24th and isn’t yet scheduled for a City
Council Meeting, however, I have included a link to the case info sheet here, and Senior Planner
Greg Bloemberg is copied on this email and can make sure your comments are included in the case
file.
Kelli Kuester
Management Assistant to Mayor and Council
3939 N. Drinkwater Blvd., Scottsdale, AZ 85251
kkuester@scottsdaleaz.gov
(480) 312-7977
From: Matt Kartozian - Durka Durka Photo <kartmanaz@gmail.com> 
Sent: Tuesday, February 9, 2021 9:55 AM
To: Mayor David D. Ortega <DOrtega@Scottsdaleaz.gov>; Whitehead, Solange
<SWhitehead@Scottsdaleaz.gov>; Caputi, Tammy <TCaputi@Scottsdaleaz.gov>; Durham, Thomas
<TDurham@Scottsdaleaz.gov>; Janik, Betty <BJanik@Scottsdaleaz.gov>; Littlefield, Kathy
<KLittlefield@Scottsdaleaz.gov>; Milhaven, Linda <LMilhaven@scottsdaleaz.gov>
Subject: Opposition to Use Permit 19-UP-2018 and Rezoning Proposal 25-ZN-2018
⚠External Email: Please use caution if opening links or attachments!

To Mayor David D. Ortega, Vice Mayor Solange Whitehead, and remaining Scottsdale City Council
members, including Councilwoman Tammy Caputi, Councilmember Tom Durham, Councilwoman
Betty Janik, Councilwoman Kathy Littlefield, and Councilmember Linda Milhaven:

I stand for the preservation of the Scottsdale Vista, Arizona Park Place, Marlboro Court, and other
surrounding North Scottsdale single-family residential communities, and hereby oppose Use Permit
19-UP-2018 and Rezoning Proposal 25- ZN-2018, and any subsequent modifications or derivative
requests thereof, for the construction of the Meshrop & Mariam Megerdichian Residential Health
Care Facility, aka the Megerdichian Senior Center, on the Saint Apkar Armenian Apostolic Church at
8849 East Cholla Street.

I respectfully but strongly request that these requests be cancelled or disapproved, thereby keeping
the nature of our communities intact.

I find that the project is inconsistent with the character of the surrounding neighborhoods, and
strongly believe that this improperly located project in conjunction with the multiple adverse effects
it would bring as documented in the preamble will degrade the community aesthetics, adversely
impact property values, and erode our standards of daily living. The online petition with these
concerns and further detail is posted here: https://www.gopetition.com/petitions/scottsdale-vista-
arizona-park-place-marlboro-court-single-family-residential-neighborhood-preservation-

mailto:KKuester@Scottsdaleaz.gov
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initiative.html

Revisions of the plan by the Diocese to date have increased the project in size, scale, and scope; with
their most recent revision being a token gesture that does not fully address the concerns cited in the
petition. We ask that you take all action possible by reinforcing to the Diocese and their attorneys
that the surrounding neighborhoods are in strong opposition to their project, and encourage them
to relocate this project to a site more compatible with their facility. Should this matter be resolved in
a hearing, please consider that I am strongly against this project as are my neighbors that stand
united in opposition with me.
Thank you for your consideration
Matt Kartozian
8849 E Altadena Ave
--
Durka Durka Photo
www.DurkaDurkaPhoto.com
"Overkill is Underrated"
Any and all photos contained or attached to this email are protected by copyright and may not be
used, displayed or reproduced without express written permission.

https://www.gopetition.com/petitions/scottsdale-vista-arizona-park-place-marlboro-court-single-family-residential-neighborhood-preservation-initiative.html
http://www.durkadurkaphoto.com/


From: Kuester, Kelli
To: Juliette D
Cc: City Council; Bloemberg, Greg
Subject: RE: Opposition to Use Permit 19-UP-2018 and Rezoning Proposal 25-ZN-2018
Date: Monday, February 08, 2021 4:29:57 PM

Good afternoon Mr. and Mrs. Dietz,
Please allow me to acknowledge receipt of your email on behalf of Mayor Ortega and the City
Councilmembers who appreciate you taking the time to share your input. This case is tentatively

scheduled to be heard by the Planning Commission on March 24th and isn’t yet scheduled for a City
Council Meeting, however, I have included a link to the case info sheet here, and Senior Planner
Greg Bloemberg is copied on this email and can make sure your comments are included in the case
file.
Kelli Kuester
Management Assistant to Mayor and Council
3939 N. Drinkwater Blvd., Scottsdale, AZ 85251
kkuester@scottsdaleaz.gov
(480) 312-7977
From: Juliette D <juliettedesign@gmail.com> 
Sent: Monday, February 8, 2021 3:51 PM
To: City Council <CityCouncil@scottsdaleaz.gov>
Subject: Opposition to Use Permit 19-UP-2018 and Rezoning Proposal 25-ZN-2018
⚠External Email: Please use caution if opening links or attachments!

To The Scottsdale City Council:
I stand for the preservation of the Scottsdale Vista, Arizona Park Place, Marlboro Court, and other
surrounding North Scottsdale single-family residential communities, and hereby oppose Use Permit
19-UP-2018 and Rezoning Proposal 25- ZN-2018, and any subsequent modifications or derivative
requests thereof, for the construction of the Meshrop & Mariam Megerdichian Residential Health
Care Facility, aka the Megerdichian Senior Center, on the Saint Apkar Armenian Apostolic Church at
8849 East Cholla Street.

I respectfully but strongly request that these requests be cancelled or disapproved, thereby keeping
the nature of our communities intact.

I find that the project is inconsistent with the character of the surrounding neighborhoods, and
strongly believe that this improperly located project in conjunction with the multiple adverse effects
it would bring as documented in the preamble will degrade the community aesthetics, adversely
impact property values, and erode our standards of daily living. The online petition with these
concerns and further detail is posted here: https://www.gopetition.com/petitions/scottsdale-vista-
arizona-park-place-marlboro-court-single-family-residential-neighborhood-preservation-
initiative.html
I live in the second culdesac north of this proposed center and the Armenian Church. I have two
boys: ages 2 and 5. We play outside all of the time. The traffic this would cause due to one entry in
and out on Cholla seems just ludicrous! I'm so fearful of the danger and traffic and speeding there
already is on 88th Place and Cholla. Cholla is a busy road where you can find cars parked on both
sides of the road constantly. This creates traffic and danger, and one car must wait for another to
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pass. There is NO fire lane and we have already asked the city about this and they said it's not an
issue. I live in the neighborhood and I am telling you it IS an issue already. Let's protect this
community and the children and not create more traffic. Please do not allow this project to be built.
I am begging you.

Revisions of the plan by the Diocese to date have increased the project in size, scale, and scope; with
their most recent revision being a token gesture that does not fully address the concerns cited in the
petition. We ask that you take all action possible by reinforcing to the Diocese and their attorneys in
the surrounding neighborhoods that are in strong opposition to their project, and encourage them
to relocate this project to a site more compatible with their facility. Should this matter be resolved in
a hearing, please consider that I am strongly against this project as are my neighbors that stand
united in opposition with me.
There are so many retirement homes and assisted living in Scottsdale, this project seems so
unnecessary and creates so much danger for children in the neighborhood with added traffic.
Thank you for your consideration.
Sincerely,
Juliette and Brian Dietz
11438 N. 88th Place
Scottsdale, AZ 85260



From: Kuester, Kelli
To: Karen Miller
Cc: City Council; Bloemberg, Greg
Subject: RE: Opposition to Use Permit 19-UP-2018 and Rezoning Proposal 25-ZN-2018
Date: Monday, February 08, 2021 1:14:32 PM

Good afternoon Ms. Miller,
Please allow me to acknowledge receipt of your email on behalf of Mayor Ortega and the City
Councilmembers who appreciate you taking the time to share your input. This case is tentatively

scheduled to be heard by the Planning Commission on March 24th and isn’t yet scheduled for a City
Council Meeting, however, I have included a link to the case info sheet here, and Senior Planner
Greg Bloemberg is copied on this email and can make sure your comments are included in the case
file.
Kelli Kuester
Management Assistant to Mayor and Council
3939 N. Drinkwater Blvd., Scottsdale, AZ 85251
kkuester@scottsdaleaz.gov
(480) 312-7977
From: Karen Miller <klm722313@gmail.com> 
Sent: Monday, February 8, 2021 10:23 AM
To: Mayor David D. Ortega <DOrtega@Scottsdaleaz.gov>; Whitehead, Solange
<SWhitehead@Scottsdaleaz.gov>; Caputi, Tammy <TCaputi@Scottsdaleaz.gov>; Durham, Thomas
<TDurham@Scottsdaleaz.gov>; Janik, Betty <BJanik@Scottsdaleaz.gov>; Littlefield, Kathy
<KLittlefield@Scottsdaleaz.gov>; Milhaven, Linda <LMilhaven@scottsdaleaz.gov>
Subject: Opposition to Use Permit 19-UP-2018 and Rezoning Proposal 25-ZN-2018
⚠External Email: Please use caution if opening links or attachments!

To Mayor David D. Ortega, Vice Mayor Solange Whitehead, and remaining Scottsdale City Council
members, including Councilwoman Tammy Caputi, Councilmember Tom Durham, Councilwoman
Betty Janik, Councilwoman Kathy Littlefield, and Councilmember Linda Milhaven:

I stand for the preservation of the Scottsdale Vista, Arizona Park Place, Marlboro Court, and other
surrounding North Scottsdale single-family residential communities that are close to this project. I
definitely hereby oppose Use Permit 19-UP-2018 and Rezoning Proposal 25- ZN-2018, and any
subsequent modifications or derivative requests thereof, for the construction of the Meshrop &
Mariam Megerdichian Residential Health Care Facility, aka the Megerdichian Senior Center, on the
Saint Apkar Armenian Apostolic Church at 8849 East Cholla Street. The traffic congestion on Cholla,
90th Street, and the other local streets will be highly impacted - even though this is a Sr. Residential
Area. My community is up again Westminster and there are parking problems and traffic all of the
time!

I respectfully but strongly request that these requests be cancelled or disapproved, thereby keeping
the nature of our communities intact.

I find that the project is inconsistent with the character of the surrounding neighborhoods, and
strongly believe that this improperly located project in conjunction with the multiple adverse effects
it would bring as documented in the preamble will degrade the community aesthetics, adversely
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impact property values, and erode our standards of daily living. The online petition with these
concerns and further detail is posted here: https://www.gopetition.com/petitions/scottsdale-vista-
arizona-park-place-marlboro-court-single-family-residential-neighborhood-preservation-
initiative.html

Revisions of the plan by the Diocese to date have increased the project in size, scale, and scope; with
their most recent revision being a token gesture that does not fully address the concerns cited in the
petition. We ask that you take all action possible by reinforcing to the Diocese and their attorneys
that the surround neighborhoods are in strong opposition to their project, and encourage them to
relocate this project to a site more compatible with their facility. Should this matter be resolved in a
hearing, please consider that I am strongly against this project as are my neighbors that stand united
in opposition with me.
Thank you for your consideration.
Karen Miller
8805 E Riviera Drive
602-615-0143
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From: Kuester, Kelli
To: Gary Peruzzini
Cc: City Council; Bloemberg, Greg
Subject: RE: Opposition to Use Permit 19-UP-2018 and Rezoning Proposal 25-ZN-2018
Date: Monday, February 08, 2021 10:51:31 AM

Hello Mr. Peruzzini,
Please allow me to acknowledge receipt of your email on behalf of Mayor Ortega and the City
Councilmembers who appreciate you taking the time to share your input. This case is tentatively

scheduled to be heard by the Planning Commission on March 24th and isn’t yet scheduled for a City
Council Meeting, however, I have included a link to the case info sheet here, and Senior Planner
Greg Bloemberg is copied on this email and can make sure your comments are included in the case
file.
Kelli Kuester
Management Assistant to Mayor and Council
3939 N. Drinkwater Blvd., Scottsdale, AZ 85251
kkuester@scottsdaleaz.gov
(480) 312-7977
From: Gary Peruzzini <gmpzoom@gmail.com> 
Sent: Monday, February 8, 2021 7:15 AM
To: Mayor David D. Ortega <DOrtega@Scottsdaleaz.gov>; Whitehead, Solange
<SWhitehead@Scottsdaleaz.gov>; Caputi, Tammy <TCaputi@Scottsdaleaz.gov>; Durham, Thomas
<TDurham@Scottsdaleaz.gov>; Janik, Betty <BJanik@Scottsdaleaz.gov>; Littlefield, Kathy
<KLittlefield@Scottsdaleaz.gov>; Milhaven, Linda <LMilhaven@scottsdaleaz.gov>
Subject: Opposition to Use Permit 19-UP-2018 and Rezoning Proposal 25-ZN-2018
⚠External Email: Please use caution if opening links or attachments!

To Mayor David D. Ortega, Vice Mayor Solange Whitehead, and remaining Scottsdale City Council
members, including Councilwoman Tammy Caputi, Councilmember Tom Durham, Councilwoman
Betty Janik, Councilwoman Kathy Littlefield, and Councilmember Linda Milhaven:

I stand for the preservation of the Scottsdale Vista, Arizona Park Place, Marlboro Court, and other
surrounding North Scottsdale single-family residential communities, and hereby oppose Use Permit
19-UP-2018 and Rezoning Proposal 25- ZN-2018, and any subsequent modifications or derivative
requests thereof, for the construction of the Meshrop & Mariam Megerdichian Residential Health
Care Facility, aka the Megerdichian Senior Center, on the Saint Apkar Armenian Apostolic Church at
8849 East Cholla Street.

I respectfully but strongly request that these requests be cancelled or disapproved, thereby keeping
the nature of our communities intact. The traffic created by the church alone is significant. The
increased traffic and exposure to this neighborhood will be significant.

I find that the project is inconsistent with the character of the surrounding neighborhoods, and
strongly believe that this improperly located project in conjunction with the multiple adverse effects
it would bring as documented in the preamble will degrade the community aesthetics, adversely
impact property values, and erode our standards of daily living. The online petition with these
concerns and further detail is posted here: https://www.gopetition.com/petitions/scottsdale-vista-
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arizona-park-place-marlboro-court-single-family-residential-neighborhood-preservation-
initiative.html

Revisions of the plan by the Diocese to date have increased the project in size, scale, and scope; with
their most recent revision being a token gesture that does not fully address the concerns cited in the
petition. We ask that you take all action possible by reinforcing to the Diocese and their attorneys
that the surround neighborhoods are in strong opposition to their project, and encourage them to
relocate this project to a site more compatible with their facility. Should this matter be resolved in a
hearing, please consider that I am strongly against this project as are my neighbors that stand united
in opposition with me.
Thank you for your consideration.
Gary Peruzzini
Designated Broker- Realty Sense
Direct-480-688-9499 Fax-480-767-0558
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From: Kuester, Kelli
To: Amer Bourghol
Cc: City Council; Bloemberg, Greg
Subject: RE: Opposition to Use Permit 19-UP-2018 and Rezoning Proposal 25-ZN-2018
Date: Monday, February 08, 2021 10:13:55 AM

Hello Amer,
Please allow me to acknowledge receipt of your email on behalf of Mayor Ortega and the City
Councilmembers who appreciate you taking the time to share your input. This case is tentatively

scheduled to be heard by the Planning Commission on March 24th and isn’t yet scheduled for a City
Council Meeting, however, I have included a link to the case info sheet here, and Senior Planner
Greg Bloemberg is copied on this email and can make sure your comments are included in the case
file.
Kelli Kuester
Management Assistant to Mayor and Council
3939 N. Drinkwater Blvd., Scottsdale, AZ 85251
kkuester@scottsdaleaz.gov
(480) 312-7977
From: Amer Bourghol <abourghol@aol.com> 
Sent: Sunday, February 7, 2021 9:23 PM
To: Mayor David D. Ortega <DOrtega@Scottsdaleaz.gov>; Whitehead, Solange
<SWhitehead@Scottsdaleaz.gov>; Caputi, Tammy <TCaputi@Scottsdaleaz.gov>; Durham, Thomas
<TDurham@Scottsdaleaz.gov>; Janik, Betty <BJanik@Scottsdaleaz.gov>; Littlefield, Kathy
<KLittlefield@Scottsdaleaz.gov>; Milhaven, Linda <LMilhaven@scottsdaleaz.gov>
Cc: Amer Bourghol USA <ABourghol@aol.com>
Subject: Opposition to Use Permit 19-UP-2018 and Rezoning Proposal 25-ZN-2018
⚠External Email: Please use caution if opening links or attachments!

To Mayor David D. Ortega, Vice Mayor Solange Whitehead, and remaining Scottsdale City Council
members, including Councilwoman Tammy Caputi, Councilmember Tom Durham, Councilwoman
Betty Janik, Councilwoman Kathy Littlefield, and Councilmember Linda Milhaven:

I stand for the preservation of the Scottsdale Vista, Arizona Park Place, Marlboro Court, and other
surrounding North Scottsdale single-family residential communities, and hereby oppose Use Permit
19-UP-2018 and Rezoning Proposal 25- ZN-2018, and any subsequent modifications or derivative
requests thereof, for the construction of the Meshrop & Mariam Megerdichian Residential Health
Care Facility, aka the Megerdichian Senior Center, on the Saint Apkar Armenian Apostolic Church at
8849 East Cholla Street.

I respectfully but strongly request that these requests be cancelled or disapproved, thereby keeping
the nature of our communities intact.

I find that the project is inconsistent with the character of the surrounding neighborhoods, and
strongly believe that this improperly located project in conjunction with the multiple adverse effects
it would bring as documented in the preamble will degrade the community aesthetics, adversely
impact property values, and erode our standards of daily living. The online petition with these
concerns and further detail is posted here: https://www.gopetition.com/petitions/scottsdale-vista-
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arizona-park-place-marlboro-court-single-family-residential-neighborhood-preservation-
initiative.html

Revisions of the plan by the Diocese to date have increased the project in size, scale, and scope; with
their most recent revision being a token gesture that does not fully address the concerns cited in the
petition. We ask that you take all action possible by reinforcing to the Diocese and their attorneys
that the surround neighborhoods are in strong opposition to their project, and encourage them to
relocate this project to a site more compatible with their facility. Should this matter be resolved in a
hearing, please consider that I am strongly against this project as are my neighbors that stand united
in opposition with me.
Thank you for your consideration.
Amer Bourghol
8890 E. Yucca St.
Scottsdale, AZ 85260
480-767-9311
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From: Kuester, Kelli
To: Rachel Nally
Cc: City Council; Bloemberg, Greg
Subject: RE: Opposition to Use Permit 19-UP-2018 and Rezoning Proposal 25-ZN-2018
Date: Monday, February 08, 2021 10:03:16 AM

Hello Ms. Nally,
Please allow me to acknowledge receipt of your email on behalf of Mayor Ortega and the City
Councilmembers who appreciate you taking the time to share your input. This case is tentatively

scheduled to be heard by the Planning Commission on March 24th and isn’t yet scheduled for a City
Council Meeting, however, I have included a link to the case info sheet here, and Senior Planner
Greg Bloemberg is copied on this email and can make sure your comments are included in the case
file.
Kelli Kuester
Management Assistant to Mayor and Council
3939 N. Drinkwater Blvd., Scottsdale, AZ 85251
kkuester@scottsdaleaz.gov
(480) 312-7977
From: Rachel Nally <rachelnally@yahoo.com> 
Sent: Sunday, February 7, 2021 6:42 PM
To: Whitehead, Solange <SWhitehead@Scottsdaleaz.gov>; Mayor David D. Ortega
<DOrtega@Scottsdaleaz.gov>; Caputi, Tammy <TCaputi@Scottsdaleaz.gov>; Durham, Thomas
<TDurham@Scottsdaleaz.gov>; Janik, Betty <BJanik@Scottsdaleaz.gov>; Littlefield, Kathy
<KLittlefield@Scottsdaleaz.gov>; Milhaven, Linda <LMilhaven@scottsdaleaz.gov>
Subject: Opposition to Use Permit 19-UP-2018 and Rezoning Proposal 25-ZN-2018
⚠External Email: Please use caution if opening links or attachments!

﻿
﻿
﻿
﻿
﻿
﻿
﻿ To Mayor David D. Ortega, Vice Mayor Solange Whitehead, and remaining Scottsdale City Council
members, including Councilwoman Tammy Caputi, Councilmember Tom Durham, Councilwoman
Betty Janik, Councilwoman Kathy Littlefield, and Councilmember Linda Milhaven:

I stand for the preservation of the Scottsdale Vista, Arizona Park Place, Marlboro Court, and other
surrounding North Scottsdale single-family residential communities, and hereby oppose Use Permit
19-UP-2018 and Rezoning Proposal 25- ZN-2018, and any subsequent modifications or derivative
requests thereof, for the construction of the Meshrop & Mariam Megerdichian Residential Health
Care Facility, aka the Megerdichian Senior Center, on the Saint Apkar Armenian Apostolic Church at
8849 East Cholla Street.

I respectfully but strongly request that these requests be cancelled or disapproved, thereby keeping
the nature of our communities intact.
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I find that the project is inconsistent with the character of the surrounding neighborhoods, and
strongly believe that this improperly located project in conjunction with the multiple adverse effects
it would bring as documented in the preamble will degrade the community aesthetics, adversely
impact property values, and erode our standards of daily living. The online petition with these
concerns and further detail is posted here: https://www.gopetition.com/petitions/scottsdale-vista-
arizona-park-place-marlboro-court-single-family-residential-neighborhood-preservation-
initiative.html

Revisions of the plan by the Diocese to date have increased the project in size, scale, and scope; with
their most recent revision being a token gesture that does not fully address the concerns cited in the
petition. We ask that you take all action possible by reinforcing to the Diocese and their attorneys
that the surround neighborhoods are in strong opposition to their project, and encourage them to
relocate this project to a site more compatible with their facility. Should this matter be resolved in a
hearing, please consider that I am strongly against this project as are my neighbors that stand united
in opposition with me.
Thank you for your consideration.

Rachel Nally
Life long Scottsdale resident 
West USA Realty
480-495-2316 (c)
480-948-5554 (o)
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From: Bloemberg, Greg
To: Castro, Lorraine
Cc: Curtis, Tim
Subject: FW: Rejection of Zones 19-UP-2018 and 25-ZN-2018
Date: Wednesday, August 03, 2022 4:56:55 PM

Lorraine,

We may need to set up a supplementary file for Council.......in the meantime, can we add this to the CC report??

Greg Bloemberg
Project Coordination Liaison
Current Planning
City of Scottsdale
e-mail:  gbloemberg@scottsdaleaz.gov
phone:  480-312-4306

-----Original Message-----
From: Kurth, Rebecca <RKurth@Scottsdaleaz.gov>
Sent: Wednesday, August 03, 2022 4:25 PM
To: Tom O'Meara <tomeara3@cox.net>
Cc: City Council <CityCouncil@scottsdaleaz.gov>; Bloemberg, Greg <GBLO@Scottsdaleaz.gov>
Subject: RE: Rejection of Zones 19-UP-2018 and 25-ZN-2018

Good Afternoon Ms. O'Meara,

Thank you for emailing City Council with your input prior to the discussion on this topic. Project Coordinator Greg
Bloemberg  is copied on this email and will include your comments in the case file. 

For more information on the zoning proposal 19-UP-2018 and 25-ZN-2018, the case info sheets can be found here:
https://eservices.scottsdaleaz.gov/bldgresources/Cases/Details/49380
https://eservices.scottsdaleaz.gov/bldgresources/Cases/Details/49381

Respectfully,

Rebecca Kurth
Management Assistant to the Mayor and City Council Office of Mayor David D. Ortega
3939 N. Drinkwater Blvd
Scottsdale, AZ 85251
Phone: 480.312.7977
Email: RKurth@ScottsdaleAZ.gov

-----Original Message-----
From: Tom O'Meara <tomeara3@cox.net>
Sent: Tuesday, August 2, 2022 12:13 PM
To: City Council <CityCouncil@scottsdaleaz.gov>
Subject: Rejection of Zones 19-UP-2018 and 25-ZN-2018

External Email: Please use caution if opening links or attachments!

> Scottsdale Mayor and City Council Members.

Today is Election Day.  Scottsdale candidates are running for City Council and have advertised, that if elected, they
would listen intently to Scottsdale citizens and hold their interests as a top priority, rejecting more special interests
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and commercial special interests.  Well, here is a perfect example to see if this holds true for the present City
Council.  We have a church in my neighborhood that wants to build a 100 bed senior care facility.  How dare them
to even want to invade our neighborhood with additional traffic congestion and noise.  Do they not have any respect
for my neighborhood?  It is very apparent that they do not.
>
> ﻿My name is Linda O’Meara and I live at 8819 E Jenan Dr. Scottsdale AZ 85260.   I am an original owner in
Scottsdale Vista and have lived here since 1979.   I am urging everyone on the Scottsdale City Council to reject
Zones 19-UP-2018 and 25-ZN-2018 and here are my reasons why:
>
>    - Back in 1978, Scottsdale Vista streets were designed to handle incoming and outgoing traffic for its residents
only.  We are entirely a residential area and there was no design for other types  of structures.  The church located
on 88th Place and E Cholla already stresses E Cholla and other streets in my neighborhood when there are special
events, meetings, day care, church services, etc.
>
>    -  I encourage you to look at the BIG PICTURE.  Building a 100 bed care facility would only stress E Cholla
and other streets in our subdivision even more.  Think of the additional traffic that this would create.   Examples are
- construction trucks, construction workers, delivery trucks, sanitation trucks, employees working three different
shifts, food delivery trucks, vans to transport residents who are physically challenged or elderly, visiting family
members and other types of visitors, all types of emergency vehicles that could arrive on the scene close to the same
time, maintenance and landscape employees.  Now add to this the additional traffic from all the church activities that
could happen.
>
>    -  I highly encourage you to visit the site and look at the single lane entrance and exit to the church. 
Question……how do you expect all the additional cars, trucks, emergency vehicles, and employees to safely enter
and exit the care facility without a traffic problem?   Not including, as noted above, the additional stress on our
residential streets, with the greatest stress on E Cholla, which is a half street.   Please also review my neighborhood
map as the land owned by the church is land locked and there is no additional entrance or exit that could be
constructed or be available.
>
> Due to the above listed concerns and facts, I strongly urge the Scottsdale City Council to reject Zones 19-UP-
2018 and 25-ZN-2018.

>
> Respectfully,
Linda O’Meara
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APPROVED on 2/23/2022 

* Note: These are summary action minutes only. A complete copy of the meeting audio is available on the
Planning Commission page on ScottsdaleAZ.gov, search “Planning Commission” 

SCOTTSDALE PLANNING COMMISSION 
KIVA-CITY HALL 

3939 DRINKWATER BOULEVARD 
SCOTTSDALE, ARIZONA 

WEDNESDAY, JANUARY 26, 2022 

*SUMMARIZED MEETING MINUTES *

PRESENT: Renee Higgs, Chair 
Joe Young, Vice Chair 
William Scarbrough, Commissioner 
Barney Gonzales, Commissioner 
George Ertel, Commissioner 
Christian Serena, Commissioner 
Barry Graham, Commissioner  

STAFF: Tim Curtis  
Joe Padilla 
Meredith Tessier 
Bryan Cluff 
Jeff Barnes 
Jesús Murillo 
Ryan Garofalo 
Lorraine Castro 
Nicole Garcia 
Mercedes McPherson 
Alexis Hartley 
Mark Kertis 

CALL TO ORDER 

Chair Higgs called the regular session of the Scottsdale Planning Commission to order at 5:05 
p.m.

ROLL CALL 

A formal roll call was conducted confirming members present as stated above. 

ATTACHMENT #22



Planning Commission 
January 26, 2022 

Page 2 of 4 
 

* Note: These are summary action minutes only. A complete copy of the meeting audio is available on the 
Planning Commission page on ScottsdaleAZ.gov, search “Planning Commission” 

 

 
MINUTES REVIEW AND APPROVAL 
 

1. Approval of the January 12, 2022 Regular Meeting Minutes 
 
Commissioner Graham moved to approve the January 12, 2022 regular 
meeting minutes. Seconded by Vice Chair Young, the motion carried 
unanimously with a vote of seven (7) to zero (0). 

 

CONTINUANCES 
  

2.   10-ZN-2021 (Rezoning @ 13647 N. 87th Street) 
The applicant is requesting a continuance to the February 9, 2022 Planning 
Commission Meeting. 
Request by owner for approval of a Zoning District Map Amendment from Single-family 
Residential district (R1-35) to Single-family Residential district (R1-10) on a +/-13,020 
square-foot site located at 13647 N. 87th Street.  Staff contact person is Jeff Barnes, 
480-312-2376.  Applicant contact person is David Richert, 602-908-7647. 
 
Item No. 2; Commissioner Ertel moved to continue case 10-ZN-2021 to the 
February 23, 2022 Planning Commission Meeting, rather than the February 9, 2022 
hearing. Seconded by Commissioner Scarbrough, the motion carried unanimously 
with a vote of seven (7) to zero (0). 
 
 

CONSENT AGENDA 
 

3.   
 

9-ZN-1997#2 (Astria & Associates) 
Request by owner for approval of a Zoning District Map Amendment from Downtown 
Office Commercial Type-1 Downtown Overlay (D/OC-1 DO) to Downtown Multiple Use 
Type-2 Downtown Overlay (D/DMU-2 DO) zoning to allow for mixed-use 3-story building 
on a +/- 6,311 square-foot site located at 7121 E. 1st Avenue.  Staff contact person is 
Greg Bloemberg, 480-312-4306.  Applicant contact person is Greg Loper, 602-550-
7004. 
 
Item No. 3 moved to the regular agenda. Commissioner Scarbrough moved to 
make a recommendation to City Council for approval of case 9-ZN-1997#2, per the 
staff recommended stipulations that the parking be assigned, after determining 
that the proposed Zoning District Map Amendment is consistent and conforms 
with the adopted General Plan. Seconded by Commissioner Ertel, the motion 
carried with a vote of four (4) to three (3) with Chair Higgs, Vice Chair Young, 
Commissioner Scarbrough, and Commissioner Ertel all voting in favor and 
Commissioner Gonzales, Commissioner Serena, and Commissioner Graham all 
dissenting. 
 

https://eservices.scottsdaleaz.gov/planning/projectsummary/unrelated_documents/PC_MINUTES_01122022.pdf
https://eservices.scottsdaleaz.gov/planning/projectsummary/unrelated_documents/10-ZN-2021_Continuance%20Memo.pdf
https://eservices.scottsdaleaz.gov/planning/projectsummary/pc_reports/PC_9_ZN_1997_2.pdf
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4.   
 

4-AB-2021 (Cactus Residence Abandonment) 
Request by owner for approval of an abandonment of a 15-foot Roadway and Public 
Utility Easement (R/W and P.U.E.) along the southern boundary of parcel 217-23-027A, 
with Single-family Residential district (R1-35) zoning located at 10324 E. Cactus Road.  
Staff contact person is Jesus Murillo, 480-312-7849.  Applicant contact person is 
Jason A Steele, (602) 492-3116. 
 
Item No. 4 & 5; Vice Chair Young moved to make a recommendation to City 
Council for approval of case 4-AB-2021 and 15-UP-2021, per the staff 
recommended stipulations, after determining that the Abandonment is consistent 
and conform with the adopted General Plan, and upon the finding that the 
Conditional Use Permit criteria have been met. Seconded by Commissioner 
Graham, the motion carried unanimously with a vote of seven (7) to zero (0). 
  

5.   
 

15-UP-2021 (Polestar Showroom at Fashion Square) 
Request by owner for approval of a Conditional Use Permit for vehicle leasing, rental or 
sales in a 3,000 square foot space within Suite #1268 of Scottsdale Fashion Square 
mall, with Downtown/ Downtown Regional Use Type-2 Planned Block Development 
Downtown Overlay (D/DRU-2 PBD DO) zoning, located at 7014 E Camelback Road.  
Staff contact person is Bryan Cluff, 480-312-2258.  Applicant contact person is Thomas 
Stahl, (626) 381-8944. 

 

REGULAR AGENDA 
 

6.   
 

25-ZN-2018 (Megerdichian Residential Health Care Facility) 
Request by owner for approval of a Zoning District Map Amendment from Single-family 
Residential district (R1-35) to Townhouse Residential district (R-4) zoning on a 4.8-acre 
portion of a +/- 7.4-acre site located at 8849 E. Cholla Street.  Staff contact person is 
Greg Bloemberg, 480-312-4306.  Applicant contact person is Ed Bull, 602-234-9913. 
 
Item No. 6; Vice Chair Young moved to make a recommendation to City Council for 
approval of case 25-ZN-2018, per the staff recommended stipulations, after 
determining that the proposed Zoning District Map Amendment is consistent and 
conforms with the adopted General Plan and that the additional stipulations that 
the step-back be employed at the southeast corner of the building at a minimum 
12 feet distance and to employ alternative material in the architecture that reflects 
the residential characteristics of its surroundings, and to include 36 inch and 48 
inch box trees in the landscape plan that enhances the area for the four northern 
homes near the property. Seconded by Commissioner Scarbrough, the motion 
carried with a vote of four (4) to two (2) with Chair Higgs, Vice Chair Young, 
Commissioner Scarbrough, and Commissioner Gonzales all voting in favor and 
Commissioner Ertel and Commissioner Graham both dissenting. Commissioner 
Serena no longer present virtually and was unable to vote on case 25-ZN-2018. 

https://eservices.scottsdaleaz.gov/planning/projectsummary/pc_reports/PC_4_AB_2021.pdf
https://eservices.scottsdaleaz.gov/planning/projectsummary/pc_reports/PC_15_UP_2021.pdf
https://eservices.scottsdaleaz.gov/planning/projectsummary/pc_reports/PC_25_ZN_2018.pdf
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7.   
 

19-UP-2018 (Megerdichian Residential Health Care Facility) 
Request by owner for approval of a Conditional Use Permit for a residential health care 
facility on a 4.8-acre portion of a +/- 7.4-acre site with Single-family Residential district 
(R1-35) zoning, located at 8849 E. Cholla Street.  Staff contact person is Greg 
Bloemberg, 480-312-4306.  Applicant contact person is Ed Bull, 602-234-9913. 
 
Item No. 7; Vice Chair Young moved to make a recommendation to City Council for 
approval of case 19-UP-2018, per the staff recommended stipulations, after and 
upon finding that the Conditional Use Permit criteria have been met with the 
additional stipulations that the step-back be employed at the southeast corner of 
the building at a minimum 12 feet distance and to employ alternative material in 
the architecture that reflects the residential characteristics of its surroundings, 
and to include 36 inch and 48 inch box trees in the landscape plan that enhances 
the area for the four northern homes near the property. Seconded by 
Commissioner Scarbrough, the motion was denied with a vote of three (3) to three 
(3) with Chair Higgs, Vice Chair Young, and Commissioner Scarbrough all voting 
in favor and Commissioner Gonzales, Commissioner Ertel and Commissioner 
Graham all dissenting. Commissioner Serena no longer present virtually and was 
unable to vote on case 19-UP-2018. 
 

 
 
 
REQUEST TO SPEAK: Bob Pejman, Greg Loper, Hagop Naldjian, Teodor Paul, Scott 
Mardian, Ann Andonyan, Barry Diriz, Jane Allit, Hoory, Mary Sayadian, Grigor Papazyan, 
Judge Marjorie Nanian, Linda Omeara, Paul Katz, Harout Markarian, Elisabeth Bedrosyan, 
Artin Knadjian, Pat Frantz, James Buzzard, Gina Topalian.   
 
 
WRITTEN COMMENTS: Djemile Touresian, Yelena Badalyan, Nael Adhameet, Monica 
Auedisian, Mark Kopoian, Bedros Touresian, Grigor Papazjan, Nick Kanaras, Maria 
Apostolatos, John Mardian, Hagop Jacob Naldijian, Saco Hagobian, Cery Arustamor, 
Korstorntiros Akrivos, Ricki Morowitz, Rev. Zacharia Saribekyan, Adam Bronnenkant. 
 
ADJOURNMENT  
 

With no further business to discuss, the regular session of the Planning Commission 
adjourned at 9:23 p.m. 
 

 

https://eservices.scottsdaleaz.gov/planning/projectsummary/pc_reports/PC_25_ZN_2018.pdf
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