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9/27/2022

Andy Jochums

Beus Gilbert McGroder

701 N 44Th St

Phoenix, AZ 85008

RE: 94 Hundred Shea - The Village

Case Number: 3-GP-2022

Key Code: 4237C
Case Number: 8-ZN-2022
Key Code: J5900

Dear Andy Jochums:

The Planning & Development Services Division has completed the review of the above referenced
development application submitted on 8/30/2022. The following 2" Review Comments represent the
review performed by our team and is intended to provide you with guidance for compliance with city

codes, policies, and guidelines related to this application.

Zoning Ordinance and Scottsdale Revise Code Significant Issues

The following code and ordinance related issues have been identified in the second review of this
application and shall be addressed in the resubmittal of the revised application material. Addressing
these items is critical to scheduling the application for public hearing and may affect the City Staff’s

recommendation. Please address the following:

Water and Wastewater:

1. Please submit revised Water and Wastewater Design Report(s), addressing the document redlines

and the following:

WATER:

a. Reduce all measured fire hydrant test flows by 10% for all modeling scenarios per DSPM 6-

1.405.B.1.

b. Use static pressure values reduced by 10% for all modeling scenarios per DSPM 6-

1.405.B.5.b.

c. ldentify pressure at the highest finished floor at the worst case location (Scenario 3) DSPM

6-1.202.G.6.c.ii.

d. Scenario 4: Demonstrate minimum domestic service pressure of 50 psi can be maintained
at the highest proposed finished floor elevation for the worst hydraulic case domestic

demand node. DSPM 6-1.202.G.6.d.
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Significant Policy Related Issues

The following policy related issues have been identified in the second review of this application. While
these issues may not be critical to scheduling the application for public hearing, they may affect the City
Staff’s recommendation pertaining to the application and should be addressed with the resubmittal of
the revised application material. Please address the following:

Site Design:

2. Please provide loading and unloading areas in the site configuration, per DSPM. 2-1.305.F, with
minimum length of 45-feet and width of 12-feet, in accordance with below tables. Please update the
site plan(s) accordingly. Alleys, fire lanes, and adjacent streets shall not be used for loading and
unloading.

a. This does not appear to be fully addressed with the resubmittal. Both Loading Zones are
required to be 45-feet by 12-feet. Please also provide truck maneuvering dimensions into
and out of the parking garage loading area.

3. Please revise the Refuse Plan, per DSPM 2-1.309 and the following (please contact Eliana Hayes at
480-312-2757 should you have specific questions):

Please update the Refuse Plan as follows:

a. lIdentify the location of the refuse compactor in a graphic
Define how refuse gets from the units to the compactor.
Remove the note regarding multiple container pick up, and size the horizontal compactor to
preclude this.
d. Demonstrate that:
(1) There is a 14-foot by 60-foot approach provided in front of the enclosure
(2) There is a maximum 2% slope at the approach and enclosure floor.

A. Refuse truck will not use enhanced pedestrian pathway as it does not constitute an acceptable
vehicular pathway for refuse truck purposes. Please update design so that the refuse truck can
circulate through site as follows:

e. Through a traditional vehicular corridor;

f. In alocation that does not require the refuse truck to “backtrack”;

g. So that collection vehicles do not back up more than thirty-five (35) feet; or,

h. So that path of travel for the refuse truck accommodates a minimum vehicle of turning

radius of 45 feet, and vehicle length of 40 feet.

B. Refuse Compactors: The Solid Waste Management Director, or designee may approve refuse
compactors as an alternative to refuse or recycling containers as follows:
i. Rear Loaded Non-Residential, Mixed-Use, and Multi-Family Residential Compactor

Container Positioning (rear loaded non-vertical compactors only)

(1) Design the location of the refuse or recycling compactor container and loading and
maneuvering area so that the container and refuse truck does not obstruct any portion
of designated fire lane or an emergency and service vehicle access lane during loading,
unloading, and placement of the container.

(2) Place the refuse compactor container and approach pad so that the refuse truck route
to and from the public street has a minimum unobstructed vertical clearance of thirteen
(13) feet six (6) inches (fourteen 14 feet is recommended), and unobstructed minimum
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vertical clearance above the concrete approach slab and refuse compactor container
storage area concrete slab of twenty-five (25) feet.

(3) The vertical clearances are subject to modification based on container size, location and
positioning as determined by the Sanitation Director, or designee.

(4) Place the refuse compactor container in a location that does not require the bin to be
maneuvered or relocated from the bin’s storage location to be loaded on to the refuse
truck.

(5) Provide a refuse compactor container approach area that has a minimum width of
fourteen (14) feet and length of sixty (60) feet in front of the container. The length of
the approach is subject to modification based on the enclosure location, drainage, and
positioning concerns. The approach length and width are subject to modification based
on container size, location and positioning as determined by the Sanitation Director, or
designee.

(6) Provide the refuse compactor container approach and storage areas with a maximum
continuous slope of two (2) percent.

(7) Incorporate a concrete approach slab (minimum thirty (30) feet long) and refuse
compactor container storage area concrete slab (minimum four (4) feet longer than the
container) that are, at a minimum, in compliance with the concrete slab requirements of
the COS MAG Details for a refuse enclosure. The property owner and their designers
are responsible for determine when a greater capacity concrete slab and structural
design is required and shall modify the design indicated in the COS MAG Details to
accommodate the design of the building, refuse truck, refuse compactor container, etc.

Technical Corrections

The following technical ordinance or policy related corrections have been identified in the second
review of the project. While these items are not as critical to scheduling the case for public hearing, they
will likely affect a decision on the final plans submittal (construction and improvement documents) and
should be addressed as soon as possible. Correcting these items before the hearing may also help clarify
guestions regarding these plans. Please address the following:

Traffic Study:
4. Please revise the Traffic Study to address the following:

a.

Text still describes vehicles traveling south from the site to travel south on 92nd Street from
Ironwood Square Drive, but assignment shows traffic going north from this intersection. The
“secondary route” shown veers off to join the “primary route” yet the site plan shows there
will be an access point in line with Driveway B/Becker Lane. As before, Staff would not
support the use of the drive aisle located on the eastern edge of the parcel north of the
proposed site. Also, the access scenario in the TIMA does not appear to match other
documents in the submittal.

Repeat comment — a right turn lane is being constructed on Shea Boulevard at Driveway (2).
Please use this in the analysis. The figure was correct in first submittal (dedicated right-turn
lane), but the text described it as a shared through/right. The figure/analysis now shows it
incorrectly and is still incorrectly identified in text.

Page 19 — Staff would allow such trip comparison to be made, however we question the use
of the term “entitled” as noted in text with proposals to redevelop these parcels with
mixed-use/residential. We agree with the assumption that the land use and FAR be used for
the comparison.
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d. Previous conversations regarding redevelopment of this property included collaboration
with adjacent parcel (Ironwood 92/Ironwood Partners property) to facilitate better access
into the site. This case is likely to receive similar comments as the previous 16-ZN-2019
which was withdrawn by the applicant. The parcel to the west was recently resubmitted.
Please contact staff and include the adjacent parcel in the analysis. Staff would prefer an
agreement to be made to allow access to 92" Street.

e. The main site driveway along the “primary route” is poorly aligned with the garage entry.
There appears to be poor site distance for vehicles exiting the garage. Staff would prefer the
drive aisles are aligned and perpendicular to the internal site loop roadway.

Circulation:
5.

The narrative discusses a likely vehicular connection to 92" Street through the adjacent
Ironwood/Caliber property to the west, but the site plan does not show how or where this will
occur. Please revise the site plan to identify that intended connection location(s) for a more
comprehensive understanding of how that interconnectivity will lay out.

The intersection at the east side of the site, joining the residential to the existing commercial,
creates a complicated interaction between the main traffic flow and the pedestrian crossing. Please
evaluate a revised configuration that addresses the functionality of that area.

The skews and offsets in travel lanes for the garage entrance and main access aisle design appear to
create turning conflicts and sight distance issues. Please evaluate a revised configuration that
addresses these design concerns.

Provide more detail regarding the proposed parking lot connection to the adjacent commercial
center to the west shown on the Vehicular Circulation graphic. The connection is noted as a
minimum 12-feet wide; the minimum two-way paved width must be 20-feet. There is also a “path”
connection shown which should be accounted for in the overall opening width.

a. If a parking lot connection is provided to the adjacent commercial center, a deceleration
lane will be required for the existing Shea Boulevard driveway.

The site plan shows a one-way aisle on the connection to Shea Boulevard adjacent to the existing
shopping center. Please clarify how will this one-way operation work. It has two-way parking aisles
leading up to it in both directions.

'S

e -y
10. The site access proposed on the site plan and circulation plans does not match the access analyzed
in the traffic impact study. The connection to the adjacent shopping center is not shown in the TIA,
and the TIA still says the access to the south is time of day restricted. Please revise accordingly.
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Civil Improvements and Platting:

11. Please acknowledge that no soil nails or tie back construction systems, may protrude past project
property lines, per SRC Ch.47.

Please resubmit the revised application requirements and additional/supplemental information
identified in Attachment A, Resubmittal Checklist, and a written summary response addressing the
comments/corrections identified above as soon as possible for further review. The City will then review
the revisions to determine if the application is to be scheduled for a hearing date, or if additional
modifications, corrections, or additional/supplemental information is necessary.

These 2" Review Comments are valid for a period of 180 days from the date on this letter. The Zoning
Administrator may consider an application withdrawn if a revised submittal has not been received
within 180 days of the date of this letter (Section 1.305. of the Zoning Ordinance).

If you have any questions, or need further assistance please contact me at 480-312-2376 or at

jbarnes@ScottsdaleAZ.gov.

Sincerely,

Jeff Barnes
Senior Planner
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ATTACHMENT A
Resubmittal Checklist

Case Number: 3-GP-2022
Key Code: 4237C
Case Number: 8-ZN-2022
Key Code: J5900

Please follow the plan and document submittal requirements below. All files shall be uploaded
in PDF format. Provide one (1) full-size copy of each required plan document file. Application
forms and other written documents or reports should be formatted to 8.5 x 11.

A digital submittal Key Code is required to upload your documents. Files should be uploaded
individually and in order of how they are listed on this checklist.

Submit digitally at: https://eservices.scottsdaleaz.gov/bldgresources/Cases/DigitalLogin

Digital submittals shall include one copy of each identified below.

X] Response Letter — Responding to the issues identified in this Review Comment Letter
X] Revised Narrative/Development Plan (including all plan sheets for use with Board and
Commission packets):

X] Revised Traffic Study:

X site Plan:

X] Pedestrian and Vehicular Circulation Plan:

Technical Reports: Please submit one (1) digital copy of each report requested

X Revised Water Design Report:
X Revised Wastewater Design Report:



