


From: Tim 
To: Kaelee Wilson
Subject: NO to Re-Zoning case PUD Z-22-18
Date: Wednesday, May 02, 2018 3:11:40 PM

Kaelee Wilson,

I am firmly against the rezoning of the parcel located on the southwest corner of Dynamite and
Tatum (PUD Z-22-18).

This application is irresponsible and it violates nearly all of the zoning standards in the area.
Residents purchased their homes based on C-1 zoning and the entire community will be
directly and negatively impacted by the proposed development. This application is not about
serving or improving a community. This application is about a cash grab for a select few at the
direct expense of the community it allegedly wants to serve.

Councilman Waring, your constituents, neighbors and friends have spoken for the second
time, in overwhelming numbers. A C-2 business does NOT belong on this parcel and we will
never support a C-2 business on this parcel.

As the elected official with jurisdiction over of this application, we are requesting your support
by demonstrating a swift response to the staggering opposition to this application. We’ve
listened. We ask that you listen and put the inevitable dagger in PUD Z-22-18 so that our
community, as well as the Developer, can refocus our energy on other important issues.

Tim  
@yahoo.com

Cave Creek, Arizona 85331

mailto:kaelee.wilson@phoenix.gov




From: Monte 
To: Kaelee Wilson
Subject: NO to Re-Zoning case PUD Z-22-18
Date: Wednesday, May 02, 2018 3:38:58 PM

Kaelee Wilson,

I am firmly against the rezoning of the parcel located on the southwest corner of Dynamite and
Tatum (PUD Z-22-18).

This application is irresponsible and it violates nearly all of the zoning standards in the area.
Residents purchased their homes based on C-1 zoning and the entire community will be
directly and negatively impacted by the proposed development. This application is not about
serving or improving a community. This application is about a cash grab for a select few at the
direct expense of the community it allegedly wants to serve.

Councilman Waring, your constituents, neighbors and friends have spoken for the second
time, in overwhelming numbers. A C-2 business does NOT belong on this parcel and we will
never support a C-2 business on this parcel.

As the elected official with jurisdiction over of this application, we are requesting your support
by demonstrating a swift response to the staggering opposition to this application. We’ve
listened. We ask that you listen and put the inevitable dagger in PUD Z-22-18 so that our
community, as well as the Developer, can refocus our energy on other important issues.

Monte  
@gmail.com 

 
Phoenix, Arizona 85018

mailto:kaelee.wilson@phoenix.gov




From: Adam 
To: Kaelee Wilson
Subject: NO to Re-Zoning case PUD Z-22-18
Date: Wednesday, May 02, 2018 3:48:31 PM

Kaelee Wilson,

I am firmly against the rezoning of the parcel located on the southwest corner of Dynamite and
Tatum (PUD Z-22-18).

This application is irresponsible and it violates nearly all of the zoning standards in the area.
Residents purchased their homes based on C-1 zoning and the entire community will be
directly and negatively impacted by the proposed development. This application is not about
serving or improving a community. This application is about a cash grab for a select few at the
direct expense of the community it allegedly wants to serve.

Councilman Waring, your constituents, neighbors and friends have spoken for the second
time, in overwhelming numbers. A C-2 business does NOT belong on this parcel and we will
never support a C-2 business on this parcel.

As the elected official with jurisdiction over of this application, we are requesting your support
by demonstrating a swift response to the staggering opposition to this application. We’ve
listened. We ask that you listen and put the inevitable dagger in PUD Z-22-18 so that our
community, as well as the Developer, can refocus our energy on other important issues.

Adam  
@datainsure.com

Phoenix, Arizona 85086

mailto:kaelee.wilson@phoenix.gov




From: Vicki 
To: Kaelee Wilson
Subject: NO to Re-Zoning case PUD Z-22-18
Date: Wednesday, May 02, 2018 4:29:07 PM

Kaelee Wilson,

I am firmly against the rezoning of the parcel located on the southwest corner of Dynamite and
Tatum (PUD Z-22-18).

This application is irresponsible and it violates nearly all of the zoning standards in the area.
Residents purchased their homes based on C-1 zoning and the entire community will be
directly and negatively impacted by the proposed development. This application is not about
serving or improving a community. This application is about a cash grab for a select few at the
direct expense of the community it allegedly wants to serve.

Councilman Waring, your constituents, neighbors and friends have spoken for the second
time, in overwhelming numbers. A C-2 business does NOT belong on this parcel and we will
never support a C-2 business on this parcel.

As the elected official with jurisdiction over of this application, we are requesting your support
by demonstrating a swift response to the staggering opposition to this application. We’ve
listened. We ask that you listen and put the inevitable dagger in PUD Z-22-18 so that our
community, as well as the Developer, can refocus our energy on other important issues.

Vicki  
@hotmail.com

Cave Creek, Arizona 85331-6386

mailto:kaelee.wilson@phoenix.gov




From: Paulette 
To: Kaelee Wilson
Subject: NO to Re-Zoning case PUD Z-22-18
Date: Wednesday, May 02, 2018 4:31:04 PM

Kaelee Wilson,

I am firmly against the rezoning of the parcel located on the southwest corner of Dynamite and
Tatum (PUD Z-22-18).

This application is irresponsible and it violates nearly all of the zoning standards in the area.
Residents purchased their homes based on C-1 zoning and the entire community will be
directly and negatively impacted by the proposed development. This application is not about
serving or improving a community. This application is about a cash grab for a select few at the
direct expense of the community it allegedly wants to serve.

Councilman Waring, your constituents, neighbors and friends have spoken for the second
time, in overwhelming numbers. A C-2 business does NOT belong on this parcel and we will
never support a C-2 business on this parcel.

As the elected official with jurisdiction over of this application, we are requesting your support
by demonstrating a swift response to the staggering opposition to this application. We’ve
listened. We ask that you listen and put the inevitable dagger in PUD Z-22-18 so that our
community, as well as the Developer, can refocus our energy on other important issues.

Paulette  
@yahoo.com

Cave Creek, Arizona 85331

mailto:kaelee.wilson@phoenix.gov




From: George 
To: Kaelee Wilson
Subject: NO to Re-Zoning case PUD Z-22-18
Date: Wednesday, May 02, 2018 4:31:55 PM

Kaelee Wilson,

I am firmly against the rezoning of the parcel located on the southwest corner of Dynamite and
Tatum (PUD Z-22-18).

This application is irresponsible and it violates nearly all of the zoning standards in the area.
Residents purchased their homes based on C-1 zoning and the entire community will be
directly and negatively impacted by the proposed development. This application is not about
serving or improving a community. This application is about a cash grab for a select few at the
direct expense of the community it allegedly wants to serve.

Councilman Waring, your constituents, neighbors and friends have spoken for the second
time, in overwhelming numbers. A C-2 business does NOT belong on this parcel and we will
never support a C-2 business on this parcel.

As the elected official with jurisdiction over of this application, we are requesting your support
by demonstrating a swift response to the staggering opposition to this application. We’ve
listened. We ask that you listen and put the inevitable dagger in PUD Z-22-18 so that our
community, as well as the Developer, can refocus our energy on other important issues.

George  
@pcmojo.com

Cave Creek, Arizona 85331

mailto:kaelee.wilson@phoenix.gov




From: Keri 
To: Kaelee Wilson
Subject: NO to Re-Zoning case PUD Z-22-18
Date: Wednesday, May 02, 2018 4:37:14 PM

Kaelee Wilson,

I am firmly against the rezoning of the parcel located on the southwest corner of Dynamite and
Tatum (PUD Z-22-18).

This application is irresponsible and it violates nearly all of the zoning standards in the area.
Residents purchased their homes based on C-1 zoning and the entire community will be
directly and negatively impacted by the proposed development. This application is not about
serving or improving a community. This application is about a cash grab for a select few at the
direct expense of the community it allegedly wants to serve.

Councilman Waring, your constituents, neighbors and friends have spoken for the second
time, in overwhelming numbers. A C-2 business does NOT belong on this parcel and we will
never support a C-2 business on this parcel.

As the elected official with jurisdiction over of this application, we are requesting your support
by demonstrating a swift response to the staggering opposition to this application. We’ve
listened. We ask that you listen and put the inevitable dagger in PUD Z-22-18 so that our
community, as well as the Developer, can refocus our energy on other important issues.

Keri  
@aol.com

Cave Creek, Arizona 85331

mailto:kaelee.wilson@phoenix.gov




From: Suzanne 
To: Kaelee Wilson
Subject: NO to Re-Zoning case PUD Z-22-18
Date: Wednesday, May 02, 2018 4:37:13 PM

Kaelee Wilson,

I am firmly against the rezoning of the parcel located on the southwest corner of Dynamite and
Tatum (PUD Z-22-18).

This application is irresponsible and it violates nearly all of the zoning standards in the area.
Residents purchased their homes based on C-1 zoning and the entire community will be
directly and negatively impacted by the proposed development. This application is not about
serving or improving a community. This application is about a cash grab for a select few at the
direct expense of the community it allegedly wants to serve.

Councilman Waring, your constituents, neighbors and friends have spoken for the second
time, in overwhelming numbers. A C-2 business does NOT belong on this parcel and we will
never support a C-2 business on this parcel.

As the elected official with jurisdiction over of this application, we are requesting your support
by demonstrating a swift response to the staggering opposition to this application. We’ve
listened. We ask that you listen and put the inevitable dagger in PUD Z-22-18 so that our
community, as well as the Developer, can refocus our energy on other important issues.

Suzanne  
@cox.net

Cave Creek, Arizona 85331

mailto:kaelee.wilson@phoenix.gov




From: April 
To: Kaelee Wilson
Subject: NO to Re-Zoning case PUD Z-22-18
Date: Wednesday, May 02, 2018 5:47:26 PM

Kaelee Wilson,

I am firmly against the rezoning of the parcel located on the southwest corner of Dynamite and
Tatum (PUD Z-22-18).

This application is irresponsible and it violates nearly all of the zoning standards in the area.
Residents purchased their homes based on C-1 zoning and the entire community will be
directly and negatively impacted by the proposed development. This application is not about
serving or improving a community. This application is about a cash grab for a select few at the
direct expense of the community it allegedly wants to serve.

Councilman Waring, your constituents, neighbors and friends have spoken for the second
time, in overwhelming numbers. A C-2 business does NOT belong on this parcel and we will
never support a C-2 business on this parcel.

As the elected official with jurisdiction over of this application, we are requesting your support
by demonstrating a swift response to the staggering opposition to this application. We’ve
listened. We ask that you listen and put the inevitable dagger in PUD Z-22-18 so that our
community, as well as the Developer, can refocus our energy on other important issues.

April  
@yahoo.com

Congress, Arizona 85332

mailto:kaelee.wilson@phoenix.gov




From: Jo 
To: Kaelee Wilson
Subject: NO to Re-Zoning case PUD Z-22-18
Date: Wednesday, May 02, 2018 6:48:45 PM

Kaelee Wilson,

I am firmly against the rezoning of the parcel located on the southwest corner of Dynamite and
Tatum (PUD Z-22-18).

This application is irresponsible and it violates nearly all of the zoning standards in the area.
Residents purchased their homes based on C-1 zoning and the entire community will be
directly and negatively impacted by the proposed development. This application is not about
serving or improving a community. This application is about a cash grab for a select few at the
direct expense of the community it allegedly wants to serve.

Councilman Waring, your constituents, neighbors and friends have spoken for the second
time, in overwhelming numbers. A C-2 business does NOT belong on this parcel and we will
never support a C-2 business on this parcel.

As the elected official with jurisdiction over of this application, we are requesting your support
by demonstrating a swift response to the staggering opposition to this application. We’ve
listened. We ask that you listen and put the inevitable dagger in PUD Z-22-18 so that our
community, as well as the Developer, can refocus our energy on other important issues.

Jo  
@cox.ner

Carefree, Arizona 85377

mailto:kaelee.wilson@phoenix.gov




From: Craig 
To: Kaelee Wilson
Subject: NO to Re-Zoning case PUD Z-22-18
Date: Wednesday, May 02, 2018 7:13:18 PM

Kaelee Wilson,

I am firmly against the rezoning of the parcel located on the southwest corner of Dynamite and
Tatum (PUD Z-22-18).

This application is irresponsible and it violates nearly all of the zoning standards in the area.
Residents purchased their homes based on C-1 zoning and the entire community will be
directly and negatively impacted by the proposed development. This application is not about
serving or improving a community. This application is about a cash grab for a select few at the
direct expense of the community it allegedly wants to serve.

Councilman Waring, your constituents, neighbors and friends have spoken for the second
time, in overwhelming numbers. A C-2 business does NOT belong on this parcel and we will
never support a C-2 business on this parcel.

As the elected official with jurisdiction over of this application, we are requesting your support
by demonstrating a swift response to the staggering opposition to this application. We’ve
listened. We ask that you listen and put the inevitable dagger in PUD Z-22-18 so that our
community, as well as the Developer, can refocus our energy on other important issues.

Craig  
@cox.net

Cave Creek, Arizona 85331

mailto:kaelee.wilson@phoenix.gov




From: Joy 
To: Kaelee Wilson
Subject: NO to Re-Zoning case PUD Z-22-18
Date: Wednesday, May 02, 2018 8:00:31 PM

Kaelee Wilson,

I am firmly against the rezoning of the parcel located on the southwest corner of Dynamite and
Tatum (PUD Z-22-18).

This application is irresponsible and it violates nearly all of the zoning standards in the area.
Residents purchased their homes based on C-1 zoning and the entire community will be
directly and negatively impacted by the proposed development. This application is not about
serving or improving a community. This application is about a cash grab for a select few at the
direct expense of the community it allegedly wants to serve.

Councilman Waring, your constituents, neighbors and friends have spoken for the second
time, in overwhelming numbers. A C-2 business does NOT belong on this parcel and we will
never support a C-2 business on this parcel.

As the elected official with jurisdiction over of this application, we are requesting your support
by demonstrating a swift response to the staggering opposition to this application. We’ve
listened. We ask that you listen and put the inevitable dagger in PUD Z-22-18 so that our
community, as well as the Developer, can refocus our energy on other important issues.

Joy  
@att.net

Cave Creek, Arizona 85266

mailto:kaelee.wilson@phoenix.gov




From: Nicole 
To: Kaelee Wilson
Subject: NO to Re-Zoning case PUD Z-22-18
Date: Wednesday, May 02, 2018 8:47:53 PM

Kaelee Wilson,

I am firmly against the rezoning of the parcel located on the southwest corner of Dynamite and
Tatum (PUD Z-22-18).

This application is irresponsible and it violates nearly all of the zoning standards in the area.
Residents purchased their homes based on C-1 zoning and the entire community will be
directly and negatively impacted by the proposed development. This application is not about
serving or improving a community. This application is about a cash grab for a select few at the
direct expense of the community it allegedly wants to serve.

Councilman Waring, your constituents, neighbors and friends have spoken for the second
time, in overwhelming numbers. A C-2 business does NOT belong on this parcel and we will
never support a C-2 business on this parcel.

As the elected official with jurisdiction over of this application, we are requesting your support
by demonstrating a swift response to the staggering opposition to this application. We’ve
listened. We ask that you listen and put the inevitable dagger in PUD Z-22-18 so that our
community, as well as the Developer, can refocus our energy on other important issues.

Nicole  
@yahoo.com 

 
Scottsdale, Arizona 85262

mailto:kaelee.wilson@phoenix.gov




From: Dawn 
To: Kaelee Wilson
Subject: NO to Re-Zoning case PUD Z-22-18
Date: Thursday, May 03, 2018 4:50:51 AM

Kaelee Wilson,

I am firmly against the rezoning of the parcel located on the southwest corner of Dynamite and
Tatum (PUD Z-22-18).

This application is irresponsible and it violates nearly all of the zoning standards in the area.
Residents purchased their homes based on C-1 zoning and the entire community will be
directly and negatively impacted by the proposed development. This application is not about
serving or improving a community. This application is about a cash grab for a select few at the
direct expense of the community it allegedly wants to serve.

Councilman Waring, your constituents, neighbors and friends have spoken for the second
time, in overwhelming numbers. A C-2 business does NOT belong on this parcel and we will
never support a C-2 business on this parcel.

As the elected official with jurisdiction over of this application, we are requesting your support
by demonstrating a swift response to the staggering opposition to this application. We’ve
listened. We ask that you listen and put the inevitable dagger in PUD Z-22-18 so that our
community, as well as the Developer, can refocus our energy on other important issues.

Dawn  
@yahoo.com

Phoenix, Arizona 85331

mailto:kaelee.wilson@phoenix.gov




From: BEata 
To: Kaelee Wilson
Subject: NO to Re-Zoning case PUD Z-22-18
Date: Thursday, May 03, 2018 5:02:42 AM

Kaelee Wilson,

I am firmly against the rezoning of the parcel located on the southwest corner of Dynamite and
Tatum (PUD Z-22-18).

This application is irresponsible and it violates nearly all of the zoning standards in the area.
Residents purchased their homes based on C-1 zoning and the entire community will be
directly and negatively impacted by the proposed development. This application is not about
serving or improving a community. This application is about a cash grab for a select few at the
direct expense of the community it allegedly wants to serve.

Councilman Waring, your constituents, neighbors and friends have spoken for the second
time, in overwhelming numbers. A C-2 business does NOT belong on this parcel and we will
never support a C-2 business on this parcel.

As the elected official with jurisdiction over of this application, we are requesting your support
by demonstrating a swift response to the staggering opposition to this application. We’ve
listened. We ask that you listen and put the inevitable dagger in PUD Z-22-18 so that our
community, as well as the Developer, can refocus our energy on other important issues.

BEata  
@yahoo.com

cave creek, Arizona 85331

mailto:kaelee.wilson@phoenix.gov




From: Cheryl 
To: Kaelee Wilson
Subject: NO to Re-Zoning case PUD Z-22-18
Date: Thursday, May 03, 2018 5:43:50 AM

Kaelee Wilson,

I am firmly against the rezoning of the parcel located on the southwest corner of Dynamite and
Tatum (PUD Z-22-18).

This application is irresponsible and it violates nearly all of the zoning standards in the area.
Residents purchased their homes based on C-1 zoning and the entire community will be
directly and negatively impacted by the proposed development. This application is not about
serving or improving a community. This application is about a cash grab for a select few at the
direct expense of the community it allegedly wants to serve.

Councilman Waring, your constituents, neighbors and friends have spoken for the second
time, in overwhelming numbers. A C-2 business does NOT belong on this parcel and we will
never support a C-2 business on this parcel.

As the elected official with jurisdiction over of this application, we are requesting your support
by demonstrating a swift response to the staggering opposition to this application. We’ve
listened. We ask that you listen and put the inevitable dagger in PUD Z-22-18 so that our
community, as well as the Developer, can refocus our energy on other important issues.

Cheryl  
@gmail.com

Cave Creek, Arizona 85331

mailto:kaelee.wilson@phoenix.gov




From: Katie 
To: Kaelee Wilson
Subject: NO to Re-Zoning case PUD Z-22-18
Date: Thursday, May 03, 2018 5:54:15 AM

Kaelee Wilson,

I am firmly against the rezoning of the parcel located on the southwest corner of Dynamite and
Tatum (PUD Z-22-18).

This application is irresponsible and it violates nearly all of the zoning standards in the area.
Residents purchased their homes based on C-1 zoning and the entire community will be
directly and negatively impacted by the proposed development. This application is not about
serving or improving a community. This application is about a cash grab for a select few at the
direct expense of the community it allegedly wants to serve.

Councilman Waring, your constituents, neighbors and friends have spoken for the second
time, in overwhelming numbers. A C-2 business does NOT belong on this parcel and we will
never support a C-2 business on this parcel.

As the elected official with jurisdiction over of this application, we are requesting your support
by demonstrating a swift response to the staggering opposition to this application. We’ve
listened. We ask that you listen and put the inevitable dagger in PUD Z-22-18 so that our
community, as well as the Developer, can refocus our energy on other important issues.

Katie  
@gmail.com 

 
Cave Creek, Arizona 85331

mailto:kaelee.wilson@phoenix.gov




From: Lisa 
To: Kaelee Wilson
Subject: NO to Re-Zoning case PUD Z-22-18
Date: Thursday, May 03, 2018 5:55:58 AM

Kaelee Wilson,

I am firmly against the rezoning of the parcel located on the southwest corner of Dynamite and
Tatum (PUD Z-22-18).

This application is irresponsible and it violates nearly all of the zoning standards in the area.
Residents purchased their homes based on C-1 zoning and the entire community will be
directly and negatively impacted by the proposed development. This application is not about
serving or improving a community. This application is about a cash grab for a select few at the
direct expense of the community it allegedly wants to serve.

Councilman Waring, your constituents, neighbors and friends have spoken for the second
time, in overwhelming numbers. A C-2 business does NOT belong on this parcel and we will
never support a C-2 business on this parcel.

As the elected official with jurisdiction over of this application, we are requesting your support
by demonstrating a swift response to the staggering opposition to this application. We’ve
listened. We ask that you listen and put the inevitable dagger in PUD Z-22-18 so that our
community, as well as the Developer, can refocus our energy on other important issues.

Lisa  
@aol.com

Cave Creek, Arizona 85331

mailto:kaelee.wilson@phoenix.gov




From: Jaynie 
To: Kaelee Wilson
Subject: NO to Re-Zoning case PUD Z-22-18
Date: Thursday, May 03, 2018 6:14:43 AM

Kaelee Wilson,

I am firmly against the rezoning of the parcel located on the southwest corner of Dynamite and
Tatum (PUD Z-22-18).

This application is irresponsible and it violates nearly all of the zoning standards in the area.
Residents purchased their homes based on C-1 zoning and the entire community will be
directly and negatively impacted by the proposed development. This application is not about
serving or improving a community. This application is about a cash grab for a select few at the
direct expense of the community it allegedly wants to serve.

Councilman Waring, your constituents, neighbors and friends have spoken for the second
time, in overwhelming numbers. A C-2 business does NOT belong on this parcel and we will
never support a C-2 business on this parcel.

As the elected official with jurisdiction over of this application, we are requesting your support
by demonstrating a swift response to the staggering opposition to this application. We’ve
listened. We ask that you listen and put the inevitable dagger in PUD Z-22-18 so that our
community, as well as the Developer, can refocus our energy on other important issues.

Jaynie  
@msn.com 

 
Cave Creek, Arizona 85331

mailto:kaelee.wilson@phoenix.gov




From: Erin 
To: Kaelee Wilson
Subject: NO to Re-Zoning case PUD Z-22-18
Date: Thursday, May 03, 2018 9:48:17 AM

Kaelee Wilson,

I am firmly against the rezoning of the parcel located on the southwest corner of Dynamite and
Tatum (PUD Z-22-18).

This application is irresponsible and it violates nearly all of the zoning standards in the area.
Residents purchased their homes based on C-1 zoning and the entire community will be
directly and negatively impacted by the proposed development. This application is not about
serving or improving a community. This application is about a cash grab for a select few at the
direct expense of the community it allegedly wants to serve.

Councilman Waring, your constituents, neighbors and friends have spoken for the second
time, in overwhelming numbers. A C-2 business does NOT belong on this parcel and we will
never support a C-2 business on this parcel.

As the elected official with jurisdiction over of this application, we are requesting your support
by demonstrating a swift response to the staggering opposition to this application. We’ve
listened. We ask that you listen and put the inevitable dagger in PUD Z-22-18 so that our
community, as well as the Developer, can refocus our energy on other important issues.

Erin  
@rocketmail.com

Phoenix, Arizona 85254

mailto:kaelee.wilson@phoenix.gov




From: Sandra 
To: Kaelee Wilson
Subject: NO to Re-Zoning case PUD Z-22-18
Date: Thursday, May 03, 2018 10:03:46 AM

Kaelee Wilson,

I am firmly against the rezoning of the parcel located on the southwest corner of Dynamite and
Tatum (PUD Z-22-18).

This application is irresponsible and it violates nearly all of the zoning standards in the area.
Residents purchased their homes based on C-1 zoning and the entire community will be
directly and negatively impacted by the proposed development. This application is not about
serving or improving a community. This application is about a cash grab for a select few at the
direct expense of the community it allegedly wants to serve.

Councilman Waring, your constituents, neighbors and friends have spoken for the second
time, in overwhelming numbers. A C-2 business does NOT belong on this parcel and we will
never support a C-2 business on this parcel.

As the elected official with jurisdiction over of this application, we are requesting your support
by demonstrating a swift response to the staggering opposition to this application. We’ve
listened. We ask that you listen and put the inevitable dagger in PUD Z-22-18 so that our
community, as well as the Developer, can refocus our energy on other important issues.

Sandra  
@q.com 

 
cave creek, Arizona 85331

mailto:kaelee.wilson@phoenix.gov




From: Richard 
To: Kaelee Wilson
Subject: NO to Re-Zoning case PUD Z-22-18
Date: Thursday, May 03, 2018 10:55:17 AM

Kaelee Wilson,

I am firmly against the rezoning of the parcel located on the southwest corner of Dynamite and
Tatum (PUD Z-22-18).

This application is irresponsible and it violates nearly all of the zoning standards in the area.
Residents purchased their homes based on C-1 zoning and the entire community will be
directly and negatively impacted by the proposed development. This application is not about
serving or improving a community. This application is about a cash grab for a select few at the
direct expense of the community it allegedly wants to serve.

Councilman Waring, your constituents, neighbors and friends have spoken for the second
time, in overwhelming numbers. A C-2 business does NOT belong on this parcel and we will
never support a C-2 business on this parcel.

As the elected official with jurisdiction over of this application, we are requesting your support
by demonstrating a swift response to the staggering opposition to this application. We’ve
listened. We ask that you listen and put the inevitable dagger in PUD Z-22-18 so that our
community, as well as the Developer, can refocus our energy on other important issues.

Richard  
@yahoo.com

Cave Creek, Arizona 85331

mailto:kaelee.wilson@phoenix.gov




From: Richard 
To: Kaelee Wilson
Subject: NO to Re-Zoning case PUD Z-22-18
Date: Thursday, May 03, 2018 11:00:35 AM

Kaelee Wilson,

I am firmly against the rezoning of the parcel located on the southwest corner of Dynamite and
Tatum (PUD Z-22-18).

This application is irresponsible and it violates nearly all of the zoning standards in the area.
Residents purchased their homes based on C-1 zoning and the entire community will be
directly and negatively impacted by the proposed development. This application is not about
serving or improving a community. This application is about a cash grab for a select few at the
direct expense of the community it allegedly wants to serve.

Councilman Waring, your constituents, neighbors and friends have spoken for the second
time, in overwhelming numbers. A C-2 business does NOT belong on this parcel and we will
never support a C-2 business on this parcel.

As the elected official with jurisdiction over of this application, we are requesting your support
by demonstrating a swift response to the staggering opposition to this application. We’ve
listened. We ask that you listen and put the inevitable dagger in PUD Z-22-18 so that our
community, as well as the Developer, can refocus our energy on other important issues.

Richard  
@yahoo.com

Cave Creek, Arizona 85331

mailto:kaelee.wilson@phoenix.gov




From: Courtney
To: Kaelee Wilson
Subject: NO to Re-Zoning case PUD Z-22-18
Date: Thursday, May 03, 2018 11:19:50 AM

Kaelee Wilson,

I am firmly against the rezoning of the parcel located on the southwest corner of Dynamite and
Tatum (PUD Z-22-18).

This application is irresponsible and it violates nearly all of the zoning standards in the area.
Residents purchased their homes based on C-1 zoning and the entire community will be
directly and negatively impacted by the proposed development. This application is not about
serving or improving a community. This application is about a cash grab for a select few at the
direct expense of the community it allegedly wants to serve.

Councilman Waring, your constituents, neighbors and friends have spoken for the second
time, in overwhelming numbers. A C-2 business does NOT belong on this parcel and we will
never support a C-2 business on this parcel.

As the elected official with jurisdiction over of this application, we are requesting your support
by demonstrating a swift response to the staggering opposition to this application. We’ve
listened. We ask that you listen and put the inevitable dagger in PUD Z-22-18 so that our
community, as well as the Developer, can refocus our energy on other important issues.

Courtney  
@yahoo.com

Cave Creek, Arizona 85331

mailto:kaelee.wilson@phoenix.gov




From: Alys 
To: Kaelee Wilson
Subject: NO to Re-Zoning case PUD Z-22-18
Date: Thursday, May 03, 2018 12:11:44 PM

Kaelee Wilson,

I am firmly against the rezoning of the parcel located on the southwest corner of Dynamite and
Tatum (PUD Z-22-18).

This application is irresponsible and it violates nearly all of the zoning standards in the area.
Residents purchased their homes based on C-1 zoning and the entire community will be
directly and negatively impacted by the proposed development. This application is not about
serving or improving a community. This application is about a cash grab for a select few at the
direct expense of the community it allegedly wants to serve.

Councilman Waring, your constituents, neighbors and friends have spoken for the second
time, in overwhelming numbers. A C-2 business does NOT belong on this parcel and we will
never support a C-2 business on this parcel.

As the elected official with jurisdiction over of this application, we are requesting your support
by demonstrating a swift response to the staggering opposition to this application. We’ve
listened. We ask that you listen and put the inevitable dagger in PUD Z-22-18 so that our
community, as well as the Developer, can refocus our energy on other important issues.

Alys  
@yahoo.com 

 
Cave Creek, Arizona 85331

mailto:kaelee.wilson@phoenix.gov




From: Kathleen 
To: Kaelee Wilson
Subject: NO to Re-Zoning case PUD Z-22-18
Date: Thursday, May 03, 2018 12:58:58 PM

Kaelee Wilson,

I am firmly against the rezoning of the parcel located on the southwest corner of Dynamite and
Tatum (PUD Z-22-18).

This application is irresponsible and it violates nearly all of the zoning standards in the area.
Residents purchased their homes based on C-1 zoning and the entire community will be
directly and negatively impacted by the proposed development. This application is not about
serving or improving a community. This application is about a cash grab for a select few at the
direct expense of the community it allegedly wants to serve.

Councilman Waring, your constituents, neighbors and friends have spoken for the second
time, in overwhelming numbers. A C-2 business does NOT belong on this parcel and we will
never support a C-2 business on this parcel.

As the elected official with jurisdiction over of this application, we are requesting your support
by demonstrating a swift response to the staggering opposition to this application. We’ve
listened. We ask that you listen and put the inevitable dagger in PUD Z-22-18 so that our
community, as well as the Developer, can refocus our energy on other important issues.

Kathleen  
@cox.net

Cave Creek, Arizona 85331

mailto:kaelee.wilson@phoenix.gov




From: Thomas 
To: Kaelee Wilson
Subject: NO to Re-Zoning case PUD Z-22-18
Date: Thursday, May 03, 2018 1:01:54 PM

Kaelee Wilson,

I am firmly against the rezoning of the parcel located on the southwest corner of Dynamite and
Tatum (PUD Z-22-18).

This application is irresponsible and it violates nearly all of the zoning standards in the area.
Residents purchased their homes based on C-1 zoning and the entire community will be
directly and negatively impacted by the proposed development. This application is not about
serving or improving a community. This application is about a cash grab for a select few at the
direct expense of the community it allegedly wants to serve.

Councilman Waring, your constituents, neighbors and friends have spoken for the second
time, in overwhelming numbers. A C-2 business does NOT belong on this parcel and we will
never support a C-2 business on this parcel.

As the elected official with jurisdiction over of this application, we are requesting your support
by demonstrating a swift response to the staggering opposition to this application. We’ve
listened. We ask that you listen and put the inevitable dagger in PUD Z-22-18 so that our
community, as well as the Developer, can refocus our energy on other important issues.

Thomas  
@gmail.com

Cave Creek, Arizona 85331

mailto:kaelee.wilson@phoenix.gov




From: Kelly 
To: Kaelee Wilson
Subject: NO to Re-Zoning case PUD Z-22-18
Date: Thursday, May 03, 2018 1:11:14 PM

Kaelee Wilson,

I am firmly against the rezoning of the parcel located on the southwest corner of Dynamite and
Tatum (PUD Z-22-18).

This application is irresponsible and it violates nearly all of the zoning standards in the area.
Residents purchased their homes based on C-1 zoning and the entire community will be
directly and negatively impacted by the proposed development. This application is not about
serving or improving a community. This application is about a cash grab for a select few at the
direct expense of the community it allegedly wants to serve.

Councilman Waring, your constituents, neighbors and friends have spoken for the second
time, in overwhelming numbers. A C-2 business does NOT belong on this parcel and we will
never support a C-2 business on this parcel.

As the elected official with jurisdiction over of this application, we are requesting your support
by demonstrating a swift response to the staggering opposition to this application. We’ve
listened. We ask that you listen and put the inevitable dagger in PUD Z-22-18 so that our
community, as well as the Developer, can refocus our energy on other important issues.

Kelly  
@yahoo.com

Cave Creek, Arizona 85331

mailto:kaelee.wilson@phoenix.gov




From: Kathi 
To: Kaelee Wilson
Subject: NO to Re-Zoning case PUD Z-22-18
Date: Thursday, May 03, 2018 1:48:01 PM

Kaelee Wilson,

I am firmly against the rezoning of the parcel located on the southwest corner of Dynamite and
Tatum (PUD Z-22-18).

This application is irresponsible and it violates nearly all of the zoning standards in the area.
Residents purchased their homes based on C-1 zoning and the entire community will be
directly and negatively impacted by the proposed development. This application is not about
serving or improving a community. This application is about a cash grab for a select few at the
direct expense of the community it allegedly wants to serve.

Councilman Waring, your constituents, neighbors and friends have spoken for the second
time, in overwhelming numbers. A C-2 business does NOT belong on this parcel and we will
never support a C-2 business on this parcel.

As the elected official with jurisdiction over of this application, we are requesting your support
by demonstrating a swift response to the staggering opposition to this application. We’ve
listened. We ask that you listen and put the inevitable dagger in PUD Z-22-18 so that our
community, as well as the Developer, can refocus our energy on other important issues.

Kathi  
@motorolasolutions.com

Cave Creek, Arizona 85331

mailto:kaelee.wilson@phoenix.gov




From: Deborah 
To: Kaelee Wilson
Subject: NO to Re-Zoning case PUD Z-22-18
Date: Thursday, May 03, 2018 1:52:01 PM

Kaelee Wilson,

I am firmly against the rezoning of the parcel located on the southwest corner of Dynamite and
Tatum (PUD Z-22-18).

This application is irresponsible and it violates nearly all of the zoning standards in the area.
Residents purchased their homes based on C-1 zoning and the entire community will be
directly and negatively impacted by the proposed development. This application is not about
serving or improving a community. This application is about a cash grab for a select few at the
direct expense of the community it allegedly wants to serve.

Councilman Waring, your constituents, neighbors and friends have spoken for the second
time, in overwhelming numbers. A C-2 business does NOT belong on this parcel and we will
never support a C-2 business on this parcel.

As the elected official with jurisdiction over of this application, we are requesting your support
by demonstrating a swift response to the staggering opposition to this application. We’ve
listened. We ask that you listen and put the inevitable dagger in PUD Z-22-18 so that our
community, as well as the Developer, can refocus our energy on other important issues.

Deborah  
@att.net

Cave Creek, Arizona 85331

mailto:kaelee.wilson@phoenix.gov




From: Douglas 
To: Kaelee Wilson
Subject: NO to Re-Zoning case PUD Z-22-18
Date: Thursday, May 03, 2018 1:53:07 PM

Kaelee Wilson,

I am firmly against the rezoning of the parcel located on the southwest corner of Dynamite and
Tatum (PUD Z-22-18).

This application is irresponsible and it violates nearly all of the zoning standards in the area.
Residents purchased their homes based on C-1 zoning and the entire community will be
directly and negatively impacted by the proposed development. This application is not about
serving or improving a community. This application is about a cash grab for a select few at the
direct expense of the community it allegedly wants to serve.

Councilman Waring, your constituents, neighbors and friends have spoken for the second
time, in overwhelming numbers. A C-2 business does NOT belong on this parcel and we will
never support a C-2 business on this parcel.

As the elected official with jurisdiction over of this application, we are requesting your support
by demonstrating a swift response to the staggering opposition to this application. We’ve
listened. We ask that you listen and put the inevitable dagger in PUD Z-22-18 so that our
community, as well as the Developer, can refocus our energy on other important issues.

Douglas  
@att.net

Cave Creek, Arizona 85331

mailto:kaelee.wilson@phoenix.gov




From: Tom 
To: Kaelee Wilson
Subject: NO to Re-Zoning case PUD Z-22-18
Date: Thursday, May 03, 2018 2:06:32 PM

Kaelee Wilson,

I am firmly against the rezoning of the parcel located on the southwest corner of Dynamite and
Tatum (PUD Z-22-18).

This application is irresponsible and it violates nearly all of the zoning standards in the area.
Residents purchased their homes based on C-1 zoning and the entire community will be
directly and negatively impacted by the proposed development. This application is not about
serving or improving a community. This application is about a cash grab for a select few at the
direct expense of the community it allegedly wants to serve.

Councilman Waring, your constituents, neighbors and friends have spoken for the second
time, in overwhelming numbers. A C-2 business does NOT belong on this parcel and we will
never support a C-2 business on this parcel.

As the elected official with jurisdiction over of this application, we are requesting your support
by demonstrating a swift response to the staggering opposition to this application. We’ve
listened. We ask that you listen and put the inevitable dagger in PUD Z-22-18 so that our
community, as well as the Developer, can refocus our energy on other important issues.

Tom  
@gmail.com 

 
CAVE CREEK, Arizona 85331

mailto:kaelee.wilson@phoenix.gov




From: Dayna 
To: Kaelee Wilson
Subject: NO to Re-Zoning case PUD Z-22-18
Date: Thursday, May 03, 2018 3:50:47 PM

Kaelee Wilson,

I am firmly against the rezoning of the parcel located on the southwest corner of Dynamite and
Tatum (PUD Z-22-18).

This application is irresponsible and it violates nearly all of the zoning standards in the area.
Residents purchased their homes based on C-1 zoning and the entire community will be
directly and negatively impacted by the proposed development. This application is not about
serving or improving a community. This application is about a cash grab for a select few at the
direct expense of the community it allegedly wants to serve.

Councilman Waring, your constituents, neighbors and friends have spoken for the second
time, in overwhelming numbers. A C-2 business does NOT belong on this parcel and we will
never support a C-2 business on this parcel.

As the elected official with jurisdiction over of this application, we are requesting your support
by demonstrating a swift response to the staggering opposition to this application. We’ve
listened. We ask that you listen and put the inevitable dagger in PUD Z-22-18 so that our
community, as well as the Developer, can refocus our energy on other important issues.

Dayna  
@mac.com

Cave Creek, Arizona 85331

mailto:kaelee.wilson@phoenix.gov




From: mark 
To: Kaelee Wilson
Subject: NO to Re-Zoning case PUD Z-22-18
Date: Thursday, May 03, 2018 4:18:36 PM

Kaelee Wilson,

I am firmly against the rezoning of the parcel located on the southwest corner of Dynamite and
Tatum (PUD Z-22-18).

This application is irresponsible and it violates nearly all of the zoning standards in the area.
Residents purchased their homes based on C-1 zoning and the entire community will be
directly and negatively impacted by the proposed development. This application is not about
serving or improving a community. This application is about a cash grab for a select few at the
direct expense of the community it allegedly wants to serve.

Councilman Waring, your constituents, neighbors and friends have spoken for the second
time, in overwhelming numbers. A C-2 business does NOT belong on this parcel and we will
never support a C-2 business on this parcel.

As the elected official with jurisdiction over of this application, we are requesting your support
by demonstrating a swift response to the staggering opposition to this application. We’ve
listened. We ask that you listen and put the inevitable dagger in PUD Z-22-18 so that our
community, as well as the Developer, can refocus our energy on other important issues.

mark  
@hotmail.com

Cave Creek, Arizona 85331

mailto:kaelee.wilson@phoenix.gov




From: Teresa 
To: Kaelee Wilson
Subject: NO to Re-Zoning case PUD Z-22-18
Date: Thursday, May 03, 2018 8:01:47 PM

Kaelee Wilson,

I am firmly against the rezoning of the parcel located on the southwest corner of Dynamite and
Tatum (PUD Z-22-18).

This application is irresponsible and it violates nearly all of the zoning standards in the area.
Residents purchased their homes based on C-1 zoning and the entire community will be
directly and negatively impacted by the proposed development. This application is not about
serving or improving a community. This application is about a cash grab for a select few at the
direct expense of the community it allegedly wants to serve.

Councilman Waring, your constituents, neighbors and friends have spoken for the second
time, in overwhelming numbers. A C-2 business does NOT belong on this parcel and we will
never support a C-2 business on this parcel.

As the elected official with jurisdiction over of this application, we are requesting your support
by demonstrating a swift response to the staggering opposition to this application. We’ve
listened. We ask that you listen and put the inevitable dagger in PUD Z-22-18 so that our
community, as well as the Developer, can refocus our energy on other important issues.

Teresa  
@gmail.com

Cave Creek, Arizona 85331

mailto:kaelee.wilson@phoenix.gov




From: Francesca 
To: Kaelee Wilson
Subject: NO to Re-Zoning case PUD Z-22-18
Date: Friday, May 04, 2018 10:42:56 AM

Kaelee Wilson,

I am firmly against the rezoning of the parcel located on the southwest corner of Dynamite and
Tatum (PUD Z-22-18).

This application is irresponsible and it violates nearly all of the zoning standards in the area.
Residents purchased their homes based on C-1 zoning and the entire community will be
directly and negatively impacted by the proposed development. This application is not about
serving or improving a community. This application is about a cash grab for a select few at the
direct expense of the community it allegedly wants to serve.

Councilman Waring, your constituents, neighbors and friends have spoken for the second
time, in overwhelming numbers. A C-2 business does NOT belong on this parcel and we will
never support a C-2 business on this parcel.

As the elected official with jurisdiction over of this application, we are requesting your support
by demonstrating a swift response to the staggering opposition to this application. We’ve
listened. We ask that you listen and put the inevitable dagger in PUD Z-22-18 so that our
community, as well as the Developer, can refocus our energy on other important issues.

Francesca  
@gmail.com

Cave Creek, Arizona 85331

mailto:kaelee.wilson@phoenix.gov




From: Teresa
To: Kaelee Wilson
Subject: NO to Re-Zoning case PUD Z-22-18
Date: Friday, May 04, 2018 10:46:43 AM

Kaelee Wilson,

I am firmly against the rezoning of the parcel located on the southwest corner of Dynamite and
Tatum (PUD Z-22-18).

This application is irresponsible and it violates nearly all of the zoning standards in the area.
Residents purchased their homes based on C-1 zoning and the entire community will be
directly and negatively impacted by the proposed development. This application is not about
serving or improving a community. This application is about a cash grab for a select few at the
direct expense of the community it allegedly wants to serve.

Councilman Waring, your constituents, neighbors and friends have spoken for the second
time, in overwhelming numbers. A C-2 business does NOT belong on this parcel and we will
never support a C-2 business on this parcel.

As the elected official with jurisdiction over of this application, we are requesting your support
by demonstrating a swift response to the staggering opposition to this application. We’ve
listened. We ask that you listen and put the inevitable dagger in PUD Z-22-18 so that our
community, as well as the Developer, can refocus our energy on other important issues.

Teresa  
@gmail.com

Cave Creek, Arizona 85331

mailto:kaelee.wilson@phoenix.gov




From: Amanda 
To: Kaelee Wilson
Subject: NO to Re-Zoning case PUD Z-22-18
Date: Friday, May 04, 2018 10:50:51 AM

Kaelee Wilson,

I am firmly against the rezoning of the parcel located on the southwest corner of Dynamite and
Tatum (PUD Z-22-18).

This application is irresponsible and it violates nearly all of the zoning standards in the area.
Residents purchased their homes based on C-1 zoning and the entire community will be
directly and negatively impacted by the proposed development. This application is not about
serving or improving a community. This application is about a cash grab for a select few at the
direct expense of the community it allegedly wants to serve.

Councilman Waring, your constituents, neighbors and friends have spoken for the second
time, in overwhelming numbers. A C-2 business does NOT belong on this parcel and we will
never support a C-2 business on this parcel.

As the elected official with jurisdiction over of this application, we are requesting your support
by demonstrating a swift response to the staggering opposition to this application. We’ve
listened. We ask that you listen and put the inevitable dagger in PUD Z-22-18 so that our
community, as well as the Developer, can refocus our energy on other important issues.

Amanda  
@gmail.com

Cave Creek, Arizona 85331

mailto:kaelee.wilson@phoenix.gov




From: Clare 
To: Kaelee Wilson
Subject: NO to Re-Zoning case PUD Z-22-18
Date: Friday, May 04, 2018 10:53:08 AM

Kaelee Wilson,

I am firmly against the rezoning of the parcel located on the southwest corner of Dynamite and
Tatum (PUD Z-22-18).

This application is irresponsible and it violates nearly all of the zoning standards in the area.
Residents purchased their homes based on C-1 zoning and the entire community will be
directly and negatively impacted by the proposed development. This application is not about
serving or improving a community. This application is about a cash grab for a select few at the
direct expense of the community it allegedly wants to serve.

Councilman Waring, your constituents, neighbors and friends have spoken for the second
time, in overwhelming numbers. A C-2 business does NOT belong on this parcel and we will
never support a C-2 business on this parcel.

As the elected official with jurisdiction over of this application, we are requesting your support
by demonstrating a swift response to the staggering opposition to this application. We’ve
listened. We ask that you listen and put the inevitable dagger in PUD Z-22-18 so that our
community, as well as the Developer, can refocus our energy on other important issues.

Clare  
@g.com

Phoenix, Arizona 85050

mailto:kaelee.wilson@phoenix.gov




From: Richard 
To: Kaelee Wilson
Subject: NO to Re-Zoning case PUD Z-22-18
Date: Friday, May 04, 2018 10:57:44 AM

Kaelee Wilson,

I am firmly against the rezoning of the parcel located on the southwest corner of Dynamite and
Tatum (PUD Z-22-18).

This application is irresponsible and it violates nearly all of the zoning standards in the area.
Residents purchased their homes based on C-1 zoning and the entire community will be
directly and negatively impacted by the proposed development. This application is not about
serving or improving a community. This application is about a cash grab for a select few at the
direct expense of the community it allegedly wants to serve.

Councilman Waring, your constituents, neighbors and friends have spoken for the second
time, in overwhelming numbers. A C-2 business does NOT belong on this parcel and we will
never support a C-2 business on this parcel.

As the elected official with jurisdiction over of this application, we are requesting your support
by demonstrating a swift response to the staggering opposition to this application. We’ve
listened. We ask that you listen and put the inevitable dagger in PUD Z-22-18 so that our
community, as well as the Developer, can refocus our energy on other important issues.

Richard  
@gmail.com

Phoenix, Arizona 85050

mailto:kaelee.wilson@phoenix.gov




From: Frank 
To: Kaelee Wilson
Subject: NO to Re-Zoning case PUD Z-22-18
Date: Friday, May 04, 2018 10:58:21 AM

Kaelee Wilson,

I am firmly against the rezoning of the parcel located on the southwest corner of Dynamite and
Tatum (PUD Z-22-18).

This application is irresponsible and it violates nearly all of the zoning standards in the area.
Residents purchased their homes based on C-1 zoning and the entire community will be
directly and negatively impacted by the proposed development. This application is not about
serving or improving a community. This application is about a cash grab for a select few at the
direct expense of the community it allegedly wants to serve.

Councilman Waring, your constituents, neighbors and friends have spoken for the second
time, in overwhelming numbers. A C-2 business does NOT belong on this parcel and we will
never support a C-2 business on this parcel.

As the elected official with jurisdiction over of this application, we are requesting your support
by demonstrating a swift response to the staggering opposition to this application. We’ve
listened. We ask that you listen and put the inevitable dagger in PUD Z-22-18 so that our
community, as well as the Developer, can refocus our energy on other important issues.

Frank  
@aol.com

Phoenix, Arizona 85020

mailto:kaelee.wilson@phoenix.gov




From: Rosa 
To: Kaelee Wilson
Subject: NO to Re-Zoning case PUD Z-22-18
Date: Friday, May 04, 2018 11:05:03 AM

Kaelee Wilson,

I am firmly against the rezoning of the parcel located on the southwest corner of Dynamite and
Tatum (PUD Z-22-18).

This application is irresponsible and it violates nearly all of the zoning standards in the area.
Residents purchased their homes based on C-1 zoning and the entire community will be
directly and negatively impacted by the proposed development. This application is not about
serving or improving a community. This application is about a cash grab for a select few at the
direct expense of the community it allegedly wants to serve.

Councilman Waring, your constituents, neighbors and friends have spoken for the second
time, in overwhelming numbers. A C-2 business does NOT belong on this parcel and we will
never support a C-2 business on this parcel.

As the elected official with jurisdiction over of this application, we are requesting your support
by demonstrating a swift response to the staggering opposition to this application. We’ve
listened. We ask that you listen and put the inevitable dagger in PUD Z-22-18 so that our
community, as well as the Developer, can refocus our energy on other important issues.

Rosa  
@gmail.com

Cave Creek, Arizona 85331

mailto:kaelee.wilson@phoenix.gov




From: Tiffany 
To: Kaelee Wilson
Subject: NO to Re-Zoning case PUD Z-22-18
Date: Friday, May 04, 2018 11:12:17 AM

Kaelee Wilson,

I am firmly against the rezoning of the parcel located on the southwest corner of Dynamite and
Tatum (PUD Z-22-18).

This application is irresponsible and it violates nearly all of the zoning standards in the area.
Residents purchased their homes based on C-1 zoning and the entire community will be
directly and negatively impacted by the proposed development. This application is not about
serving or improving a community. This application is about a cash grab for a select few at the
direct expense of the community it allegedly wants to serve.

Councilman Waring, your constituents, neighbors and friends have spoken for the second
time, in overwhelming numbers. A C-2 business does NOT belong on this parcel and we will
never support a C-2 business on this parcel.

As the elected official with jurisdiction over of this application, we are requesting your support
by demonstrating a swift response to the staggering opposition to this application. We’ve
listened. We ask that you listen and put the inevitable dagger in PUD Z-22-18 so that our
community, as well as the Developer, can refocus our energy on other important issues.

Tiffany  
@yahoo.com 

 
Phoenix, Arizona 85050

mailto:kaelee.wilson@phoenix.gov




From: Todd 
To: Kaelee Wilson
Subject: NO to Re-Zoning case PUD Z-22-18
Date: Friday, May 04, 2018 2:12:49 PM

Kaelee Wilson,

I am firmly against the rezoning of the parcel located on the southwest corner of Dynamite and
Tatum (PUD Z-22-18).

This application is irresponsible and it violates nearly all of the zoning standards in the area.
Residents purchased their homes based on C-1 zoning and the entire community will be
directly and negatively impacted by the proposed development. This application is not about
serving or improving a community. This application is about a cash grab for a select few at the
direct expense of the community it allegedly wants to serve.

Councilman Waring, your constituents, neighbors and friends have spoken for the second
time, in overwhelming numbers. A C-2 business does NOT belong on this parcel and we will
never support a C-2 business on this parcel.

As the elected official with jurisdiction over of this application, we are requesting your support
by demonstrating a swift response to the staggering opposition to this application. We’ve
listened. We ask that you listen and put the inevitable dagger in PUD Z-22-18 so that our
community, as well as the Developer, can refocus our energy on other important issues.

Todd  
@comcast.net

Harwood Heights, Illinois 60706

mailto:kaelee.wilson@phoenix.gov




From: Annette 
To: Kaelee Wilson
Subject: NO to Re-Zoning case PUD Z-22-18
Date: Friday, May 04, 2018 3:05:58 PM

Kaelee Wilson,

I am firmly against the rezoning of the parcel located on the southwest corner of Dynamite and
Tatum (PUD Z-22-18).

This application is irresponsible and it violates nearly all of the zoning standards in the area.
Residents purchased their homes based on C-1 zoning and the entire community will be
directly and negatively impacted by the proposed development. This application is not about
serving or improving a community. This application is about a cash grab for a select few at the
direct expense of the community it allegedly wants to serve.

Councilman Waring, your constituents, neighbors and friends have spoken for the second
time, in overwhelming numbers. A C-2 business does NOT belong on this parcel and we will
never support a C-2 business on this parcel.

As the elected official with jurisdiction over of this application, we are requesting your support
by demonstrating a swift response to the staggering opposition to this application. We’ve
listened. We ask that you listen and put the inevitable dagger in PUD Z-22-18 so that our
community, as well as the Developer, can refocus our energy on other important issues.

Annette  
@gmail.com

Phoenix, Arizona 85086

mailto:kaelee.wilson@phoenix.gov




From: Joseph 
To: Kaelee Wilson
Subject: NO to Re-Zoning case PUD Z-22-18
Date: Friday, May 04, 2018 3:14:14 PM

Kaelee Wilson,

I am firmly against the rezoning of the parcel located on the southwest corner of Dynamite and
Tatum (PUD Z-22-18).

This application is irresponsible and it violates nearly all of the zoning standards in the area.
Residents purchased their homes based on C-1 zoning and the entire community will be
directly and negatively impacted by the proposed development. This application is not about
serving or improving a community. This application is about a cash grab for a select few at the
direct expense of the community it allegedly wants to serve.

Councilman Waring, your constituents, neighbors and friends have spoken for the second
time, in overwhelming numbers. A C-2 business does NOT belong on this parcel and we will
never support a C-2 business on this parcel.

As the elected official with jurisdiction over of this application, we are requesting your support
by demonstrating a swift response to the staggering opposition to this application. We’ve
listened. We ask that you listen and put the inevitable dagger in PUD Z-22-18 so that our
community, as well as the Developer, can refocus our energy on other important issues.

Joseph  
@msn.com

Phoenix, Arizona 85086

mailto:kaelee.wilson@phoenix.gov




From: Victoria 
To: Kaelee Wilson
Subject: NO to Re-Zoning case PUD Z-22-18
Date: Friday, May 04, 2018 3:17:40 PM

Kaelee Wilson,

I am firmly against the rezoning of the parcel located on the southwest corner of Dynamite and
Tatum (PUD Z-22-18).

This application is irresponsible and it violates nearly all of the zoning standards in the area.
Residents purchased their homes based on C-1 zoning and the entire community will be
directly and negatively impacted by the proposed development. This application is not about
serving or improving a community. This application is about a cash grab for a select few at the
direct expense of the community it allegedly wants to serve.

Councilman Waring, your constituents, neighbors and friends have spoken for the second
time, in overwhelming numbers. A C-2 business does NOT belong on this parcel and we will
never support a C-2 business on this parcel.

As the elected official with jurisdiction over of this application, we are requesting your support
by demonstrating a swift response to the staggering opposition to this application. We’ve
listened. We ask that you listen and put the inevitable dagger in PUD Z-22-18 so that our
community, as well as the Developer, can refocus our energy on other important issues.

Victoria  
@msn.com

Phoenix, Arizona 85086

mailto:kaelee.wilson@phoenix.gov




From: Karen 
To: Kaelee Wilson
Subject: NO to Re-Zoning case PUD Z-22-18
Date: Saturday, May 05, 2018 3:33:14 AM

Kaelee Wilson,

I am firmly against the rezoning of the parcel located on the southwest corner of Dynamite and
Tatum (PUD Z-22-18).

This application is irresponsible and it violates nearly all of the zoning standards in the area.
Residents purchased their homes based on C-1 zoning and the entire community will be
directly and negatively impacted by the proposed development. This application is not about
serving or improving a community. This application is about a cash grab for a select few at the
direct expense of the community it allegedly wants to serve.

Councilman Waring, your constituents, neighbors and friends have spoken for the second
time, in overwhelming numbers. A C-2 business does NOT belong on this parcel and we will
never support a C-2 business on this parcel.

As the elected official with jurisdiction over of this application, we are requesting your support
by demonstrating a swift response to the staggering opposition to this application. We’ve
listened. We ask that you listen and put the inevitable dagger in PUD Z-22-18 so that our
community, as well as the Developer, can refocus our energy on other important issues.

Karen  
@gmail.com

Valley Cottage, New York 10989

mailto:kaelee.wilson@phoenix.gov




From: Tony 
To: Kaelee Wilson
Subject: NO to Re-Zoning case PUD Z-22-18
Date: Saturday, May 05, 2018 1:39:31 PM

Kaelee Wilson,

I am firmly against the rezoning of the parcel located on the southwest corner of Dynamite and
Tatum (PUD Z-22-18).

This application is irresponsible and it violates nearly all of the zoning standards in the area.
Residents purchased their homes based on C-1 zoning and the entire community will be
directly and negatively impacted by the proposed development. This application is not about
serving or improving a community. This application is about a cash grab for a select few at the
direct expense of the community it allegedly wants to serve.

Councilman Waring, your constituents, neighbors and friends have spoken for the second
time, in overwhelming numbers. A C-2 business does NOT belong on this parcel and we will
never support a C-2 business on this parcel.

As the elected official with jurisdiction over of this application, we are requesting your support
by demonstrating a swift response to the staggering opposition to this application. We’ve
listened. We ask that you listen and put the inevitable dagger in PUD Z-22-18 so that our
community, as well as the Developer, can refocus our energy on other important issues.

Tony  
@gmail.com

Cave Creek, Arizona 85331

mailto:kaelee.wilson@phoenix.gov




From: Tara 
To: Kaelee Wilson
Subject: NO to Re-Zoning case PUD Z-22-18
Date: Saturday, May 05, 2018 4:01:36 PM

Kaelee Wilson,

I am firmly against the rezoning of the parcel located on the southwest corner of Dynamite and
Tatum (PUD Z-22-18).

This application is irresponsible and it violates nearly all of the zoning standards in the area.
Residents purchased their homes based on C-1 zoning and the entire community will be
directly and negatively impacted by the proposed development. This application is not about
serving or improving a community. This application is about a cash grab for a select few at the
direct expense of the community it allegedly wants to serve.

Councilman Waring, your constituents, neighbors and friends have spoken for the second
time, in overwhelming numbers. A C-2 business does NOT belong on this parcel and we will
never support a C-2 business on this parcel.

As the elected official with jurisdiction over of this application, we are requesting your support
by demonstrating a swift response to the staggering opposition to this application. We’ve
listened. We ask that you listen and put the inevitable dagger in PUD Z-22-18 so that our
community, as well as the Developer, can refocus our energy on other important issues.

Tara  
@hotmail.com

Phoenix, Arizona 85018

mailto:kaelee.wilson@phoenix.gov




From: Linda 
To: Kaelee Wilson
Subject: NO to Re-Zoning case PUD Z-22-18
Date: Monday, May 07, 2018 1:27:00 PM

Kaelee Wilson,

I am firmly against the rezoning of the parcel located on the southwest corner of Dynamite and
Tatum (PUD Z-22-18).

This application is irresponsible and it violates nearly all of the zoning standards in the area.
Residents purchased their homes based on C-1 zoning and the entire community will be
directly and negatively impacted by the proposed development. This application is not about
serving or improving a community. This application is about a cash grab for a select few at the
direct expense of the community it allegedly wants to serve.

Councilman Waring, your constituents, neighbors and friends have spoken for the second
time, in overwhelming numbers. A C-2 business does NOT belong on this parcel and we will
never support a C-2 business on this parcel.

As the elected official with jurisdiction over of this application, we are requesting your support
by demonstrating a swift response to the staggering opposition to this application. We’ve
listened. We ask that you listen and put the inevitable dagger in PUD Z-22-18 so that our
community, as well as the Developer, can refocus our energy on other important issues.

Linda  
@gmail.com

Mesa, Arizona 85209

mailto:kaelee.wilson@phoenix.gov




From: Diane 
To: Kaelee Wilson
Subject: NO to Re-Zoning case PUD Z-22-18
Date: Thursday, May 10, 2018 8:36:20 AM

Kaelee Wilson,

I am firmly against the rezoning of the parcel located on the southwest corner of Dynamite and
Tatum (PUD Z-22-18).

This application is irresponsible and it violates nearly all of the zoning standards in the area.
Residents purchased their homes based on C-1 zoning and the entire community will be
directly and negatively impacted by the proposed development. This application is not about
serving or improving a community. This application is about a cash grab for a select few at the
direct expense of the community it allegedly wants to serve.

Councilman Waring, your constituents, neighbors and friends have spoken for the second
time, in overwhelming numbers. A C-2 business does NOT belong on this parcel and we will
never support a C-2 business on this parcel.

As the elected official with jurisdiction over of this application, we are requesting your support
by demonstrating a swift response to the staggering opposition to this application. We’ve
listened. We ask that you listen and put the inevitable dagger in PUD Z-22-18 so that our
community, as well as the Developer, can refocus our energy on other important issues.

Diane  
.com

Cave Creek, Arizona 85331

mailto:kaelee.wilson@phoenix.gov




From: Wade.Tinant
To: PDD Desert View VPC
Subject: Opposition letter for PUD at Tatum & Dynamite
Date: Wednesday, May 09, 2018 6:01:05 PM

Please note the concerns of another neighbor.
 
Wade 
 
 

From: David Leshner [mailto:david_leshner@yahoo.com] 
Sent: Friday, May 04, 2018 3:51 PM
To: Greg Stanton <greg.stanton@phoenix.gov>; Jim Waring <Jim.Waring@phoenix.gov>; Kaelee
Wilson <kaelee.wilson@phoenix.gov>; Joel Carrasco <joel.carrasco@phoenix.gov>
Subject: Tatum & Dynamite Rezoning Issue - May 3rd meeting
 
Dear Mayor Greg Stanton and Councilman Jim Waring,

My Uncle, Stephen Leshner provided me your contact info.  I’m writing you a second
letter from my first back in January on the rezoning issue that is going on in District 2 at
the corner of Tatum & Dynamite.  The developer (1784 Capital Holdings) dropped their
initial proposal and came back with a new one that is a PUD rezone for commercial
storage facility.  While they have removed the height feature they are still looking to
build a 2 story with an additional basement right behind our neighborhood.  This facility
will be double the size of the CVS that is on the same corner and I’m asking for your
assistance to help our community fight this. 
 
My wife and I bought this home in January 2011 with this being the home we would
raise our kids in and have them grow up in and if this goes through I don’t see us
staying.  This creates many concerns besides the giant eye sore that we will see each
morning from our driveway that I have addressed in this letter.
 
I’m very concerned of the politics involved on this case.  As I mentioned in the first
letter 1784 Capitol Holdings who is the developer trying to purchase the land has hired
Wendy Riddell as the attorney.  Mrs. Riddell also serves for District 2 on the board for
the Maricopa County Board of adjustments which I believe is involved with a lot of the
rezoning cases in Maricopa County.  I feel this is a major conflict of interest in a
rezoning case.
 
In addition, after the last go around on this rezoning issue, 1784 Capitol Holdings
hired Steven Bowser as the engineer for this project.  Mr. Bowser also serves as the
chair for the Desert View Village Planning Committee.  The next steps for this
rezoning would go to this committee to vote on.  While, Mr. Bowser will not vote –

mailto:desertviewvpc@phoenix.gov
mailto:david_leshner@yahoo.com
mailto:greg.stanton@phoenix.gov
mailto:Jim.Waring@phoenix.gov
mailto:kaelee.wilson@phoenix.gov
mailto:joel.carrasco@phoenix.gov


it will be his co board members that he has spent a lot of time and he is the chair
person for this committee.  I don’t see how anyone involved with the planning
committee should be paid by the developer trying to get approval.  That should not
be allowed and Mr. Bowser should be removed from this committee immediately.
 
Furthermore, 1784 Capitol Holdings has also hired Susan Bitter Smith from Technical
Solutions who is running the lead on this.  This is a career politician who had to resign
back in December 2015 due to conflict of interest as she was the head of Southwest
Cable Communications Association and also serving as a corporate commission
member.
 
Our homeowner’s association which is directly behind this piece of land will be heavily
affected.  We have over 160 homes and when all of us bought into this association we
knew the land could be built on, but for C1 zoning only which is geared for residential
areas.  The rezoning brings in a lot more issues and is not what our association signed
up for.  We have put together several issues that we have with the project.
 

1.                    I feel this will add crime and potential transients that will come into the
neighborhood.  Everything I have researched has shown this type of zoning
has more crime than C1 zoning.  The privacy is also a huge issue as this
backs up directly to our neighborhood.  Across the street on the other side
of Dynamite there is C2 zoning, but there is a large wall behind it and then
a wash behind that and another wall before the housing starts.  There is
enough of a buffer where there isn’t as much privacy concern.  This would
allow potential pedophiles to get a storage unit and have access to look
into our neighborhood.  It presents a lot of opportunities for evil people to
have easy access.

 

2.                    1784 Capitol Holdings is promising an 8 am start time to 6 pm close time
with people having to be out by 9 pm, but their web site specifically states
the goal is to build these and ultimately sell them and this very well could
be a 24/7 access facility with the next owner.

 
3.                    The noise from the vehicles with the unloading of trucks coming in and

out.  The architectural plans still have the loading and unloading area
directly behind our neighborhood.  The plan is to have the front of this
facility face our neighborhood vs facing dynamite which Primrose and CVS
currently face.  The developer put a fact sheet together stating the traffic
would be significantly lower, but this brings a much different type of traffic
with larger trucks coming to drop off items. 

 
4.                    The flooding issues.  One of the big changes they made to the proposal

was adding a basement vs going with a three-story building.  That property
is in an AO flood zone and they will need to raise the land to build where
they are building in my opinion or they risk getting heavily flooded.  That



excess water is going to come directly down into our neighborhood and we
have had major flooding issues on our street and wash area already.

 

 
5.                    Potential for cell phone towers being constructed on the site as many self-

storage facilities do and the owner mentioned this as a possibility.  I have
three young kids that sleep within a football field of where this facility is
built and I’m very concerned being this close to cell phone towers and the
long term effects that will have on them.

 
6.                    Local real Estate agents have already advised that our home values will

drop.

 
7.                    You are setting precedence for other zoning coming into the area.  Their

attorney mentioned that this was special zoning for storage, but this opens
the door to potentially converting other buildings in that lot to C2.  There is
no guarantee that Primrose Day Care will stay in business. A Sunrise
Preschool nearby is now a drug and alcohol center near Tatum and Cave
Creek.

 

8.                    Lighting.  This would cause lighting to go directly to our neighborhood.
 Also with the late hour access their would-be lights coming on and off that
would be right in front of our community.

 
9.                    It takes away from what the 85331-area code offers which is desert living

away from the big city environment.  The views that our homeowners paid
for would be gone.  I also feel this is going to create a
commercial/industrial look that you see in city areas that are going to
really take away from the Diamond Creek and Tatum Ranch area.

 
10.                 I’m also concerned with the underground digging for the basement and

bringing this  to our neighborhood.  I feel not only will there be a ton of
noise, this is going to bring up dirt and issue that are going to increase
chances of valley fever as well as disrupting the underground wildlife of
scorpions and rattle snakes that are going to come right into our
neighborhood.

 
One of the other major items that the group also brought up is a need for self-storage
in the area and I continue to disagree with this.  I have a done a lot of research
nationally and storage facilities are a big new fad because of the turn in the rental
market over the last 10 years after the housing crash and they are popping up
everywhere.  Certain states have already started putting restrictions on new storage



facilities because they are becoming saturated.  Florida, New York, Texas, South
Carolina and Washington are states within the last couple of years that have put
restrictions because they have seen too many being built.
 
https://www.sparefoot.com/self-storage/news/4779-restrictions-on-self-storage-
development-proposed-in-miami/
 
https://www.nytimes.com/2017/04/13/nyregion/self-storage-new-york-city.html
 
I mapped out this area and within 7 miles and we have 12 storage facilities including
one right around the corner on Cave Creek Road in between Tatum & Dynamite.  To
put that in perspective there are more self-storage facilities in that area than there are
Starbucks.

1.        Tatum Ranch Storage Solutions – located 1.9 miles away

a.       29201 N. Cave Creek Road

Cave Creek, AZ 85331

480-442-7895

2.       Allstate Self Storage – located 2.2 miles away

a.       31434 N. Cave Creek Road

Cave Creek, AZ 85331

480-630-3003

3.       Life Storage – located 6.2 miles away

a.       7227 E. Williams Dr.

Scottsdale, AZ 85255

480-666-7482

4.       Life Storage – located 6.4 miles away

a.       7425 E. Williams Dr.

Scottsdale, AZ 85255

480-666-7470

5.       CubeSmart Self Storage – located 6.6 miles away

a.       2680 E. Mohawk Lane

Phoenix, AZ 85050

602-206-8688

6.       Desert Storage – located 5.7 miles away

https://urldefense.proofpoint.com/v2/url?u=https-3A__www.sparefoot.com_self-2Dstorage_news_4779-2Drestrictions-2Don-2Dself-2Dstorage-2Ddevelopment-2Dproposed-2Din-2Dmiami_&d=DwMFaQ&c=wn3mZQLIuInh2ClcJ0_DIA&r=U1PNlAfAlgkbbT6CL0rbXjPo3Iac47uX-yQGClqNL7U&m=RBvgofzezp3WKefRSRTZ9mDYsmZj0NSryM2A_IGaHWg&s=NM2bR2UNSVyCIzEKOQqbZAI7DYFWlMca3iZe0yC2HVI&e=
https://urldefense.proofpoint.com/v2/url?u=https-3A__www.sparefoot.com_self-2Dstorage_news_4779-2Drestrictions-2Don-2Dself-2Dstorage-2Ddevelopment-2Dproposed-2Din-2Dmiami_&d=DwMFaQ&c=wn3mZQLIuInh2ClcJ0_DIA&r=U1PNlAfAlgkbbT6CL0rbXjPo3Iac47uX-yQGClqNL7U&m=RBvgofzezp3WKefRSRTZ9mDYsmZj0NSryM2A_IGaHWg&s=NM2bR2UNSVyCIzEKOQqbZAI7DYFWlMca3iZe0yC2HVI&e=
https://urldefense.proofpoint.com/v2/url?u=https-3A__www.nytimes.com_2017_04_13_nyregion_self-2Dstorage-2Dnew-2Dyork-2Dcity.html&d=DwMFaQ&c=wn3mZQLIuInh2ClcJ0_DIA&r=U1PNlAfAlgkbbT6CL0rbXjPo3Iac47uX-yQGClqNL7U&m=RBvgofzezp3WKefRSRTZ9mDYsmZj0NSryM2A_IGaHWg&s=BS-BqivQbR70UfD6Mm-NdbTrfUy9gYTYfYG13f5aGsw&e=


a.       E, Carefree Hwy & N. Cave Creek Road

Cave Creek, AZ 85331

480-488-4414

7.       UNI Group – located 6.0 miles away

a.       1840 E. Deer Valley Road

Phoenix, AZ 85024

623-516-4774

8.       Life Storage – located 6.3 miles away

a.       34215 N. Black Mountain Parkway

Cave Creek, AZ 85331

480-666-7429

9.       U-Haul Moving & Storage at Cave Creek – located 6.4 miles away

a.       20618 N. Cave Creek Road

Phoenix, AZ 85024

602-765-9600

10.   Public Storage – located 7.2 miles away

a.       19215 N. Cave Creek Road

Phoenix, AZ 85024

602-842-6139

11.   Cave Creek Self Storage LLC – located 7.2 miles away

a.       19215 N. Cave Creek Road

Phoenix, AZ 85024

602-404-7071

12.   Life Storage – located 6.5 miles away

a.       18625 N. Tatum Blvd.

Scottsdale, AZ 85050

602-971-0333

We did another online petition that went around as well and as I write this letter over
922 people have signed that around the community protesting this storage facility. 
That is a lot of voters in District 2.  Here is the link to the online petition.



 
https://www.thepetitionsite.com/574/767/704/stop-the-storage-facility-at-tatum-
amp-dynamite/

As I mentioned in my January letter, the shady business handlings of this developer are
really concerning to me.  We again had signs in our neighborhood that were ripped us
this past week and torn down.  This happened the last time.  Back in January, the part
that really concerned me is that after the meeting one of our more vocal residents,
Jason Hodge received a death threat on the Next-door app.  The police came and
investigated and someone created three fake user names from the same IP address. 
I’m attaching the original letter that has that information.
I know business in business and there are unfair politics, but I’m asking you as the
mayor and councilman of District 2 to get involved as I feel we are being forced into
this by a very powerful organization that will pay off whoever it needs to make money
on this project.   I have no doubt that this group builds great storage facilities, but we
bought our property knowing that the land was built for C1 use and not to become a
large commercial storage facility. Our community should not be forced to have a
storage facility right next to our neighborhood where our kids play right outside. 
We are all hard-working Phoenicians and live in a great neighborhood.  My wife and I
welcomed our third child in April and love our community and what it brings to our
family.  This is a place we feel very fortunate to be a part of and feel if this property is
rezoned that it is going to take away from what we purchased and force us to move
away and take a significant loss from a home owners value.
I feel we are fighting a losing battle against Goliath and I as David am asking for help as I
feel dirty politics are playing a major field in this battle and I see this being pushed
through against our will. 
 
Sincerely,
 
 
David 

@yahoo.com
Please consider the environment before printing this email.

******************* Internet Email Confidentiality *******************

The information contained in this message (including any attachments) may be
privileged and confidential and protected from disclosure. If the reader of this
message is not the intended recipient, or an employee or agent responsible for
delivering this message to the intended recipient, you are hereby notified that it is
strictly prohibited (a) to disseminate, distribute or copy this communication or any
of the information contained in it, or (b) to take any action based on the
information in it. If you have received this communication in error, please notify
us immediately by replying to the message and deleting it from your computer.

**********************************************************************
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From: Wade.Tinant
To: PDD Desert View VPC; Joshua Bednarek; Kaelee Wilson; Samantha Keating
Cc: Wade.Tinant
Subject: Picture markup 1 of 5
Date: Thursday, August 09, 2018 12:54:48 PM
Attachments: 20180809123638065.pdf

I sincerely apologize. 5 individual emails coming to you, each helping illustrate Natural Grade on the parcel in
question.

Wade

mailto:desertviewvpc@phoenix.gov
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From: Wade.Tinant
To: PDD Desert View VPC; Joshua Bednarek; Kaelee Wilson; Samantha Keating
Cc: Wade.Tinant
Subject: Picture markup 3 of 5
Date: Thursday, August 09, 2018 12:55:57 PM
Attachments: 20180809123658989.pdf

mailto:desertviewvpc@phoenix.gov
mailto:joshua.bednarek@phoenix.gov
mailto:kaelee.wilson@phoenix.gov
mailto:samantha.keating@phoenix.gov
mailto:Wade.Tinant@kiewit.com







From: Wade.Tinant
To: PDD Desert View VPC; Joshua Bednarek; Kaelee Wilson; Samantha Keating
Cc: Wade.Tinant
Subject: Picture markup of natural grade 2 of 5
Date: Thursday, August 09, 2018 12:55:21 PM
Attachments: 20180809123650601.pdf
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From: Wade.Tinant
To: Kaelee Wilson
Subject: Post application meeting for PUD Z-22-18
Date: Monday, May 07, 2018 6:07:17 PM

Kaelee,
Has the date and time for this meeting been set? I understand that the meeting is between the
Developer and the City and that I would not attend. There are deliverables due at this meeting that I
want to ensure I request as soon as they are public records.  Please advise if and when the post
application meeting has been set.
 
Wade

mailto:kaelee.wilson@phoenix.gov


From: Wade.Tinant
To: Council District 2 PCC; PDD Desert View VPC; wr@berryriddell.com
Subject: Primrose fire permit vs. storage unit proposal
Date: Friday, May 11, 2018 11:19:19 AM
Attachments: image001.png

Primrose IssuedPermit2369940 Fire Inspection.pdf

The road connecting the main facility to the office/Building B (ie connecting Dynamite and Tatum) is a major
sticking point with the community. This road is illustrated below.  The Developer has said that this road was a
requirement for fire protection for Primrose.  I have attached the current fire inspection permit for Primrose and
Primrose is compliant “as is” with or without this proposed road.
 
 
I can assure you the neighbors on the south side of this proposal (myself included) will never support having a
road in this location that connect Tatum and Dynamite. 
 
 
 

mailto:council.district.2@phoenix.gov
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City of Phoenix


       200 West Washington Street
          Phoenix, Arizona   85003
    General Information 602-262-78


POST THIS PERMIT ON JOB SITE


Before you start to dig, call Blue Stake 602-263-1100


PERMIT


bprp01w  Rev 10.3   07/10/13 bk


STATUS: DONE


COMPLETED


05/10/18Printed:


To find out about Phoenix construction code adoption news and 
to research your permits or projects, please visit 
http://www.phoenix.gov/PDD  


Fire Department


Permitted Building Construction hours are (non-Holiday weekdays):
6:00 a.m. and 7:00 p.m. from May 1 to September 30
7:00 a.m. and 7:00 p.m. from October 1 to April 30 


F420Permit # 1701203 06-APR-2017Issued Expires


PRIMROSE SCHOOL AT TATUMPermit Description
12-268Project PRIMROSE SCHOOL - PRIVATE


Description/Scope of Work:


Owner Information


BBELPermit Issued By BBELEntered By


FIRE-GENInspections Required:


NOTICE - This permit authorizes the above described work to be done in accordance with the approved plans and all applicable City codes
and ordinances. Plan approval  and permit issuance does not authorize violation of any city code or ordinance.  The contractor(s) doing the
work and the property owner or tenant/occupant authorizing the work are all legally responsible for complying with all codes and ordinances.
This permit expires by limitation and is null and void if work has not started within or ceased for any reason for 180 days, or if work is not
completed by the expiration date printed above.  Work after this time or beyond the scope of this permit requires a new supplemental permit.
This permit can be suspended or revoked for failing to follow the approved plans or for violation of any City code or ordinance. Work within the
public right-of-way shall comply with all City standard details and specifications.  The contractor is responsible for maintaining streets and
sidewalks safe and usable at all times.  All barricades shall be approved in advance and shall comply with the City Traffic Barricade Manual.


Address


DAY CARE/CHILD CARE FIRE INSPECTION


Contractor Information


Name


Instructions and Comments


FACILITY NAME:  Primrose School at Tatum
NUMBER LICENSED FOR: 
CONTACT NAME: Jen Sharp
CONTACT NUMBER: 480-513-2900


THIS PERMIT IS NOT TRANSFERABLE


All City of Phoenix Regulations and the Phoenix Fire Codes shall apply. This permit shall expire (12) twelve months from the date of issue. 
This permit is not transferable.  New fire inspection and permit is required at change of ownership.  Call (602) 262-6771 to schedule an 
inspection.


L 1  B *   PRIMROSE LOTS 1 AND 2 Q S DistAPN
4747  E DYNAMITE BLVD  CAVE CREEK AZ 85331Address


Call 602-495-0800 or go online to www.phoenix.gov/BUSINESS before 8PM to request for a next day inspection


06-APR-2018


COFCCertificate of
Occupancy Type:


PO BOX 99 VEVAY IN 47043
LEGEZA PETER & MARY SUE


Zoning
Q50-38 212-18-200 02







Permit Fees


Fee Code Description Total Amount


Permit Fee Total:


Paid







From: Wade.Tinant
To: Kaelee Wilson
Cc: Wade.Tinant
Subject: PUD questions
Date: Thursday, May 17, 2018 4:03:58 PM

Kaelee,
I happened to find an updated PUD Procedures Outline today.  Can you confirm which PUD
Procedures Outline applies to the PUD proposal at Tatum and Dynamite (ie the Outline revised
1/8/16 or the Outline revised April 2018). I have not had a chance to review and see what the
differences are yet but I want to ensure we are looking at the correct Outline.
 
The neighborhood received a notification of another Neighborhood Meeting on May 31. I just want
to clarify – this is an additional First Neighborhood Meeting, correct? After the you provide the

Applicant with your staff comments and the Applicant resubmits the proposal, the 2nd

Neighborhood Meeting will be scheduled and held, correct?  I guess I am wanting clarification per

the PUD flowchart that the Meeting on May 31 is NOT the 2nd Required Neighborhood Meeting.
 
Also, just to make sure I haven’t missed anything, I don’t believe you have posted the Staff’s
comments yet, correct?  You will still provide a copy of the staff’s comments when you post/share
them with the Developer, correct?
 
Thank you.
 
Wade
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Subject: PUD Z-22-18 - Comments from a General Plan perspective
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Kaelee Wilson & Councilman Waring,
 
For simplicity, I wanted to group comments on how I believe this PUD proposal is in conflict with the 2015 Phoenix General Plan (PGP) into a single email.
 
Unlike the PUD proposal, my comments will address all of the principles of a section, not just those convenient to support my own point of view. My comments pertain to Opportunity
Sites, Certainty & Character as well as the  Cores, Centers and Corridors portion of the 2015 PGP as these sections are referenced in the proposal. I have attached these excerpts for your
reference.
 
The proposal sites conformance with six Land Use & Design Principles in these 3 portions of the 2015 PGP.  I elected to take a broader approach to analyze compliance with the 2015
PGP. I compared the proposal against all 27 of the Land Use & Design Principles pertaining to these same 3 portions of the 2015 PGP.  As a Civil Engineer with over 20 years in the design
build industry, in my opinion, the proposal was in conflict with 18 of these principles, 7 principles were NA, the site plan has not been developed to the point to confirm or deny
compliance with 1 principle, and, I do agree that the proposal met one of the 27 principles.
 
Here is an in depth look at each section and its corresponding Land Use & Design Principles.
 
Opportunity Sites
The Developer implies that this PUD would support this section of the Phoenix General Plan. I don’t agree. While this proposal would develop 5.6 AC of currently vacant property near
existing services, the Land Use and Design Principles are not met.
 
Land Use & Design Principle #1
Support reasonable levels of increased intensity, respectful of local conditions and surrounding neighborhoods. 
 
Shoehorning a C2 business up into an R-18 neighborhood instead of allowing a C1 business to occupy this parcel is NOT respectful of local conditions or respectful of the surrounding
neighborhood.  Over 95% (and growing) of the adjacent neighborhood does not want this facility as well over 1,000 from the local community. This staggering opposition is even after
the Developer “listened” and “implemented” requested changes from the previous proposal (Z-89—17 & Z-SP-16-17) that was withdrawn.
Allowing a C2 business on this parcel does not support a gradual transition from commercial to residential. This structure would absolutely dominate our skyline and our community.
This facility would be taller than CVS, have over seven times the floor SF of CVS and occupy the footprint of 2.5 CVS buildings stacked together.
 
There is already more commercial zoning at this intersection that outlined in the General Plan due to rezoning case Z-71-03 which established commercial zoning on the NE corner of
Tatum & Dynamite.
 
I challenge that the proposal is respectful of local conditions and surrounding neighborhoods. 
 
Land Use & Design Principle #2
Encourage development of the taller and larger buildings in Areas of Change away from single-family and low-rise, multifamily housing.
This parcel is NOT located in an Area of Change.  This development would certainly not be “away” from single-family housing. 
 
This proposal violates every part of Land Use & Design Principle #2.
 
Land Use & Design Principle #3
Promote and encourage compatible development and redevelopment with a mix of housing types in neighborhoods close to employment centers, commercial areas, and where transit
or transportation alternatives exist.
 
This principle is not applicable in this situation.
 
Tools: Policies and Actions
Is this site truly ranked at the top of the priority list for development? Is this area truly a place where greater intensity is warranted?
 
Certainty & Character
 
The Goal: Every neighborhood and community should have a level of certainty.  Ensure that development, redevelopment and infrastructure supports and reinforces the character and
identity of each unique community and neighborhood.
 
This proposal is in direct conflict with this Core Value subsection of the 2015 GDP. This parcel already rezoned once, in 1999, per Z-125-99. Our homes were built at this same time.  We
purchased our homes based on the adjacent zoning being C1.  We based the selection of our home, our largest single investment, based on being adjacent to C1 zoning.  We were
certain that the zoning on the adjacent parcel would not change.  Approving this PUD would be in direct conflict with this core value and would undermine constituents confidence in
future real estate transactions based on adjacent zoning.
 
This Core Value is even further undermined when considering the character of Desert View, as stated in the North Land Use plan. Conflicts with the North Use Plan will be contained in a
separate communication.
 
Land Use & Design Principle #1
Located land uses with the greatest height and most intense uses within the limits based on village character, land use needs, infrastructure and transportation system capacity.
 
The core areas for Desert View are located at Desert Ridge and I-17 and Carefree Highway.  A core at Cave Creek Rd and Dynamite was considered, but, with the evaporation of the
planned freeway north of the 101 loop, it was determined that this location would not support the definition of a core. There is a commercial core at Cave Creek Rd and Pinnacle Peak. 
Nowhere is Tatum and Dynamite mentioned as a place sited for increased intensity. This intersection has already experienced an increased intensity due to the rezoning case Z-71-03
which established commercial zoning on the NE corner of Tatum & Dynamite. More commercial development in this area would render the “standards” as mere “suggestions”, and, not
even strong suggestions at that.
 
Even though the financial outlook is the responsibility of the Developer, from an land use needs standpoint, how can more storage units be needed?  Especially if the rule of thumb that
says 90% of the business for a storage unit comes from with a 5 mile radius.  When a 5 mile radius is drawn around each of these existing storage units, the overlap coupled with the
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strength of opposition, would indicate that we do NOT need another storage facility.

 
Land Use & Design Principle #2
Protect residential areas from concentrations of incompatible land uses that could change their character or destabilize land values.
 

Although the burden of proof is on the Developer in zoning amendments, the citizens have reached out and solicited independent, 3rd party real estate experts. Over 25 local,

independent, 3rd party experts have clearly stated that this development would impact local land and housing values.  I don’t know how to more clearly illustrate the financial impact
this proposal would have on local real estate. This proposal has already been shown to be in direct conflict with the “change in character”  portion of this principle and will not be re-
iterated here.
 
Land Use & Design Principle #3
New development and expansion or redevelopment of existing development in or near residential areas should be compatible with existing uses and consistent with adopted
plans.
 
With the aforementioned saturation of storage facilities in the immediate area, I would struggle to say that this proposal would be “compatible”.  I would also say that cramming a C2
business in between C1 zoning and R-18 zoning would be in direct conflict with adopted plans.
 
Land Use & Design Principle #4
Disperse group homes and homeless shelters throughout the city in locations where they are compatible with surrounding densities. They should not be concentrated in any one
neighborhood or urban village.
 
This proposal is not applicable to this principle, and, with some of the lowest densities in the valley, the north portion of Desert View is not compatible with this type of development.
 
Land Use & Design Principle #5
Residential Conversion Policy: Encourage properties and neighborhoods planned for residential use to continue as residential uses rather than being assembled for nonresidential
development.
NA
 
Land Use & Design Principle #6
Protect and enhance the character of each neighborhood and its various housing lifestyles through new development that is compatible in scale, design and appearance.
 
This proposal would violate any sense of compatibility in scale. Taller than CVS? Seven times the floor space of CVS? 2.5 times the footprint of CVS?  We will need to change the name of
our local high school from Cactus Shadows to Storage Unit Shadows.
 
Land Use & Design Principle #7
Provide high quality urban design and amenities that reflect the best of urban living at an appropriate village scale.
 
The disproportionate scale has been discussed. The forthcoming analysis of the North Land Use Plan will further challenge the “amenities of the best urban living” portion of this
principle.
 
Land Use & Design Principle #8
Create new development or redevelopment that is sensitive to the scale and character of the surrounding neighborhood and incorporate adequate development standards to
prevent negative impact(s) on the residential properties.
 
The manner in which this proposal is not consistent with the scale or character of the surrounding neighborhood has already been communicated.  The negative impacts on the
residential properties has also been communicated in previous sections.   These points will not be reiterated here.
 
Land Use & Design Principle #9
All housing should be developed and constructed in a quality manner.
 
NA
 
Land Use & Design Principle #9
Enhance the compatibility of residential infill projects by carefully designing the edges of the development to be sensitive to adjacent housing. Create landscape buffers and other
amenities to link new and existing development.
 



If this project were to be considered an infill project, it is not sensitive to adjacent housing.  The erosion of economic value, the elimination of mountain views, the spot zoning for a C2
business are not sensitive to the adjacent, existing housing.  This lot has already been subdivided twice. At what point do we say the parcel has been adequately developed?
 
Land Use & Design Principle #10
Design neighborhood retail to be compatible in scale and character and orientated towards the residential areas it serves.  In terms of both design and pedestrian linkages. Traffic,
noise or other factors should not negatively impact adjacent residential areas.
 
The proposal is in complete conflict with this principle.  If the zoning were left at C1, neighborhood retail could be implemented. Local, small businesses could be located on this parcel. 
With the aforementioned saturation and vacancy in existing storage units, combined with the overwhelming opposition to this proposal, this proposal is absolutely NOT orientated
towards the residential area it would serve.  Traffic, noise, visibility, light and open space would absolutely have a negative impact on adjacent residential areas.
 
Land Use & Design Principle #11
Protect the neighborhoods views of open space, mountains and man-made or natural landmarks.
 
Review the attached pictures with the building perimeter outlined on the picture from adjacent residences. This proposal would completely eliminate these views.  The improvements
residents have made on their properties to enjoy the annual average temperature of 74.2 degrees and 334 days of sunshine per year would be for not if this out of scale development
were to be approved.
 
Land Use & Design Principle #12
When making changes and improvements near residential areas, avoid any alteration or destruction of points of reference (such as prominent natural features or historical
buildings), focal points, and place names important to the area’s identity.
 
Our mountain views will be gone. Not altered. GONE.
 
Land Use & Design Principle #13
Promote neighborhood identity through planning that reinforces the existing landscaping and character of the area. Each new development should contribute to the character
identified for the village.
 

 
The information above was copied directly from the Desert View Village home page.  How would allowing a zoning change to insert an intermediate commercial business up against a
residential neighborhood (in the north part of the village with “vast amounts of open space and large lot single family residences located throughout dark sky areas”) even be
contemplated as contributing to the character identified above?
 
Land Use & Design Principle #14
Create or maintain spacing requirements for small-scale incompatible land uses such as adult businesses, homeless shelters, residential treatment facilities and other group
facilities, to avoid concentration that change the character of the area.
 
I will say the revised proposal has mitigated the risk of these types of C2 businesses being placed on the parcel as compared to the full rezoning to C2 called for in the initial proposal.
 
Land Use & Design Principle #15
Provide impact-mitigating features (such as extra width or depth, single story units, or landscape buffering) when new residential lots abut existing non-residential uses or are
adjacent to arterial streets or freeway corridors. Dissimilar land uses often require additional separation or other measures to achieve compatibility.
 
NA-applies to new residential.
 
Land Use & Design Principle #16
Require appropriate transitions/buffers between neighborhoods and adjacent uses.
 
Allowing a zoning change that would inject a C2 business in between existing C1 businesses and zoning and existing R-18 zoning would contradict any sort of transition.  An appropriate
transition would be C2 adjacent to C1 adjacent to R-18 zoning, not C1 adjacent to C2 adjacent to R-18 zoning.
 
Land Use & Design Principle #17
Integrate into the development design natural features such as washes, canals, significant topography and existing vegetation, which are important in providing character to new
subdivisions.
 
NA-applies to new subdivisions
 
Land Use & Design Principle #18



Encourage a streetscape that is not dominated by garage doors, by improving and varying home design or increasing or varying lot sizes.
 
NA-residential
Land Use & Design Principle #19
Encourage public and private utilities, including high-tension wires, to be located underground to enhance the overall appearance of neighborhoods. If high tension wires cannot
be placed underground, they should not be placed along local neighborhood streets.
 
Site plan has not evaluated where or how power will be brought into the site.  Power needs to come from Dynamite (wet utilities are coming in from Tatum per the current site plan).
 
Land Use & Design Principle #20
Freeways and parkways within the city should be designed or mitigated to be sensitive to adjacent neighborhoods.
 
NA
 
Cores, Centers and Corridors
 
Land Use & Design Principle #1
Locate land uses with the greatest height and most intense uses within village cores, centers and corridors based on village character, land use needs and transportation system
capacity.
 

 
 
 
 
This excerpt from the North Land Use Plan references a commercial core at Dynamite and Cave Creek Road.
 

 
This excerpt from the North Area Land Plan pinpoints the employment centers in the village.
 



 
This excerpt illustrates the community service areas in Desert View.
 

 
After reviewing the 2015 PGP and the North Land Use Plan, I can find no mention of Tatum and Dynamite being any type of core, area or corridor.  The proposal references Tatum and
Dynamite as being a core area in a couple of locations. Tatum and Dynamite is NOT identified as a core area.
 
Land Use & Design Principle #2
Plan cores, centers and corridors to include a variety of land uses: office, shopping, retail, entertainment and cultural, housing, hotel and resort, and where appropriate, some
types of industry.
 
Tatum and Dynamite is NOT identified as a core, center or corridor.
 
 
Land Use & Design Principle #3
Encourage centers to provide a pedestrian environment with plazas, common open space, shaded walkways, separation of pedestrian and vehicular traffic, bicycle parking and
vehicle parking, in architecturally disguised structures or underground where possible.
 
Tatum and Dynamite is NOT identified as a center.
 
Land Use & Design Principle #4
Promote development in compact cores, centers and corridors that are connected by roads, roads and transit and are designed to encourage walking and bicycling.
 
Tatum and Dynamite is NOT identified as a core, center or corridor.
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 



 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 



From: Wade.Tinant
To: Kaelee Wilson; Council District 2 PCC
Subject: PUD Z-22-18 compare to the PUD Procedures outline
Date: Tuesday, May 01, 2018 12:43:39 PM

 
I wanted to share my thoughts in regards to this PUD application and the PUD Procedures Outline (a City of
Phoenix planning document).
 
Procedure
 
Page 2 of the Process says that “The applicant is required to make all changes or provide documentation on why
changes were not incorporated into the draft”. While the application for the PUD was recently submitted, it is
similar enough in nature to the application dated 10/27/17 that the City elected to waive the PUD pre-application
meeting. I don’t have heartburn with this and I believe this simply eliminated an unnecessary meeting. My point is
this.  If the proposal was similar enough in nature to waive this meeting (which I agree with and support), then I
would say it is also logical that comments provided to the Developer on the initial proposal should have been
addressed or documentation provided as to why the changes weren’t incorporated.
 
There were several changes requested in early January. Some changes were addressed by the most recent
application, but most were not. The following concerns were communicated to the Developer on January 11, 2018:
 

1.       Zoning amendment would allow ANY C-2 business; Status: Developer has addressed this comment as best
they can by limiting the only allowable C-2 business to a storage unit. (+)

2.       Requested a traffic study.  Has the aggregate impact on local traffic been considered in conjunction with

all of the other recent developments? It seems Tatum and Dynamite are at capacity now without further

strain from additional development. Status: The Developer states the traffic generated by the storage unit

doesn’t warrant a study. The community disagrees. In regards to traffic, the community drives through the

aggregate of all traffic and each development needs to analyzed as an individual, but also in aggregate with

the other existing and anticipated traffic conditions. (Developer has deferred to City)

3.      Increased activity – Currently our neighborhood enjoys quiet and private evenings, mornings and

weekends.  An intermediate commercial business would shatter this tranquility. This traffic would

consist patrons driving in and out of the (with headlights at night), patrons within the building (with

windows facing the neighborhood), delivery trucks delivering to storage units (with back up alarms,

etc.). Status: The location of the office, lobby, loading bay, parking have not been addressed in the

site plan, nor have the windows. (-)

4.      Hours of operation – The hours of operation of businesses in a C-2 district would be greater than

those hours of operation experienced by businesses in a C-1 district.  For reasons described in the

next section, this would greatly inhibit the neighborhoods ability to enjoy our current lifestyle. This is

especially concerning in regards to allowable loading times of 6 AM to 10 PM in C-2 zones, in

addition the operating hours themselves. Status: No office hours or hours of operation access have

been provided to date. Community has proposed operation hours with no response. (-)

5.      Increased activity + Increased hours of operation = Increased security risk, increase in exposure to

crime; The developer has only addressed security getting into the main building. Gates were

originally located adjacent to the neighborhood and we requested that the security gates be

mailto:kaelee.wilson@phoenix.gov
mailto:council.district.2@phoenix.gov


relocated away from the neighborhood. Status: The Developer has simply deleted the security gates

allowing 24x7 traffic around the back fence of our neighborhood.  (-)

6.      Neighbors purchased their residences based on C-1 zoning.  The Desert View Village and Diamond

Creek are some of the most sought after places to live in the metro area.  Altering adjacent zoning

would create undo financial and lifestyle harm to an otherwise model neighborhood. Due to the way

housing comps are utilized in residential real estate, this impact would cause ripple effects to all

neighbors, not just those within six hundred (600) feet of the development. Status: Developer is still

pursuing a C-2 business. (-)

7.      Recreational impacts: These parcels are adjacent to Dynamite Park which attracts visitors from all

over.  Technical Solutions Proposed Self-Storage will negatively impact the experience of visitors to

Dynamite Park by degrading the valley’s view during the day, creating significant light pollution at

night, and generating increased traffic in the area at peak recreation times between 4 and 8 PM on

weekdays and on Weekends.  The hours of operation of Self-Storage would be in direct conflict with

recreation users. Status: Developer has not provided any hours of operation and has ELIMINATED

mountain views. Peak hours of business would coincide with peak hours of neighbors trying to

access the park across Dynamite.  No responses. (-)

8.      Economic impacts: The proposed use is likely to generate fewer higher paying jobs for the local

economy. Status: Not addressed. Why eliminate the potential for a small or local business? (-)

9.      Impacts to the local community: The Diamond Creek Community and surrounding area is a highly

sought after location due to its unique character and access to natural areas.  The proposed

rezoning offers little to no benefit to the local community.  However it is expected to impact quality

of life for the reasons state above.  Any economic benefits could be negated by a reduction in local

property values, especially for homes in close proximity such as ours in Diamond Creek.  Status:

Developer states it won’t affect mountain views (see pictures with building outlines). Developer is

trying to locate a C-2 business outside of commercial areas/cores. No benefits to the community

have been provided other than the highly vague “community needs this”.  The fact is, we don’t need

this (why we moved here) and the area is saturated with storage units with vacancy.  No response. (-

)

10. Site access – In multiple locations in the Zoning standards, access to sites is to be from an arterial or
collector street.  The proposed development proposed not one but TWO points of ingress and egress. 

The access off of Tatum would put a substantial amount of traffic directly adjacent to residences. 

Access to a commercial facility, on the proposed parcel, should be limited to ingress and egress from

Dynamite only. Other than corner lots, no other properties in the vicinity allow for this sort of access to

two different adjacent streets and around other properties. No access of off Tatum!  Status: The

Developer remains dead set on having access and egress off both Tatum & Dynamite. This would put a

street right behind our back walls, with no regulation, and, at an elevation where the neighbors and

vehicle drivers would clearly see each other.  The “need” for this access was recently stated as being

required for fire protection.  As a civil engineer with over 20 years of experience in the industry, the



dual points of access/egress is NOT needed. The fire protection for the south side of Primrose could

easily be provided from the proposed access of Tatum and, if we really wanted to go overboard, a

gravel pad to the south of Primrose that would only be used by Emergency Response Vehicles in an

emergency. I also struggle to believe that the City of Phoenix would have approved the construction and

operation of Primrose without adequate access for Emergency Response Vehicles. Would the City really

allow a preschool to open and operate, since 2004, with required access for emergency vehicles not

being adequate until a future development, which may never come, is constructed? This was a major

hot button of the community in January 2018 and to this date, the Developer simply responds with “we

have to for fire truck access to Primrose”.  My daughter went to Primrose and I certainly wouldn’t have

allowed her to be in a facility without adequate fire or emergency access. I would presume many

current parents would feel the same. (-)

11. Utilities – the plan does not clearly show where utilities would be brought into the site.  Would there

be overhead utilities? Status: location of wet utilities has been identified. Location of power tie location

and type still not identified. (-)

12. Location of the proposed building on the property – the proposed building is located in such a

manner that the open space on the parcel is adjacent to Dynamite instead of the nearby neighborhood. 

With minor drainage improvements the location of this building could be easily altered to create open

space between this building and the neighborhood instead of wasting open space near a busy street.

This would reduce privacy invasion, visual impairment and noise levels to the neighborhood. The

proposed site plan shows constructing a road over the wash near Tatum. This wash certainly appears to

have a greater flow capacity than the drainage channel near Dynamite so alternate means seem very

reasonable. Status: Building has gotten larger, and, setbacks between the building and neighborhood

have been reduced. It is assumed, and this could be wrong, that to justify cramming a C-2 business onto

this parcel, every SF of flat, contiguous space must be covered by the building to generate adequate SF

and adequate revenue, regardless of how the neighborhood is affected. (-)

13. Location of the loading area-The loading area is placed such that delivery trucks will be facing the

neighborhood while backing up and pulling out of the loading area.  Again, this area should face the

adjacent street, not the adjacent neighborhood. Status: loading area in the same location, just closer to

the adjacent neighbors now.  (-)

14. Some other concerns are clearly labelled as restrictions in both C-1 and C-2 zoning districts. ‘Any

lighting shall be placed so as to reflect the light away from adjacent residential districts. No noise, odor

or vibration shall be emitted so that it exceeds the general level of noise, odor or vibration emitted by

uses outside the site. Such comparison shall be made at the boundary of the site”. The current

landscaping does not give the neighborhood any confidence that we will not be impacted by additional

light and noise due to the location of the building on the property and the proposed, amended building

height. Status: The neighbors have simply requested a way to measure and enforce compliance in

exchange for the zoning change. Providing means to ensure and enforce compliance with these general

standards has continued to be met with resistance.  Why would a Developer shy away from being

accountable to compliance to a common standard? (-)



15. Obstructed view from residences-Neighbors currently enjoy viewing open skies over the adjacent

property.  Any building height above the allowable height of thirty (30) feet would impede this view to

an unacceptable level. Status: While the Developer has reduced the effective height of the building to

28 ft from finished grade, the mountain views we had when we purchased our homes will be

completely eliminated. The maximum allowable height for the parapet walls is still incorporated into the

design, and, back in January the suggestion to location the roof mounted equipment as far to the NE as

possible, to be able to limit the height of the parapet wall adjacent to the neighborhood to reduce line

of sight reduction was made. No response other than the revised proposal says mountain views and

open skies will not be impacted. This is simply not true. We don’t own the adjacent land. We don’t have

a say in what is constructed so long as the business meets established zoning standards.  Where is the

benefit to the community to allow a Developer to increase profit while we suffer from a larger building

that is only 2 ft. short of the absolute maximum height? This doesn’t even take into the consideration

relative grade of finished grade to existing grade to the floodplain elevation (-).  

16. Invasion of privacy-The elevation of the proposed development will allow patrons from this business

to have a direct line of sight into the yards and patios of all adjacent neighbors. This is in direct conflict

with the purpose of R1-18 zoning which promotes, among other things, outdoor living.  As the 2015

General Plan also notes, the average temperature in Phoenix is 74 degrees and we average 334 days of

sunshine per year.  Being able to enjoy these benefits, in the privacy of our own homes, yards and

patios would be ruined.  This loss of privacy is not acceptable. Status: The building got bigger, closer and

a little bit shorter (potentially).  Elevations of existing site, finished grade and building floors still not

provided so we can verify. (-)

17. Greatly reducing the view of Black Mountain-One of the great things about our neighborhood is the

view of Black Mountain.  This view would be unnecessarily impacted if additional building height were

to be allowed. This view is enjoyed not only by residents on Running Deer Trail, but also by any neighbor

walking along Running Deer Trail to the mailbox, to the nearby park or to a neighbor’s house. Status:

View will be eliminated. Still a 3 floor business (with a proposed “basement” under a floodplain). The

term “basement” was added, but, if the entire first story/floor is now below grade, why did the mean

roof height only drop from 34 ft. to 28 ft.? The math doesn’t add up and the community is very wary of

this concept without elevations to prove otherwise. (-)

18.  Eliminate all development south of CVS and south of Primrose. Status: Developer has not addressed.

(-)

19.  How will this development handle drainage into our neighborhood? Status: Developer has not

agreed to analyze the flow at the discharge point to our neighborhood, but has deflected responses

with limiting drainage analysis to this specific site. Why can’t this Developer do a drainage analysis

on all 3 of the parcels (CVS, Primrose and the current lot) to ensure all of these lots, in aggregate,

meet the drainage standards?  Why won’t the Developer be proactive in addressing a real concern

and threat to the downstream neighborhood?  (-).



20.  Signage plan – confirm signage will not extend past the building outline and that the signs (or light
from the signs) will not be visible to adjacent neighborhood. Status: No commitment. (-)

So, of the 20 concerns I personally voiced on January 11th, ONE has been adequately addressed or
incorporated, one has been deferred to the City, and, EIGHTEEN (90%) have not been addressed or
incorporated. This is not collaboration or listening. This is deflective, non-responsive stalling.

Neighborhood Meetings and Notification Procedures

Pretty simple. A minimum of 10 business days’ notice is required between receiving the notification and the
meeting. The Developer never stopped working on this application. On the day the Developer withdrew the
previous amendment the Developer indicated a revised application under a PUD was forthcoming. So, why
would this simple notification requirement not be met? Please see the email below. Even with the most
liberal interpretation of including the day of receipt and the day of the meeting in the 10 calendar days, the
Developer failed.

-----Original Message-----
From: Wade.Tinant [mailto:Wade.Tinant@kiewit.com]
Sent: Sunday, April 22, 2018 2:45 PM
To: wr@berryriddell.com; Kaelee Wilson <kaelee.wilson@phoenix.gov>; Joel Carrasco
<joel.carrasco@phoenix.gov>
Subject: Tatum & Dynamite Initial neighborhood meeting 5/3
 
The initial notification via mail arrived in peoples mail boxes this past Saturday after being postmarked 4/19 PM. A
minimum of 10 business days’ notice are required before this meeting. This requirement would mean folks should
have received the notification letter no later than this past Friday.
The community has asked for the date of this meeting for weeks and now our community gets less than the
required notice?
 
This is NOT working with the community nor trying to rebuild any trust from the previous proposal.
 
I am not asking to cancel this meeting at this time, but, I want the record to reflect this noncompliance in
notification. Post marked does not mean received and this feels like an attempt to weaken the opportunity for the
community to be heard.

<End Email>

There has never been any response, acknowledgement or apology from the Developer. How can the
community have any trust in this Developer?

Fact Finding Summary

Grading and Drainage #13 – No information has been provided in regards to the Developers responsibility

to contact the Floodplain Management on the 5th floor.  There were very basic floodplain questions that
could not be answered. Can a “basement” even be permitted in this floodplain? Can a floor or finished
grade even be placed below a recognize flood plain? Why no answers?  Could the intent be to delay these
discussions until the Developer has enough approvals and leverage to just adjust the site as they want later
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without having to circle back through the entire PUD process?

Additional Requirements # 22 – The Driveway Ordinance prohibits commercial access to alleys that abut
residential property. Access may be considered upon appeal to the Driveway Hearing officer. It would seem
the hot button of unlimited ingress/egress from both Tatum & Dynamite, connected by a paved surface “that
abuts residential property” would fall into this category.  Why hasn’t the Developer been responsive or held
accountable?

Submittal Requirements – “J” Sustainability

Identify practices or techniques for which the applicant/developer will be responsible. We have had no luck
getting the Developer to make any sort of commitment to being responsible or accountable to the
neighborhood. All we asking if for a why measure, monitor and ensure compliance.

Submittal Requirements – “K” Infrastructure

The infrastructure section should discuss and address issues that are identified in the PUD Infrastructure
Fact Finding Summary. The following topics should be addressed as appropriate:

Grading and Drainage. Drainage is not adequately addressed nor have the communities reasonable inquiries
been addressed.

M. Exhibits

12. Thematic Street cross sections – cross sections have been requested but have not been provided.
Numerous requests for information, since January, have been ignored by Susan Bitters Smith. This has been
communicated to other Development team members.

Site Design / Development

Minimize visual impact of parking with landscaped medians, islands. – The site plan continues, after nearly
4 months, to be situated as absolutely close as possible to adjacent residences at an elevation that will allow
headlights and drivers to look right over our back walls.  There is no parking along Tatum, Dynamite, on
the shared ingress/egress with Primrose or on the north side of the building. ALL parking and ALL loading
are absolutely as close to the neighborhood as possible, at eye level in elevation, and, orientated
perpendicular to the neighborhood to allow full headlight glare and maximize the time back up alarms
would be heard will exiting a stall.



Picture from an adjacent back yard.  The new parking will be at the same elevation as the existing parking
lot/entrance. However, the parking will be situated directly adjacent to the wash, as close as possible to the
neighborhood, in a perpendicular fashion.  The location where the White SUV is parked will remain
Primrose parking. The area immediately behind the white SUV will be the entrance off Dynamite where
EVERY vehicle that enters the site will see directly in this neighbors backyard and kitchen windows. The
location where the red car is parked will be the approximate East edge of the building. The building will
also extend up from this same elevation.

 

Grouping of structures in large projects- Similar to above, no answer as to why “Building B” cannot or will
not be incorporated into the main structure. Why can’t Building B be incorporated into the main building?

Design Expectations

A PUD may modify the requirements set forth in Section 507 Tab A, if the Applicant can demonstrate how
a given design guideline is inappropriate to achieve the project’s vision, and an alternative provision is more
suitable. Deviations of design guidelines and a rationale must be provided in the Development Narrative. I
believe previous communications in regards to the 2015 Phoenix General Plan and the North Land Use Plan
show several deviations.  However, the Development Narrative only cherry picks a few random guidelines
the Developer believes they have met. I firmly disagree that many of the guidelines have been met. Why has



the Developer not addressed ALL of the guidelines, like I did, and asked for deviations?  The Narrative
paints a very limited and nonobjective review of meeting the guidelines.

Definitions

Compatibility- I struggle to see how site planning has been incorporated into the context of the surrounding
area.  I also struggle to see how the proposal is sensitive to maintaining the character of the existing
development.

Land Use Compatibility – One word. Scale.  This proposal has little to no regard for scale.

Sense of Place – “A feeling of belonging”. This structure, site plan and business inspire a loss of these
attributes, not an increase.

E. PUD amendments

An increase in building height, or, in building footprint, less than 5%, may be approved by Development
Services Department alone. With the lack of trust between the community and the Developer, the lack of
elevations (and confusing height reductions with the “basement”) and the increase from 106k SF to 115k SF
of floor space since the original proposal, myself and the community are very leery of what might transpire
after any approvals. Due to this heightened sensitivity, the community formally requests that, in this
specific PUD, NO increase be allowed in height, finished grade, footprint SF or floor space SF without
completely going through the entire PUD process again. The Developer and their designer are obligated to
provide design, details and information with a level of care that should make this a moot point.

PUD Frequently Asked Questions – Can an approved PUD be amended?

“Significant amendments to the conceptual Site Plans and/or elevations will be determined by the Planning
Hearing Officer through the Public Hearing Process.

Similar to the comments above, due to the lack of trust between the Developer and the community, the
community formally requests that, in this specific PUD, NO amendments to the conceptual or actual site
plan, nor any amendments to any elevations, be allowed without going through the entire PUD process
again. The Developer and their designer are obligated to provide design, details and information with a level
of care that should make this a moot point.

In conclusion, I (and we) have tried every attempt at being reasonable and listening. As the statistics and
results show, we have not been rewarded with responses.  The Developer has miss-lead our community
since the very beginning (see Susan Bitter Smith, on multiple videos, stating the previous proposal would
only allow storage as a C-2 business, which, was not true).

The Developer is PAID to produce conforming plans. The Developer is PAID to respond to questions. Yet,
it is the local residents, in their “spare” time, that have been forced to cipher through the details, ask
questions and attempt to hold the Developer to accountable to well established standards.  In zoning
amendments, the proof of burden is supposed to be on the Developer, yet, this Developer seems content to



cherry pick standards, withhold information, not respond with any sense of urgency, if at all and simply try
to give vague responses “like we’ve listened” or “we’ve heard your concerns” with little to no tangible
results.  Our community has spoken clearly and loudly. Twice.

It is this combination of circumstances that compels me to directly ask that our Village
Planner, Kaelee Wilson, or, our Councilman, Jim Waring, step in and DENY this PUD
application immediately. 

Wade Tinant

 

 

 

 



From: Wade.Tinant
To: Kaelee Wilson; Council District 2 PCC
Cc: Wade.Tinant
Subject: PUD Z-22-18 comparision to North Land Use Plan
Date: Tuesday, May 01, 2018 1:45:18 AM
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Kaelee Wilson & Councilman Waring,
 
I wanted to share some comparisons between PUD proposal Z-22-18 and the North Land Use Plan. 
While a more in depth comparison follows, the following are the major talking points when
comparing PUD Z-22-18 to the North Land Use Plan:

1.       Rural character.
2.       Identification of Growth Corridors
3.       Existing Hydrology
4.       Misc. Support
5.       Conclusion

 
1.       While this was written in 1996, when listening to residents of the community, even in 2018,

this rural character is very much alive and on the mind of constituents:

To take this a step further, Diamond Creek and Desert Ridge both began operating in 1999. Nearly
everyone I have spoken to that lives near Tatum & Dynamite has strongly voiced that they moved
“North” to get away from the commercialization of Desert Ridge. People that wanted to live
adjacent to commercial zoning moved near Desert Ridge and Carefree Highway and I-17. Those of
that did not want to live near commercialization moved to our current community.  Much like the
residents near Desert Ridge might not appreciate a horse farm moving in, we do not appreciate
additional commercialization above the current zoning standards. We are not against development.
We are staunch supporters of following the established zoning.
 
I have also had the pleasure of meeting with a former City of Phoenix Planner who helped develop
the North Land Use Plan. We have talked about the area in general, and, twice this gentleman and I
have walked the proposed site and talked.  He is firm in his belief that approving this proposal would
not meet the intent of the North Use Plan.
 

2.       The Growth corridors (employment and community service areas):
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There is no mention of Tatum & Dynamite being a Core, Center, Area or Corridor.  The proposal
would lead one to believe Tatum & Dynamite is a Core or a Center. We avoided moving near a core
for a reason. We are not against development; we are firm believers in following the standards and
the plan that has been established. We purchased our homes and invested our financial and
personal resources based on this zoning plan. The lack of intent of Tatum & Dynamite being any sort
of core, Center or Area was confirmed by the former planner who helped assemble the North Land



Use Plan.
 

3.       Another key part of the plan was the identification of key washes and local hydrology.
 

 
The requirement for a study of a sites hydrology at the time of rezoning makes very good sense for
the area covered by the proposal.  The areas downstream of the parcel in question experience
severe flooding after rain events and neighborhood safety is in jeopardy.  A hydrology study,
reviewed by the appropriate jurisdictions, before rezoning makes good sense.
 
 

4.       More information on the Tatum & Dynamite are per the North Land Use Plan. Low density
and adequate infrastructure.



 
 
 
The North Land Use Map is illustrated below.
 
 



Of particular interest is the additional commercialization near Tatum & Dynamite since this map was
approved by City Council in 1996. In the map above, the commercial zoning was limited to North of
Dynamite and West of Tatum.
 
Z-125-99 (attached)– Zoning amendment approves the transition of 9.94 AC from S-1 to C1 zoning,
South of Dynamite, West of Tatum
                These 9.94 AC included what is now CVS, Primrose, and the 5.6 AC parcel described in the
proposal
Z-71-03 – zoning amendment approves the transition to C-1 zoning for parcels 211-42-985 (79,913
SF), 211-984A (42,022 SF) and 211-42-984B (37,924 SF)
                These 3.7AC are on the NE corner of Tatum & Dynamite
 
These additional commercial zoning amendments are not called out on the map included in the
proposal.
 
Also of interest, the Diamond Creek subdivision began selling homes in 1999 bases on the adjacent
zoning being C-1.
 
 

5.       In conclusion, after an in depth review, combined with over 20 years in the design build
industry, coupled with the meetings with a former City of Phoenix planner who helped
assemble the North Land Use Plan, this proposal does not meet the goals or requirements of
the plan. However, due to the flooding of the neighborhood downstream from the parcel, a



hydrology study on this site and it’s tributary basins is requested by the residents of
Diamond Creek.

 
We are not opposed to development. We are firm believers in following established zoning

standards. We’ve based our financial and social wellbeing on the adjacent zoning remaining C-1. I
firmly request PUD Z-22-18 be denied as soon as possible.  In January, well over
1,000 folks signed the petition against the storage facility and 95% of Diamond Creek opposed the
storage facility.  Even after the Developer made some concessions, well over 1,000 people and well

over 95% of the homes in Diamond Creek are against this storage facility. How many times
must we say no?
 
Wade
 
 
 
 
 



From: Wade.Tinant
To: Kaelee Wilson; PDD Desert View VPC
Cc: Wade.Tinant
Subject: Questions from the community- PUD process and PUD Z-22-18 status
Date: Saturday, May 19, 2018 3:34:01 PM
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Kaelee,
I appreciate your continued support in answering questions.
 
I am receiving questions from the community that I am not able to answer in regards to the PUD process.  Can you help me by answering the questions
below? I have referenced page numbers from the PUD Procedures Outline where I thought applicable.
 
Readers Digest version (with details below):
 

1.       Was the Pre-Application meeting held?  If so, can the minutes and signature list of attendees be provided? (page 3 of 54)
2.       Was the Fact Finding requested? Was it performed? Was it waived? (page 3 of 54)

3.       Is the required information from the May 3rd Neighborhood Meeting posted and available for the Community to review?(page 4 of 54)
4.       Does the Director of Planning and Development intend to waive the Second Neighborhood Meeting? (page 4 of 54)
5.       Do the Village Planners intend to support the Community in their request this PUD Z-22-18 not be discussed at any Village Planning Committee

meetings until school resumes in the fall? We have multiple neighbors that leave for the summer (snow birds, extended summer vacations with the
kids, etc.). Councilman Waring seemed to think this was reasonable when we all spoke. (page 4 of 54).

 
 
Supporting information for the questions posed above:
 
 

1.       Can you confirm the Pre-Application Meeting was not held?  I know we exchanged emails on April 9th to the effect that this meeting had been
waived, but I’d like to confirm the meeting was not held. If it was held, would it be possible to obtain the meeting minutes and signatures of
attendees?

 
2.       Can you confirm that the Fact Finding (PUD Process pages 8-9 of 54) was requested? Can you confirm whether the Fact Finding was completed or

waived by the Planning and Development Director or their designee? (See first bullet point in the excerpt above). Can this document be obtained,
or, if the requirement was waived, can the approval of the waiver be obtained?  Here is why I ask:

a.       This application was submitted on 3/27/18.

                                                               i.      As of May 18th, for the first time (outside of community concerns), the recognition of the parcel being in an AO floodplain has
been recognized (by the Village Planners, not the Developer). This would have been addressed by Fact Finding questions 13 and 15.

                                                            ii.      This discussion with Floodplain Management, before the Application was submitted, would have allowed the Developer to offer
specific details about permitting a basement in an AO floodplain and would have potentially prevented me from calling Floodplain
Management and would have prevented the Developer from inaccurately requesting “I would ask that you please refrain from
continuously circulating false and misleading information.”

                                                          iii.      The requirements in the Fact Finding document could potentially have sparred these verbal assaults, from the Developer to the
Community.  The PUD process is intended to encourage collaboration, not drive wedges.

 

mailto:kaelee.wilson@phoenix.gov
mailto:desertviewvpc@phoenix.gov
mailto:Wade.Tinant@kiewit.com









 
 
 
                                                           iv.      The community has inquired about the security gates. These inquiries would have been addressed by Fact Finding question 21.
                                                             v.      The community has raised questions about compliance with the Driveway Ordinance. This would have been addressed by Fact

Finding question 22.
 
 
 
 

 
 
 
 

b.      As of May 18th, nearly two months and one Neighborhood Meeting later, questions that would normally have been addressed in the Fact
Finding and/or Pre Application meeting linger on.

 
 
 

3.        The PUD Process, per page 4 of 54, requires the following meeting summary information:
                



 
 

a.       There was a Neighborhood Meeting on May 3rd.  The information listed above has been requested, from the Developer, on multiple
occasions.  Has this information been submitted to the staff?

b.      The community wants to review this required information, in a timely manner, to ensure their attendance and comment cards were
officially received and recorded.

c.       I mainly ask because the community was just notified of another Neighborhood meeting on May 31. It would be beneficial for attendees, of
either meeting, to be able to reference the information spelled out above.  Can or will this information be provided?

4.       2nd Neighborhood meeting

a.       After comparing the letter dated May 14th announcing the meeting to be held on May 31st, and, the template for the Second
Neighborhood Meeting, on page 22 of 54 of the PUD Procedures, it is readily apparent, in my opinion, that is letter is NOT calling the

meeting on May 31st  the “Second” Neighborhood meeting.
                                                               i.      Per the template letter, the initial paragraph specifically calls out “…invite you to a second neighborhood meeting…”

                                                             ii.      The letter dated May 14th, states  “..invite you to an additional neighborhood meeting…”.
b.      Will the Planning and Development Director waive the Second Neighborhood Meeting (as he is allowed to do per page 4 of 54)?
c.       I ask so that the community can be accurately informed as to where we are at in the PUD process, and, so that the community can properly

prepare for upcoming meetings.
 

 
 
 

5.       First Village Planning Committee meeting
a.       Do the Village Planners intend to support the Community’s request, a request that  Councilman Waring said seemed reasonable, and

ensure that this PUD is not discussed at any Village Planning meeting until after school resumes (i.e. before the September Village Planning
meeting)?

 
Thank you for your continued support.
 
Wade 



From: Billie Rae
To: Council District 2 PCC; PDD Desert View VPC
Subject: UNITS AT TATUM AND DYNAMITE
Date: Thursday, May 31, 2018 6:15:20 PM

NO 3 STORIES FOR A STORAGE UNIT

I have been at past meetings and signed petition against this change.   Why
are the city councils and developers striving to stuff our community which
holds such beauty and unique appeal into a downtown over built city.    The
very appeal that has brought persons to desire to live here is being
systematically destroyed by allowing over density in housing and now
storage units that cover up our view.   

I vote against approval.    

Again please be aware that value is always based on what appeals when one
drives by or into an area.   The entire reason to come north of the 101 is to
have space to breathe and see the beauty of the earth.

Thank you

Billie R Stolworthy

Cave Creek, AZ  85331

I wish you a great day

Billie Rae
HomeSmart Realtor
You Matter Most

Destiny is not chance; it is not be waited upon,
it is to be created each day we live.
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From: Wade.Tinant
To: Joel Carrasco; Kaelee Wilson
Subject: Re: [EXTERNAL] Re: Additional opposition to zoning amendments at Tatum and Dynamite
Date: Saturday, April 07, 2018 8:09:17 AM

Can I also get a copy of the previous application? I will do a records request if that will help. I
would like to compare the applications. Any ideas?

On Apr 6, 2018, at 1:16 PM, Wade.Tinant <Wade.Tinant@kiewit.com> wrote:

Thank you Joel.  Kaelee, nice to meet you via email. I look forward to working with you. 
Is there a way I can do a formal records request on this application please?  The
application I have does not have a case #. The cover sheet for the information I do have

is titled “ Tatum & Dynamite Self Storage Planned Unit Development, 1st submittal
March 27, 2018.
 
Also, can you confirm the information below:

<!--[if !supportLists]-->1.       <!--[endif]-->Has the pre-application meeting taken
place?

<!--[if !supportLists]-->2.       <!--[endif]-->Is the first neighborhood meeting to

be held within one month of this application (i.e. the 1st neighborhood meeting

should be before April 27th)?
<!--[if !supportLists]-->3.       <!--[endif]-->This would mean that neighbors within

600 ft. get an initial notification no later than April 17th?
<!--[if !supportLists]-->4.       <!--[endif]-->Are there any items on any planning

committee agenda in relations to this proposed PUD?
<!--[if !supportLists]-->5.       <!--[endif]-->As Joel can attest, I am a part of a very

interested neighborhood and community in regards to development on this
parcel. Please feel free to reach out with any information or requests.

 
Also, to make it a part of the case files, Joel and I discussed adding the previous petition
to the previous submittal into this case file. Is that still something we can do?
 
Thank you in advance.
 
Wade
 
 

From: Joel Carrasco [mailto:joel.carrasco@phoenix.gov] 
Sent: Friday, April 06, 2018 8:05 AM
To: Kaelee Wilson; Wade.Tinant
Subject: RE: [EXTERNAL] Re: Additional opposition to zoning amendments at Tatum and
Dynamite
 
Good Morning Wade,
I’m going to put you in touch with Kaelee Wilson, she is the new Desert View Village
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Planner and will be processing the PUD request for this proposal.  Kaelee can you

provide Wade the location of the 1st draft PUD narrative and keep him in the loop as
this case continues through the process.
 
Thank you!
 
Respectfully,
 
Joél Carrasco
Planner III - Long Range Planning Team
 
City of Phoenix
Planning and Development Department
200 West Washington Street, 3rd Floor
Phoenix, Arizona 85003
Phone (602) 262-6940
joel.carrasco@phoenix.gov
 

From: Wade.Tinant [mailto:Wade.Tinant@kiewit.com] 
Sent: Thursday, April 05, 2018 7:44 PM
To: Joel Carrasco <joel.carrasco@phoenix.gov>
Subject: RE: [EXTERNAL] Re: Additional opposition to zoning amendments at Tatum
and Dynamite
 
Joel,
I hope you have been well. Wendy Riddell was kind enough to forward me a copy of a
document that was submitted as a PUD right before Easter. I do not have a case
number and I am not sure how I can do a public records request to ensure I have all of
the information on file.  Do you have any guidance?
 
Thank you.
 
Wade
 

From: Joel Carrasco [mailto:joel.carrasco@phoenix.gov] 
Sent: Tuesday, January 30, 2018 10:18 AM
To: Wade.Tinant
Subject: RE: [EXTERNAL] Re: Additional opposition to zoning amendments at Tatum and
Dynamite
 
PUD process
https://www.phoenix.gov/pdd/pz/pzservices/planned-unit-development-district
 
Public records request:
https://www.phoenix.gov/pio/public-records-request
 
 
Respectfully,
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Joél Carrasco
Planner III - Long Range Planning Team
 
City of Phoenix
Planning and Development Department
200 West Washington Street, 3rd Floor
Phoenix, Arizona 85003
Phone (602) 262-6940
joel.carrasco@phoenix.gov
 

From: Wade.Tinant [mailto:Wade.Tinant@kiewit.com] 
Sent: Tuesday, January 30, 2018 8:44 AM
To: Joel Carrasco <joel.carrasco@phoenix.gov>
Subject: RE: [EXTERNAL] Re: Additional opposition to zoning amendments at Tatum
and Dynamite
 
Joel,
I’m headed your way and should be there around 9:30AM.  I will have some $ for
copies (and a CD if that’s easier).  I was also curious if I could dig up the drainage plans
for the original “Phase 1” for CVS? That may be located in another department. I don’t
want to bog your day down and I know you are busy. Hopefully I can at least shake your
hand and say hello.
 
Wade
 

From: Wade.Tinant 
Sent: Sunday, January 28, 2018 5:43 PM
To: Susan Bitter Smith
Cc: wr@berryriddell.com; joel.carrasco@phoenix.gov
Subject: Re: [EXTERNAL] Re: Additional opposition to zoning amendments at Tatum and
Dynamite
 
I was looking for the information that was submitted with the initial application. I
understand the application may be undergoing some adjustments as we move
forward. I simply want to ensure I understand the application as currently
submitted.
Thank you. 
Wade

Sent from my iPhone

On Jan 28, 2018, at 1:04 PM, Susan Bitter Smith
<sbsmith@technicalsolutionsaz.com> wrote:

Wade, our client, as he promised he would, has listened and reviewed
the issues and concerns raised by you and other residents and  is
going to revise his proposal.  Stay tuned, I will circle back once we
know what his plan is.  Thanks. Susan
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On Sat, Jan 27, 2018 at 11:44 AM, Wade.Tinant
<Wade.Tinant@kiewit.com> wrote:
Susan,
I wanted to follow up with you on some of the information requests. 
I haven’t gotten any response.  The lack of response is not cultivating
a partnering atmosphere with the community and is eroding what
little trust the community has in the developer.
 
For the final time, please at least commit to sending (or not sending)
the information requested. If you agree to supply the information,
please provide a date for the ETA.  If I don’t hear from you by
Monday, January 29th, I will take time off of work in Las Vegas and
go to the Phoenix planning office to retrieve the information myself.
 
The information I am requesting is as follows:

1.       The information that has already been submitted electronically
(see notes below and attached).

2.       The sign in sheets from the Neighborhood meeting.  I’m not
asking for all of the notes, I’m just asking for copies of the sign in
sheets. I think this is a very reasonable request.
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From: Wade.Tinant 
Sent: Sunday, January 21, 2018 12:39 PM
To: Susan Bitter Smith (sbsmith@technicalsolutionsaz.com);
wr@berryriddell.com; joel.carrasco@phoenix.gov; Jim Waring
(council.district.2@phoenix.gov); barbara.gonzales@phoenix.gov
Cc: Wade.Tinant
Subject: Additional opposition to zoning amendments at Tatum and
Dynamite
 
In addition to the formal letter I wrote I want to also communicate the
following requests and opposition to the proposed zoning
amendments. A brief summary of the specific actions requested:

1.      City of Phoenix (Joel)- please confirm that the public meeting
will not be held in advance of the regularly scheduled Desert View
Village Planning Meeting on March 6, 2018.

2.      I am formally requesting all of the information the developer
submitted, electronic and hard copy, with their application per the
“Zoning Process Guide, rezoning and special permit procedures
outline” which is attached. If the Developer does not wish to
accommodate sharing this electronic information and would rather
require neighborhood residents to make a special trip to the planning
office to gather this same information, please clearly state that in
response. There are also requests for the supplemental information
noted below (in relation to traffic and parking).
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1.      This request is very reasonable to allow the
neighborhood to properly vet any conflict of interest
with our representation. 

3.      Additional information requested of the developer.

4.      If the Developer has not provided this information, as requested
above and detailed below, we formally request that Desert View
Planning require this information as a stipulation to the application.

5.      I have provided a markup of the current site plan. By
commenting on this site plan I am in no way withdrawing my stern
opposition to the proposed zoning amendments and height waiver.
Most of these comments have been communicated previously.

6.      Once comment that I don’t recall coming up previously - What is
the purpose of “Building B” and what zoning requirements will this
building fall under? What are the dimensions of this building? What
would happen if this parcel was subdivided in the future (specifically
in regards to the zoning of the Building B portion of the parcel)? The
developer is requesting a waiver for not only the number of stories
but also the height of the building. WHY WOULD THESE SORTS
OF OUTBUILDINGS BE ALLOWED OR REQUIRED? The
outbuildings need to be incorporated into the footprint of the major
building, regardless of the waiver being allowed or not.

1.      Building B removes unnecessary desert landscape,
greatly increases traffic along the neighborhood,
greatly increases the density of the proposed
development, and does not fit with the adjacent R-18
zoning standards.

 
The substantiation for the requests summarized above is listed below.
 
 

Public meeting schedule & confirmation requested

                                    The post application meeting is scheduled for
Monday, February 5th. 

The next Village Planning meeting is
scheduled for Tuesday, February 6th.

Theoretically, the initial public hearing could
take place at this Village Planning meeting on
Tuesday, February 6th.  I (and others) formally request
that the initial public hearing be no earlier than the
Village Planning meeting on Tuesday, March 6th.

A public meeting before March 6th will not



allow the residents and community adequate time to
review the staff report and stipulations to be prepared
for a productive discussion before the March 6th

meeting.
While there is not a set duration to post

information, the sign in sheets and information from
the meeting Wednesday have not even been posted
yet. This fact validates that a public meeting on
February 6th would truly not allow the neighbors or
community to be prepared for a reasonable discussion.

Our community anticipates strong attendance
at this meeting.

Please confirm that the public meeting will not be held
in advance of March 6th.

Information requested from the application from the
Developer:

The following information is required to be
electronically submitted with the application
(dated 10/27/17).
            Application information form (pg. 11),
Project Information form (pg. 15-17), site plan
(pg. 18), elevations, context plan (pg.
19),ownership verification form (pg. 28), legal
description (pg. 12), principal & development
team (pg. 26), pre-application meeting notes,
aerial and parcel zoning map.
 
We also request the following supplemental
information – traffic study & the required
traffic generation statement; parking study and
parking statement.

Additional information requested of the developer:

                                                              i.      A baseline study on
the current light, noise, odor and vibration at
the boundary of the property near each
residence before this project is approved. 

                                                            ii.      A monitoring plan to
ensure the baseline values of the studies above
do not increase during the construction or
operation of this proposed facility.

1.      These requirements are noted in
both C-1 and C-2 zoning and are very
reasonable requests spelled out in the
standards.



2.      How will the business respond to
violations of these studies, in the sense
of time and/or money?

3.      How would residents be able to
follow this monitoring and file
complaints?

4.      How would the developer request
(and gain approval) for permits to
exceed baseline values?

5.      Being in the construction industry
for over 20 years (including the O&M
portions of proects) I have been
involved in multiple projects that
involved exactly these kinds of baseline
testing and ongoing monitoring. In
multiple cases residents were offered
off site accomodations when any of the
sensitive values being monitored were
exceeded. What is the plan for this
development?

                                                          iii.      Provide examples in
local villages where height waivers have been
approved and disapproved.

 

                                                           iv.      Provide a rendering
that shows flood plain elevation and top of
building, roof and sign elevations (and sign
locations).

                                                             v.      install temporary
poles at the proposed building corners,  erected
to the height of the building to show the view
impact. Maybe neighbors would be ok?

 

                                                           vi.      provide other
examples where R-18 residential zoning is
abutted by C2 zoning.

 

 
--



Susan Bitter Smith
Vice President
Technical Solutions
4350 E. Camelback Rd., Suite G 200
Phoenix, AZ 85018
 
Phone: (602) 957-3434
Fax: (602) 955-4505



From: Wade.Tinant
To: Kaelee Wilson
Subject: RE: [EXTERNAL] Re: Additional opposition to zoning amendments at Tatum and Dynamite
Date: Tuesday, April 10, 2018 5:58:56 PM

Thank you!
 

From: Kaelee Wilson [mailto:kaelee.wilson@phoenix.gov] 
Sent: Tuesday, April 10, 2018 3:33 PM
To: Wade.Tinant
Subject: RE: [EXTERNAL] Re: Additional opposition to zoning amendments at Tatum and Dynamite
 
Wade,
Typically with a PUD the majority of the information is included within the development narrative
(what I sent you). They submitted larger copies of the elevations. If you would like any information
from the prior case, I would suggest going through a records request as that would be the most
expedited process. I have also reached out to the applicant and they are currently working on a time
for the first neighborhood meeting.
 
Thanks,
 

Kaelee Wilson
Village Planner – Deer Valley, North Gateway, Desert View and Rio Vista
 
City of Phoenix
Planning and Development Department
200 West Washington Street, 3rd Floor
Phoenix, Arizona 85003
Office: (602) 534-7696
 
 
 

From: Wade.Tinant [mailto:Wade.Tinant@kiewit.com] 
Sent: Tuesday, April 10, 2018 10:57 AM
To: Kaelee Wilson <kaelee.wilson@phoenix.gov>
Subject: Re: [EXTERNAL] Re: Additional opposition to zoning amendments at Tatum and Dynamite
 
Kaelee,
Thank you for the response. Is the narrative the only Information that was submitted? Is there
a way I can get a copy of the narrative that was submitted last October that was subsequently
withdrawn in January 2018? Do you want me to send you the previous petition to include in
the file for Z-22-18?

On Apr 9, 2018, at 11:18 AM, Kaelee Wilson <kaelee.wilson@phoenix.gov> wrote:

Wade,
1.      Joel correct me if I’m wrong, but it is my understanding we didn’t require a

separate rezoning pre application meeting
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2.      I am not sure when their first neighborhood meeting will be held.
3.      I am not sure when their first neighborhood meeting will be held.
4.      Please explain further. This case will be heard by Planning Commission after

the VPC meeting.
 
I will have to take a look further into the prior petition to see how specific it was to the
prior case.
 
Here is the link the development narrative:
 https://www.phoenix.gov/pddsite/Documents/PZ/Z-22-
18%20Development%20Narrative.pdf
 
Please let me know if you have any further questions.
 
Thanks,
 

Kaelee Wilson
Village Planner – Deer Valley, North Gateway, Desert View and Rio Vista
 
City of Phoenix
Planning and Development Department
200 West Washington Street, 3rd Floor
Phoenix, Arizona 85003
Office: (602) 534-7696
 
 
 

From: Wade.Tinant [mailto:Wade.Tinant@kiewit.com] 
Sent: Saturday, April 07, 2018 8:09 AM
To: Joel Carrasco <joel.carrasco@phoenix.gov>; Kaelee Wilson
<kaelee.wilson@phoenix.gov>
Subject: Re: [EXTERNAL] Re: Additional opposition to zoning amendments at Tatum
and Dynamite
 
Can I also get a copy of the previous application? I will do a records request if
that will help. I would like to compare the applications. Any ideas?

On Apr 6, 2018, at 1:16 PM, Wade.Tinant <Wade.Tinant@kiewit.com> wrote:

Thank you Joel.  Kaelee, nice to meet you via email. I look forward to
working with you.  Is there a way I can do a formal records request on this
application please?  The application I have does not have a case #. The
cover sheet for the information I do have is titled “ Tatum & Dynamite Self

Storage Planned Unit Development, 1st submittal March 27, 2018.
 
Also, can you confirm the information below:
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1.      Has the pre-application meeting taken place?
2.      Is the first neighborhood meeting to be held within one month of

this application (i.e. the 1st neighborhood meeting should be

before April 27th)?
3.      This would mean that neighbors within 600 ft. get an initial

notification no later than April 17th?
4.      Are there any items on any planning committee agenda in

relations to this proposed PUD?
5.      As Joel can attest, I am a part of a very interested neighborhood

and community in regards to development on this parcel. Please
feel free to reach out with any information or requests.

 
Also, to make it a part of the case files, Joel and I discussed adding the
previous petition to the previous submittal into this case file. Is that still
something we can do?
 
Thank you in advance.
 
Wade
 
 

From: Joel Carrasco [mailto:joel.carrasco@phoenix.gov] 
Sent: Friday, April 06, 2018 8:05 AM
To: Kaelee Wilson; Wade.Tinant
Subject: RE: [EXTERNAL] Re: Additional opposition to zoning amendments
at Tatum and Dynamite
 
Good Morning Wade,
I’m going to put you in touch with Kaelee Wilson, she is the new Desert
View Village Planner and will be processing the PUD request for this

proposal.  Kaelee can you provide Wade the location of the 1st draft PUD
narrative and keep him in the loop as this case continues through the
process.
 
Thank you!
 
Respectfully,
 
Joél Carrasco
Planner III - Long Range Planning Team
 
City of Phoenix
Planning and Development Department
200 West Washington Street, 3rd Floor
Phoenix, Arizona 85003
Phone (602) 262-6940
joel.carrasco@phoenix.gov
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From: Wade.Tinant [mailto:Wade.Tinant@kiewit.com] 
Sent: Thursday, April 05, 2018 7:44 PM
To: Joel Carrasco <joel.carrasco@phoenix.gov>
Subject: RE: [EXTERNAL] Re: Additional opposition to zoning amendments
at Tatum and Dynamite
 
Joel,
I hope you have been well. Wendy Riddell was kind enough to forward me
a copy of a document that was submitted as a PUD right before Easter. I
do not have a case number and I am not sure how I can do a public
records request to ensure I have all of the information on file.  Do you
have any guidance?
 
Thank you.
 
Wade
 

From: Joel Carrasco [mailto:joel.carrasco@phoenix.gov] 
Sent: Tuesday, January 30, 2018 10:18 AM
To: Wade.Tinant
Subject: RE: [EXTERNAL] Re: Additional opposition to zoning amendments
at Tatum and Dynamite
 
PUD process
https://www.phoenix.gov/pdd/pz/pzservices/planned-unit-development-
district
 
Public records request:
https://www.phoenix.gov/pio/public-records-request
 
 
Respectfully,
 
Joél Carrasco
Planner III - Long Range Planning Team
 
City of Phoenix
Planning and Development Department
200 West Washington Street, 3rd Floor
Phoenix, Arizona 85003
Phone (602) 262-6940
joel.carrasco@phoenix.gov
 

From: Wade.Tinant [mailto:Wade.Tinant@kiewit.com] 
Sent: Tuesday, January 30, 2018 8:44 AM
To: Joel Carrasco <joel.carrasco@phoenix.gov>
Subject: RE: [EXTERNAL] Re: Additional opposition to zoning amendments
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at Tatum and Dynamite
 
Joel,
I’m headed your way and should be there around 9:30AM.  I will have
some $ for copies (and a CD if that’s easier).  I was also curious if I could
dig up the drainage plans for the original “Phase 1” for CVS? That may be
located in another department. I don’t want to bog your day down and I
know you are busy. Hopefully I can at least shake your hand and say hello.
 
Wade
 

From: Wade.Tinant 
Sent: Sunday, January 28, 2018 5:43 PM
To: Susan Bitter Smith
Cc: wr@berryriddell.com; joel.carrasco@phoenix.gov
Subject: Re: [EXTERNAL] Re: Additional opposition to zoning amendments
at Tatum and Dynamite
 
I was looking for the information that was submitted with the initial
application. I understand the application may be undergoing some
adjustments as we move forward. I simply want to ensure I
understand the application as currently submitted.
Thank you. 
Wade

Sent from my iPhone

On Jan 28, 2018, at 1:04 PM, Susan Bitter Smith
<sbsmith@technicalsolutionsaz.com> wrote:

Wade, our client, as he promised he would, has listened
and reviewed the issues and concerns raised by you and
other residents and  is going to revise his proposal.  Stay
tuned, I will circle back once we know what his plan is. 
Thanks. Susan
 
On Sat, Jan 27, 2018 at 11:44 AM, Wade.Tinant
<Wade.Tinant@kiewit.com> wrote:
Susan,
I wanted to follow up with you on some of the
information requests.  I haven’t gotten any response. 
The lack of response is not cultivating a partnering
atmosphere with the community and is eroding what
little trust the community has in the developer.
 
For the final time, please at least commit to sending (or
not sending) the information requested. If you agree to
supply the information, please provide a date for the
ETA.  If I don’t hear from you by Monday, January 29th,
I will take time off of work in Las Vegas and go to the
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Phoenix planning office to retrieve the information
myself.
 
The information I am requesting is as follows:

1.       The information that has already been submitted
electronically (see notes below and attached).

2.       The sign in sheets from the Neighborhood meeting. 
I’m not asking for all of the notes, I’m just asking for
copies of the sign in sheets. I think this is a very
reasonable request.
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From: Wade.Tinant 
Sent: Sunday, January 21, 2018 12:39 PM
To: Susan Bitter Smith (sbsmith@technicalsolutionsaz.com);
wr@berryriddell.com; joel.carrasco@phoenix.gov; Jim Waring
(council.district.2@phoenix.gov);
barbara.gonzales@phoenix.gov
Cc: Wade.Tinant
Subject: Additional opposition to zoning amendments at
Tatum and Dynamite
 
In addition to the formal letter I wrote I want to also
communicate the following requests and opposition to
the proposed zoning amendments. A brief summary of
the specific actions requested:

1.      City of Phoenix (Joel)- please confirm that the public
meeting will not be held in advance of the regularly
scheduled Desert View Village Planning Meeting on
March 6, 2018.

2.      I am formally requesting all of the information the
developer submitted, electronic and hard copy, with their
application per the “Zoning Process Guide, rezoning and
special permit procedures outline” which is attached. If
the Developer does not wish to accommodate sharing
this electronic information and would rather require
neighborhood residents to make a special trip to the
planning office to gather this same information, please
clearly state that in response. There are also requests for
the supplemental information noted below (in relation to
traffic and parking).

1.      This request is very reasonable to
allow the neighborhood to properly vet
any conflict of interest with our
representation. 
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3.      Additional information requested of the developer.

4.      If the Developer has not provided this information,
as requested above and detailed below, we formally
request that Desert View Planning require this
information as a stipulation to the application.

5.      I have provided a markup of the current site plan. By
commenting on this site plan I am in no way
withdrawing my stern opposition to the proposed zoning
amendments and height waiver. Most of these comments
have been communicated previously.

6.      Once comment that I don’t recall coming up
previously - What is the purpose of “Building B” and
what zoning requirements will this building fall under?
What are the dimensions of this building? What would
happen if this parcel was subdivided in the future
(specifically in regards to the zoning of the Building B
portion of the parcel)? The developer is requesting a
waiver for not only the number of stories but also the
height of the building. WHY WOULD THESE SORTS
OF OUTBUILDINGS BE ALLOWED OR
REQUIRED? The outbuildings need to be incorporated
into the footprint of the major building, regardless of the
waiver being allowed or not.

1.      Building B removes unnecessary
desert landscape, greatly increases traffic
along the neighborhood, greatly increases
the density of the proposed development,
and does not fit with the adjacent R-18
zoning standards.

 
The substantiation for the requests summarized above is
listed below.
 
 

Public meeting schedule & confirmation
requested

                                    The post application meeting is
scheduled for Monday, February 5th. 

The next Village Planning meeting
is scheduled for Tuesday, February 6th.

Theoretically, the initial public
hearing could take place at this Village
Planning meeting on Tuesday, February



6th.  I (and others) formally request that
the initial public hearing be no earlier
than the Village Planning meeting on
Tuesday, March 6th.

A public meeting before March 6th

will not allow the residents and
community adequate time to review the
staff report and stipulations to be prepared
for a productive discussion before the
March 6th meeting.

While there is not a set duration to
post information, the sign in sheets and
information from the meeting Wednesday
have not even been posted yet. This fact
validates that a public meeting on
February 6th would truly not allow the
neighbors or community to be prepared
for a reasonable discussion.

Our community anticipates strong
attendance at this meeting.

Please confirm that the public meeting
will not be held in advance of March 6th.

Information requested from the
application from the Developer:

The following information is
required to be electronically
submitted with the application
(dated 10/27/17).
            Application information
form (pg. 11), Project Information
form (pg. 15-17), site plan (pg.
18), elevations, context plan (pg.
19),ownership verification form
(pg. 28), legal description (pg. 12),
principal & development team
(pg. 26), pre-application meeting
notes, aerial and parcel zoning
map.
 
We also request the following
supplemental information – traffic
study & the required traffic
generation statement; parking
study and parking statement.

Additional information requested of the
developer:



                                                              i.      A
baseline study on the current light,
noise, odor and vibration at the
boundary of the property near
each residence before this project
is approved. 

                                                            ii.      A
monitoring plan to ensure the
baseline values of the studies
above do not increase during the
construction or operation of this
proposed facility.

1.      These requirements are
noted in both C-1 and C-2
zoning and are very
reasonable requests spelled
out in the standards.

2.      How will the business
respond to violations of
these studies, in the sense
of time and/or money?

3.      How would residents
be able to follow this
monitoring and file
complaints?

4.      How would the
developer request (and
gain approval) for permits
to exceed baseline values?

5.      Being in the
construction industry for
over 20 years (including
the O&M portions of
proects) I have been
involved in multiple
projects that involved
exactly these kinds of
baseline testing and
ongoing monitoring. In
multiple cases residents
were offered off site
accomodations when any
of the sensitive values
being monitored were
exceeded. What is the plan



for this development?

                                                          iii.      Provide
examples in local villages where
height waivers have been
approved and disapproved.

 

                                                           iv.      Provide a
rendering that shows flood plain
elevation and top of building, roof
and sign elevations (and sign
locations).

                                                             v.      install
temporary poles at the proposed
building corners,  erected to the
height of the building to show the
view impact. Maybe neighbors
would be ok?

 

                                                           vi.      provide
other examples where R-18
residential zoning is abutted by C2
zoning.

 

 
--
Susan Bitter Smith
Vice President
Technical Solutions
4350 E. Camelback Rd., Suite G 200
Phoenix, AZ 85018
 
Phone: (602) 957-3434
Fax: (602) 955-4505



From: Wade.Tinant
To: Kaelee Wilson
Subject: Re: [EXTERNAL] RE: Definition check - Tatum & Dynamite
Date: Monday, May 14, 2018 11:36:37 AM

Can we set up a call? I work in Las Vegas.

On May 14, 2018, at 10:58 AM, Kaelee Wilson <kaelee.wilson@phoenix.gov> wrote:

Wade,
The lot is part of a commercial corner. The parcel itself is not a corner lot. I don’t
believe the PUD has made any claims that the parcel is a corner lot. It is identified as
commercial in the General Plan. If you would like to schedule a time to come in and
discuss all of your questions at once instead of having multiple email chains going, I
would be more than happy to do so.
 
Thanks,

Kaelee Wilson
Village Planner – Deer Valley, North Gateway, Desert View and Rio Vista
 
City of Phoenix
Planning and Development Department
200 West Washington Street, 3rd Floor
Phoenix, Arizona 85003
Office: (602) 534-7696
 
 
 

From: Wade.Tinant [mailto:Wade.Tinant@kiewit.com] 
Sent: Monday, May 14, 2018 10:28 AM
To: Kaelee Wilson <kaelee.wilson@phoenix.gov>
Subject: Re: [EXTERNAL] RE: Definition check - Tatum & Dynamite
 
Thank you Kaelee. I understand the parcel is currently zoned commercial. The map I
have from the General Plan is not as scaled as you provided. 
One of my main challenges is that this parcel is NOT on a corner. It may be a part of a
corner but it is not on THE corner. 
 
Also, the definition of a commercial core or corridor is VERY different than simply
having a commercial parcel on a corner. 
Please confirm that this PARCEL is not a corner lot. Maybe we read the proposal
differently but I’d still like confirmation that the parcel in question is NOT a corner lot. 
 
Also, regardless of what the proposal may or may not be inferring, this intersection and
this parcel are NOT identified as a core or corridor per the phx General Plan nor the
North Land Use Plan. Please confirm. 
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Thank you. 
Wade

On May 14, 2018, at 10:06 AM, Kaelee Wilson <kaelee.wilson@phoenix.gov> wrote:

Wade,
The parcel is designated as Commercial on the General Plan
<image001.png>.
 
I also don’t see where the PUD document refers to this lot as a corner lot.
It refers to this lot being at a corner with commercial development, which
is in fact true. This parcel is part of a commercial corner.
 
This site is part of a commercially zoned corner which I believe the
applicant is referring to when they describe it as a commercial core or
corridor.
 
Thanks,
 

Kaelee Wilson
Village Planner – Deer Valley, North Gateway, Desert View and Rio Vista
 
City of Phoenix
Planning and Development Department
200 West Washington Street, 3rd Floor
Phoenix, Arizona 85003
Office: (602) 534-7696
 
 
 
 
 

From: Wade.Tinant [mailto:Wade.Tinant@kiewit.com] 
Sent: Monday, May 14, 2018 6:55 AM
To: PDD Desert View VPC <desertviewvpc@phoenix.gov>; Kaelee Wilson
<kaelee.wilson@phoenix.gov>; Joel Carrasco
<joel.carrasco@phoenix.gov>
Subject: Re: Definition check - Tatum & Dynamite
 
Kaelee, 
I know folks are busy. Has anyone had a chance to run these definitions to
ground? If not, do you know when we can expect an answer?  
I would certainly like to have the City’s opinion on these definitions as we
prepare to review the City’s comments on the proposed pud. 
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On that subject, when we communicated last week you were hoping to
issue the staff’s initial comments to the Developer early this week. Do you
have a more definite schedule on the eta yet?
 
Thank you.
 
Wade

On May 8, 2018, at 9:24 PM, Wade.Tinant <Wade.Tinant@kiewit.com>
wrote:

I don’t believe I forwarded this request for clarification from
zoning.

Begin forwarded message:

From: Wade.Tinant
<Wade.Tinant@kiewit.com>
Date: May 2, 2018 at 7:45:25 PM PDT
To: "Kaelee Wilson
(kaelee.wilson@phoenix.gov)"
<kaelee.wilson@phoenix.gov>
Cc: "joel.carrasco@phoenix.gov"
<joel.carrasco@phoenix.gov>
Subject: Definition check - Tatum & Dynamite

Kaelee,
I have been through the General Plan, North
Land Use Plan and the proposal.  I have a
couple of questions on definitions:

<!--[if !supportLists]-->1.       <!--[endif]-->The
proposal mentions at least 4 times that
this is a “corner” lot.  Every definition I
can find of a corner lot requires a lot to
be at the intersection of two streets,
with lot lines intersecting at the corner
of the lot.

<!--[if !supportLists]-->a.       <!--
[endif]-->Can you confirm
whether or not this parcel is a
corner lot?

<!--[if !supportLists]-->2.       <!--[endif]-->The
proposal mentions at least 4 times that
the Phoenix General Plan calls for this
parcel to be commercial.  When I look
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at both the Phoenix General Plan and
the North Use Plan, I see that the only
commercial in this area was to be
North of Dynamite and west of Tatum.

<!--[if !supportLists]-->a.       <!--
[endif]-->Can you confirm that
while this parcel has been
zoned C-1, this parcel, per the
General Plan and North Land
Use Plan was not shown as
commercial?

<!--[if !supportLists]-->3.       <!--[endif]-->The
proposal mentions in several locations
that the intersection of Tatum &
Dynamite is a “core” or “area”. Again,
after a thorough review of the both the
Phoenix General Plan and the North
Land Use Plan, I cannot find a single
reference to Tatum & Dynamite being
identified as a core, area or corridor.

<!--[if !supportLists]-->a.       <!--
[endif]-->Can you confirm that
this intersection, per the
Phoenix General Plan and
North Land Use Plan, is not a
core, area or corridor? 

Thank you.
 
Wade



From: Wade.Tinant
To: Kaelee Wilson
Subject: Re: [EXTERNAL] RE: Definition check - Tatum & Dynamite
Date: Monday, May 14, 2018 10:28:29 AM
Attachments: image001.png

Thank you Kaelee. I understand the parcel is currently zoned commercial. The map I have
from the General Plan is not as scaled as you provided. 
One of my main challenges is that this parcel is NOT on a corner. It may be a part of a corner
but it is not on THE corner. 

Also, the definition of a commercial core or corridor is VERY different than simply having a
commercial parcel on a corner. 
Please confirm that this PARCEL is not a corner lot. Maybe we read the proposal differently
but I’d still like confirmation that the parcel in question is NOT a corner lot. 

Also, regardless of what the proposal may or may not be inferring, this intersection and this
parcel are NOT identified as a core or corridor per the phx General Plan nor the North Land
Use Plan. Please confirm. 

Thank you. 
Wade

On May 14, 2018, at 10:06 AM, Kaelee Wilson <kaelee.wilson@phoenix.gov> wrote:

Wade,
The parcel is designated as Commercial on the General Plan <image001.png>.
 
I also don’t see where the PUD document refers to this lot as a corner lot. It refers to
this lot being at a corner with commercial development, which is in fact true. This
parcel is part of a commercial corner.
 
This site is part of a commercially zoned corner which I believe the applicant is referring
to when they describe it as a commercial core or corridor.
 
Thanks,
 

Kaelee Wilson
Village Planner – Deer Valley, North Gateway, Desert View and Rio Vista
 
City of Phoenix
Planning and Development Department
200 West Washington Street, 3rd Floor
Phoenix, Arizona 85003
Office: (602) 534-7696
 
 
 

mailto:kaelee.wilson@phoenix.gov
mailto:kaelee.wilson@phoenix.gov



 
 

From: Wade.Tinant [mailto:Wade.Tinant@kiewit.com] 
Sent: Monday, May 14, 2018 6:55 AM
To: PDD Desert View VPC <desertviewvpc@phoenix.gov>; Kaelee Wilson
<kaelee.wilson@phoenix.gov>; Joel Carrasco <joel.carrasco@phoenix.gov>
Subject: Re: Definition check - Tatum & Dynamite
 
Kaelee, 
I know folks are busy. Has anyone had a chance to run these definitions to ground? If
not, do you know when we can expect an answer?  
I would certainly like to have the City’s opinion on these definitions as we prepare to
review the City’s comments on the proposed pud. 
 
On that subject, when we communicated last week you were hoping to issue the staff’s
initial comments to the Developer early this week. Do you have a more definite
schedule on the eta yet?
 
Thank you.
 
Wade

On May 8, 2018, at 9:24 PM, Wade.Tinant <Wade.Tinant@kiewit.com> wrote:

I don’t believe I forwarded this request for clarification from zoning.

Begin forwarded message:

From: Wade.Tinant <Wade.Tinant@kiewit.com>
Date: May 2, 2018 at 7:45:25 PM PDT
To: "Kaelee Wilson (kaelee.wilson@phoenix.gov)"
<kaelee.wilson@phoenix.gov>
Cc: "joel.carrasco@phoenix.gov"
<joel.carrasco@phoenix.gov>
Subject: Definition check - Tatum & Dynamite

Kaelee,
I have been through the General Plan, North Land Use Plan
and the proposal.  I have a couple of questions on
definitions:

<!--[if !supportLists]-->1.       <!--[endif]-->The proposal
mentions at least 4 times that this is a “corner” lot. 
Every definition I can find of a corner lot requires a
lot to be at the intersection of two streets, with lot
lines intersecting at the corner of the lot.
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<!--[if !supportLists]-->a.       <!--[endif]-->Can you
confirm whether or not this parcel is a
corner lot?

<!--[if !supportLists]-->2.       <!--[endif]-->The proposal
mentions at least 4 times that the Phoenix General
Plan calls for this parcel to be commercial.  When I
look at both the Phoenix General Plan and the North
Use Plan, I see that the only commercial in this area
was to be North of Dynamite and west of Tatum.

<!--[if !supportLists]-->a.       <!--[endif]-->Can you
confirm that while this parcel has been
zoned C-1, this parcel, per the General Plan
and North Land Use Plan was not shown as
commercial?

<!--[if !supportLists]-->3.       <!--[endif]-->The proposal
mentions in several locations that the intersection of
Tatum & Dynamite is a “core” or “area”. Again, after
a thorough review of the both the Phoenix General
Plan and the North Land Use Plan, I cannot find a
single reference to Tatum & Dynamite being
identified as a core, area or corridor.

<!--[if !supportLists]-->a.       <!--[endif]-->Can you
confirm that this intersection, per the
Phoenix General Plan and North Land Use
Plan, is not a core, area or corridor? 

Thank you.
 
Wade



From: Wade.Tinant
To: Kaelee Wilson
Subject: Re: [EXTERNAL] RE: Definition check - Tatum & Dynamite
Date: Monday, May 14, 2018 4:47:30 PM

Tomorrow I’m available between 8 am and 3 pm. I should also be available Wednesday
morning too. Do any of those slots work for you? If not we can look at Thursday or Friday
too.

Wade

On May 14, 2018, at 3:53 PM, Kaelee Wilson <kaelee.wilson@phoenix.gov> wrote:

Sure. When are you free?
 
Thanks,
 

Kaelee Wilson
Village Planner – Deer Valley, North Gateway, Desert View and Rio Vista
 
City of Phoenix
Planning and Development Department
200 West Washington Street, 3rd Floor
Phoenix, Arizona 85003
Office: (602) 534-7696
 
 
 

From: Wade.Tinant [mailto:Wade.Tinant@kiewit.com] 
Sent: Monday, May 14, 2018 11:37 AM
To: Kaelee Wilson <kaelee.wilson@phoenix.gov>
Subject: Re: [EXTERNAL] RE: Definition check - Tatum & Dynamite
 
Can we set up a call? I work in Las Vegas.

On May 14, 2018, at 10:58 AM, Kaelee Wilson <kaelee.wilson@phoenix.gov> wrote:

Wade,
The lot is part of a commercial corner. The parcel itself is not a corner lot.
I don’t believe the PUD has made any claims that the parcel is a corner lot.
It is identified as commercial in the General Plan. If you would like to
schedule a time to come in and discuss all of your questions at once
instead of having multiple email chains going, I would be more than happy
to do so.
 
Thanks,
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Kaelee Wilson
Village Planner – Deer Valley, North Gateway, Desert View and Rio Vista
 
City of Phoenix
Planning and Development Department
200 West Washington Street, 3rd Floor
Phoenix, Arizona 85003
Office: (602) 534-7696
 
 
 

From: Wade.Tinant [mailto:Wade.Tinant@kiewit.com] 
Sent: Monday, May 14, 2018 10:28 AM
To: Kaelee Wilson <kaelee.wilson@phoenix.gov>
Subject: Re: [EXTERNAL] RE: Definition check - Tatum & Dynamite
 
Thank you Kaelee. I understand the parcel is currently zoned commercial.
The map I have from the General Plan is not as scaled as you provided. 
One of my main challenges is that this parcel is NOT on a corner. It may be
a part of a corner but it is not on THE corner. 
 
Also, the definition of a commercial core or corridor is VERY different than
simply having a commercial parcel on a corner. 
Please confirm that this PARCEL is not a corner lot. Maybe we read the
proposal differently but I’d still like confirmation that the parcel in
question is NOT a corner lot. 
 
Also, regardless of what the proposal may or may not be inferring, this
intersection and this parcel are NOT identified as a core or corridor per
the phx General Plan nor the North Land Use Plan. Please confirm. 
 
Thank you. 
Wade

On May 14, 2018, at 10:06 AM, Kaelee Wilson
<kaelee.wilson@phoenix.gov> wrote:

Wade,
The parcel is designated as Commercial on the General Plan
<image001.png>.
 
I also don’t see where the PUD document refers to this lot as
a corner lot. It refers to this lot being at a corner with
commercial development, which is in fact true. This parcel is
part of a commercial corner.
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This site is part of a commercially zoned corner which I
believe the applicant is referring to when they describe it as
a commercial core or corridor.
 
Thanks,
 

Kaelee Wilson
Village Planner – Deer Valley, North Gateway, Desert View and Rio
Vista
 
City of Phoenix
Planning and Development Department
200 West Washington Street, 3rd Floor
Phoenix, Arizona 85003
Office: (602) 534-7696
 
 
 
 
 

From: Wade.Tinant [mailto:Wade.Tinant@kiewit.com] 
Sent: Monday, May 14, 2018 6:55 AM
To: PDD Desert View VPC <desertviewvpc@phoenix.gov>;
Kaelee Wilson <kaelee.wilson@phoenix.gov>; Joel Carrasco
<joel.carrasco@phoenix.gov>
Subject: Re: Definition check - Tatum & Dynamite
 
Kaelee, 
I know folks are busy. Has anyone had a chance to run these
definitions to ground? If not, do you know when we can
expect an answer?  
I would certainly like to have the City’s opinion on these
definitions as we prepare to review the City’s comments on
the proposed pud. 
 
On that subject, when we communicated last week you were
hoping to issue the staff’s initial comments to the Developer
early this week. Do you have a more definite schedule on the
eta yet?
 
Thank you.
 
Wade

On May 8, 2018, at 9:24 PM, Wade.Tinant
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<Wade.Tinant@kiewit.com> wrote:

I don’t believe I forwarded this request for
clarification from zoning.

Begin forwarded message:

From: Wade.Tinant
<Wade.Tinant@kiewit.com>
Date: May 2, 2018 at 7:45:25 PM
PDT
To: "Kaelee Wilson
(kaelee.wilson@phoenix.gov)"
<kaelee.wilson@phoenix.gov>
Cc: "joel.carrasco@phoenix.gov"
<joel.carrasco@phoenix.gov>
Subject: Definition check - Tatum
& Dynamite

Kaelee,
I have been through the General
Plan, North Land Use Plan and the
proposal.  I have a couple of
questions on definitions:

<!--[if !supportLists]-->1.       <!-
-[endif]-->The proposal
mentions at least 4 times
that this is a “corner” lot. 
Every definition I can find
of a corner lot requires a
lot to be at the
intersection of two
streets, with lot lines
intersecting at the corner
of the lot.

<!--[if !supportLists]--
>a.       <!--[endif]--
>Can you confirm
whether or not
this parcel is a
corner lot?

<!--[if !supportLists]-->2.       <!-
-[endif]-->The proposal
mentions at least 4 times
that the Phoenix General
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Plan calls for this parcel to
be commercial.  When I
look at both the Phoenix
General Plan and the
North Use Plan, I see that
the only commercial in
this area was to be North
of Dynamite and west of
Tatum.

<!--[if !supportLists]--
>a.       <!--[endif]--
>Can you confirm
that while this
parcel has been
zoned C-1, this
parcel, per the
General Plan and
North Land Use
Plan was not
shown as
commercial?

<!--[if !supportLists]-->3.       <!-
-[endif]-->The proposal
mentions in several
locations that the
intersection of Tatum &
Dynamite is a “core” or
“area”. Again, after a
thorough review of the
both the Phoenix General
Plan and the North Land
Use Plan, I cannot find a
single reference to Tatum
& Dynamite being
identified as a core, area
or corridor.

<!--[if !supportLists]--
>a.       <!--[endif]--
>Can you confirm
that this
intersection, per
the Phoenix
General Plan and
North Land Use
Plan, is not a core,



area or corridor? 
Thank you.
 
Wade



From: Wade.Tinant
To: Kaelee Wilson
Subject: Re: [EXTERNAL] RE: PUD questions
Date: Friday, May 18, 2018 11:02:24 AM

Thank you Kaelee. Are you still going to require a resubmittal? Even a resubmittal would not
necessarily trigger another neighborhood meeting, correct, unless the neighborhood concerns
have not been addressed?  
I guess my question is this- if the Developer elects to count the May 31 as their 2nd
neighborhood meeting, even if no changes have been made, would (or could) the next step be
the vpc meeting)?

Do you have an eta for issuing the comments?  

Thank you.

Wade

On May 18, 2018, at 10:56 AM, Kaelee Wilson <kaelee.wilson@phoenix.gov> wrote:

Wade,

They will be going off of the prior procedural guide. They can in fact count the May 31st

meeting as the second neighborhood meeting. It does not have to be after the second
submittal.
 
I have not issued the comments yet.
 
Thanks,
 

Kaelee Wilson
Village Planner – Deer Valley, North Gateway, Desert View and Rio Vista
 
City of Phoenix
Planning and Development Department
200 West Washington Street, 3rd Floor
Phoenix, Arizona 85003
Office: (602) 534-7696
 
 
 

From: Wade.Tinant [mailto:Wade.Tinant@kiewit.com] 
Sent: Thursday, May 17, 2018 4:04 PM
To: Kaelee Wilson <kaelee.wilson@phoenix.gov>
Cc: Wade.Tinant <Wade.Tinant@kiewit.com>
Subject: PUD questions
 
Kaelee,
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I happened to find an updated PUD Procedures Outline today.  Can you confirm which
PUD Procedures Outline applies to the PUD proposal at Tatum and Dynamite (ie the
Outline revised 1/8/16 or the Outline revised April 2018). I have not had a chance to
review and see what the differences are yet but I want to ensure we are looking at the
correct Outline.
 
The neighborhood received a notification of another Neighborhood Meeting on May
31. I just want to clarify – this is an additional First Neighborhood Meeting, correct?
After the you provide the Applicant with your staff comments and the Applicant

resubmits the proposal, the 2nd Neighborhood Meeting will be scheduled and held,
correct?  I guess I am wanting clarification per the PUD flowchart that the Meeting on

May 31 is NOT the 2nd Required Neighborhood Meeting.
 
Also, just to make sure I haven’t missed anything, I don’t believe you have posted the
Staff’s comments yet, correct?  You will still provide a copy of the staff’s comments
when you post/share them with the Developer, correct?
 
Thank you.
 
Wade



From: Wade.Tinant
To: Kaelee Wilson
Subject: Re: [EXTERNAL] RE: PUD Z-22-18 - Comments from a General Plan perspective
Date: Friday, May 04, 2018 10:19:50 AM
Attachments: image001.png
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On May 4, 2018, at 9:46 AM, Kaelee Wilson <kaelee.wilson@phoenix.gov> wrote:

Wade,
What is the best number to reach you at?
 
Thanks,

Kaelee Wilson
Village Planner – Deer Valley, North Gateway, Desert View and Rio Vista
 
City of Phoenix
Planning and Development Department
200 West Washington Street, 3rd Floor
Phoenix, Arizona 85003
Office: (602) 534-7696
 
 
 

From: Wade.Tinant [mailto:Wade.Tinant@kiewit.com] 
Sent: Friday, May 04, 2018 8:47 AM
To: PDD Desert View VPC <desertviewvpc@phoenix.gov>
Subject: FW: PUD Z-22-18 - Comments from a General Plan perspective
 
 
 

From: Wade.Tinant 
Sent: Monday, April 30, 2018 11:56 PM
To: Kaelee Wilson (kaelee.wilson@phoenix.gov); Jim Waring
(council.district.2@phoenix.gov)
Cc: Wade.Tinant
Subject: PUD Z-22-18 - Comments from a General Plan perspective
 
Kaelee Wilson & Councilman Waring,
 
For simplicity, I wanted to group comments on how I believe this PUD proposal is in
conflict with the 2015 Phoenix General Plan (PGP) into a single email.
 

mailto:kaelee.wilson@phoenix.gov
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Unlike the PUD proposal, my comments will address all of the principles of a section,
not just those convenient to support my own point of view. My comments pertain to
Opportunity Sites, Certainty & Character as well as the  Cores, Centers and Corridors
portion of the 2015 PGP as these sections are referenced in the proposal. I have
attached these excerpts for your reference.
 
The proposal sites conformance with six Land Use & Design Principles in these 3
portions of the 2015 PGP.  I elected to take a broader approach to analyze compliance
with the 2015 PGP. I compared the proposal against all 27 of the Land Use & Design
Principles pertaining to these same 3 portions of the 2015 PGP.  As a Civil Engineer with
over 20 years in the design build industry, in my opinion, the proposal was in conflict
with 18 of these principles, 7 principles were NA, the site plan has not been developed
to the point to confirm or deny compliance with 1 principle, and, I do agree that the
proposal met one of the 27 principles.
 
Here is an in depth look at each section and its corresponding Land Use & Design
Principles.
 
Opportunity Sites
The Developer implies that this PUD would support this section of the Phoenix General
Plan. I don’t agree. While this proposal would develop 5.6 AC of currently vacant
property near existing services, the Land Use and Design Principles are not met.
 
Land Use & Design Principle #1
Support reasonable levels of increased intensity, respectful of local conditions and
surrounding neighborhoods. 
 
Shoehorning a C2 business up into an R-18 neighborhood instead of allowing a C1
business to occupy this parcel is NOT respectful of local conditions or respectful of the
surrounding neighborhood.  Over 95% (and growing) of the adjacent neighborhood
does not want this facility as well over 1,000 from the local community. This staggering
opposition is even after the Developer “listened” and “implemented” requested
changes from the previous proposal (Z-89—17 & Z-SP-16-17) that was withdrawn.
Allowing a C2 business on this parcel does not support a gradual transition from
commercial to residential. This structure would absolutely dominate our skyline and
our community. This facility would be taller than CVS, have over seven times the floor
SF of CVS and occupy the footprint of 2.5 CVS buildings stacked together.
 
There is already more commercial zoning at this intersection that outlined in the
General Plan due to rezoning case Z-71-03 which established commercial zoning on the
NE corner of Tatum & Dynamite.
 
I challenge that the proposal is respectful of local conditions and surrounding
neighborhoods. 
 



Land Use & Design Principle #2
Encourage development of the taller and larger buildings in Areas of Change away from
single-family and low-rise, multifamily housing.
This parcel is NOT located in an Area of Change.  This development would certainly not
be “away” from single-family housing. 
 
This proposal violates every part of Land Use & Design Principle #2.
 
Land Use & Design Principle #3
Promote and encourage compatible development and redevelopment with a mix of
housing types in neighborhoods close to employment centers, commercial areas, and
where transit or transportation alternatives exist.
 
This principle is not applicable in this situation.
 
Tools: Policies and Actions
Is this site truly ranked at the top of the priority list for development? Is this area truly a
place where greater intensity is warranted?
 
Certainty & Character
 
The Goal: Every neighborhood and community should have a level of certainty. 
Ensure that development, redevelopment and infrastructure supports and reinforces
the character and identity of each unique community and neighborhood.
 
This proposal is in direct conflict with this Core Value subsection of the 2015 GDP. This
parcel already rezoned once, in 1999, per Z-125-99. Our homes were built at this same
time.  We purchased our homes based on the adjacent zoning being C1.  We based the
selection of our home, our largest single investment, based on being adjacent to C1
zoning.  We were certain that the zoning on the adjacent parcel would not change. 
Approving this PUD would be in direct conflict with this core value and would
undermine constituents confidence in future real estate transactions based on adjacent
zoning.
 
This Core Value is even further undermined when considering the character of Desert
View, as stated in the North Land Use plan. Conflicts with the North Use Plan will be
contained in a separate communication.
 
Land Use & Design Principle #1
Located land uses with the greatest height and most intense uses within the limits
based on village character, land use needs, infrastructure and transportation system
capacity.
 
The core areas for Desert View are located at Desert Ridge and I-17 and Carefree
Highway.  A core at Cave Creek Rd and Dynamite was considered, but, with the



evaporation of the planned freeway north of the 101 loop, it was determined that this
location would not support the definition of a core. There is a commercial core at Cave
Creek Rd and Pinnacle Peak.  Nowhere is Tatum and Dynamite mentioned as a place
sited for increased intensity. This intersection has already experienced an increased
intensity due to the rezoning case Z-71-03 which established commercial zoning on the
NE corner of Tatum & Dynamite. More commercial development in this area would
render the “standards” as mere “suggestions”, and, not even strong suggestions at
that.
 
Even though the financial outlook is the responsibility of the Developer, from an land
use needs standpoint, how can more storage units be needed?  Especially if the rule of
thumb that says 90% of the business for a storage unit comes from with a 5 mile
radius.  When a 5 mile radius is drawn around each of these existing storage units, the
overlap coupled with the strength of opposition, would indicate that we do NOT need
another storage facility.
<image001.png>
 
Land Use & Design Principle #2
Protect residential areas from concentrations of incompatible land uses that could
change their character or destabilize land values.
 
Although the burden of proof is on the Developer in zoning amendments, the citizens

have reached out and solicited independent, 3rd party real estate experts. Over 25

local, independent, 3rd party experts have clearly stated that this development would
impact local land and housing values.  I don’t know how to more clearly illustrate the
financial impact this proposal would have on local real estate. This proposal has already
been shown to be in direct conflict with the “change in character”  portion of this
principle and will not be re-iterated here.
 
Land Use & Design Principle #3
New development and expansion or redevelopment of existing development in or
near residential areas should be compatible with existing uses and consistent with
adopted plans.
 
With the aforementioned saturation of storage facilities in the immediate area, I would
struggle to say that this proposal would be “compatible”.  I would also say that
cramming a C2 business in between C1 zoning and R-18 zoning would be in direct
conflict with adopted plans.
 
Land Use & Design Principle #4
Disperse group homes and homeless shelters throughout the city in locations where
they are compatible with surrounding densities. They should not be concentrated in
any one neighborhood or urban village.
 
This proposal is not applicable to this principle, and, with some of the lowest densities



in the valley, the north portion of Desert View is not compatible with this type of
development.
 
Land Use & Design Principle #5
Residential Conversion Policy: Encourage properties and neighborhoods planned for
residential use to continue as residential uses rather than being assembled for
nonresidential development.
NA
 
Land Use & Design Principle #6
Protect and enhance the character of each neighborhood and its various housing
lifestyles through new development that is compatible in scale, design and
appearance.
 
This proposal would violate any sense of compatibility in scale. Taller than CVS? Seven
times the floor space of CVS? 2.5 times the footprint of CVS?  We will need to change
the name of our local high school from Cactus Shadows to Storage Unit Shadows.
 
Land Use & Design Principle #7
Provide high quality urban design and amenities that reflect the best of urban living
at an appropriate village scale.
 
The disproportionate scale has been discussed. The forthcoming analysis of the North
Land Use Plan will further challenge the “amenities of the best urban living” portion of
this principle.
 
Land Use & Design Principle #8
Create new development or redevelopment that is sensitive to the scale and
character of the surrounding neighborhood and incorporate adequate development
standards to prevent negative impact(s) on the residential properties.
 
The manner in which this proposal is not consistent with the scale or character of the
surrounding neighborhood has already been communicated.  The negative impacts on
the residential properties has also been communicated in previous sections.   These
points will not be reiterated here.
 
Land Use & Design Principle #9
All housing should be developed and constructed in a quality manner.
 
NA
 
Land Use & Design Principle #9
Enhance the compatibility of residential infill projects by carefully designing the
edges of the development to be sensitive to adjacent housing. Create landscape
buffers and other amenities to link new and existing development.



 
If this project were to be considered an infill project, it is not sensitive to adjacent
housing.  The erosion of economic value, the elimination of mountain views, the spot
zoning for a C2 business are not sensitive to the adjacent, existing housing.  This lot has
already been subdivided twice. At what point do we say the parcel has been adequately
developed?
 
Land Use & Design Principle #10
Design neighborhood retail to be compatible in scale and character and orientated
towards the residential areas it serves.  In terms of both design and pedestrian
linkages. Traffic, noise or other factors should not negatively impact adjacent
residential areas.
 
The proposal is in complete conflict with this principle.  If the zoning were left at C1,
neighborhood retail could be implemented. Local, small businesses could be located on
this parcel.  With the aforementioned saturation and vacancy in existing storage units,
combined with the overwhelming opposition to this proposal, this proposal is
absolutely NOT orientated towards the residential area it would serve.  Traffic, noise,
visibility, light and open space would absolutely have a negative impact on adjacent
residential areas.
 
Land Use & Design Principle #11
Protect the neighborhoods views of open space, mountains and man-made or
natural landmarks.
 
Review the attached pictures with the building perimeter outlined on the picture from
adjacent residences. This proposal would completely eliminate these views.  The
improvements residents have made on their properties to enjoy the annual average
temperature of 74.2 degrees and 334 days of sunshine per year would be for not if this
out of scale development were to be approved.
 
Land Use & Design Principle #12
When making changes and improvements near residential areas, avoid any
alteration or destruction of points of reference (such as prominent natural features
or historical buildings), focal points, and place names important to the area’s
identity.
 
Our mountain views will be gone. Not altered. GONE.
 
Land Use & Design Principle #13
Promote neighborhood identity through planning that reinforces the existing
landscaping and character of the area. Each new development should contribute to
the character identified for the village.
 
<image002.png>



 
The information above was copied directly from the Desert View Village home page. 
How would allowing a zoning change to insert an intermediate commercial business up
against a residential neighborhood (in the north part of the village with “vast amounts
of open space and large lot single family residences located throughout dark sky
areas”) even be contemplated as contributing to the character identified above?
 
Land Use & Design Principle #14
Create or maintain spacing requirements for small-scale incompatible land uses such
as adult businesses, homeless shelters, residential treatment facilities and other
group facilities, to avoid concentration that change the character of the area.
 
I will say the revised proposal has mitigated the risk of these types of C2 businesses
being placed on the parcel as compared to the full rezoning to C2 called for in the initial
proposal.
 
Land Use & Design Principle #15
Provide impact-mitigating features (such as extra width or depth, single story units,
or landscape buffering) when new residential lots abut existing non-residential uses
or are adjacent to arterial streets or freeway corridors. Dissimilar land uses often
require additional separation or other measures to achieve compatibility.
 
NA-applies to new residential.
 
Land Use & Design Principle #16
Require appropriate transitions/buffers between neighborhoods and adjacent uses.
 
Allowing a zoning change that would inject a C2 business in between existing C1
businesses and zoning and existing R-18 zoning would contradict any sort of transition. 
An appropriate transition would be C2 adjacent to C1 adjacent to R-18 zoning, not C1
adjacent to C2 adjacent to R-18 zoning.
 
Land Use & Design Principle #17
Integrate into the development design natural features such as washes, canals,
significant topography and existing vegetation, which are important in providing
character to new subdivisions.
 
NA-applies to new subdivisions
 
Land Use & Design Principle #18
Encourage a streetscape that is not dominated by garage doors, by improving and
varying home design or increasing or varying lot sizes.
 
NA-residential
Land Use & Design Principle #19



Encourage public and private utilities, including high-tension wires, to be located
underground to enhance the overall appearance of neighborhoods. If high tension
wires cannot be placed underground, they should not be placed along local
neighborhood streets.
 
Site plan has not evaluated where or how power will be brought into the site.  Power
needs to come from Dynamite (wet utilities are coming in from Tatum per the current
site plan).
 
Land Use & Design Principle #20
Freeways and parkways within the city should be designed or mitigated to be
sensitive to adjacent neighborhoods.
 
NA
 
Cores, Centers and Corridors
 
Land Use & Design Principle #1
Locate land uses with the greatest height and most intense uses within village cores,
centers and corridors based on village character, land use needs and transportation
system capacity.
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This excerpt from the North Land Use Plan references a commercial core at
Dynamite and Cave Creek Road.
 
<image004.png>
 
This excerpt from the North Area Land Plan pinpoints the employment centers in the
village.
 
<image005.png>
 
This excerpt illustrates the community service areas in Desert View.
 
<image006.png>
 
After reviewing the 2015 PGP and the North Land Use Plan, I can find no mention of
Tatum and Dynamite being any type of core, area or corridor.  The proposal references
Tatum and Dynamite as being a core area in a couple of locations. Tatum and Dynamite
is NOT identified as a core area.



 
Land Use & Design Principle #2
Plan cores, centers and corridors to include a variety of land uses: office, shopping,
retail, entertainment and cultural, housing, hotel and resort, and where
appropriate, some types of industry.
 
Tatum and Dynamite is NOT identified as a core, center or corridor.
 
 
Land Use & Design Principle #3
Encourage centers to provide a pedestrian environment with plazas, common open
space, shaded walkways, separation of pedestrian and vehicular traffic, bicycle
parking and vehicle parking, in architecturally disguised structures or underground
where possible.
 
Tatum and Dynamite is NOT identified as a center.
 
Land Use & Design Principle #4
Promote development in compact cores, centers and corridors that are connected
by roads, roads and transit and are designed to encourage walking and bicycling.
 
Tatum and Dynamite is NOT identified as a core, center or corridor.
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 



 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 



From: Wade.Tinant
To: Kaelee Wilson
Subject: Re: [EXTERNAL] RE: Questions from the community- PUD process and PUD Z-22-18 status
Date: Monday, May 21, 2018 11:35:35 AM
Attachments: image003.png
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I can respond via email - do you have time to talk?

Wade

On May 21, 2018, at 10:27 AM, Kaelee Wilson <kaelee.wilson@phoenix.gov> wrote:

Wade,
<!--[if !supportLists]-->1.       <!--[endif]-->Yes, a pre-application meeting was held.

Minutes are not taken during these meetings. If you would like a copy of those
items, a document retrieval request will need to be filed.

<!--[if !supportLists]-->2.       <!--[endif]-->Yes, they submitted a fact-finding form.
<!--[if !supportLists]-->3.       <!--[endif]-->Please further explain what you mean by

this? A summary of the meeting is given at the post-application meeting which
hasn’t been held or scheduled yet.

<!--[if !supportLists]-->4.       <!--[endif]-->The applicant is holding their second

neighborhood meeting on May 31st.
<!--[if !supportLists]-->5.       <!--[endif]-->We cannot hold up the process of the

meetings. It is up to the applicant on how they choose to proceed.
Thanks,
 

Kaelee Wilson
Village Planner – Deer Valley, North Gateway, Desert View and Rio Vista
 
City of Phoenix
Planning and Development Department
200 West Washington Street, 3rd Floor
Phoenix, Arizona 85003
Office: (602) 534-7696
 
 
 

From: Wade.Tinant [mailto:Wade.Tinant@kiewit.com] 
Sent: Saturday, May 19, 2018 3:34 PM
To: Kaelee Wilson <kaelee.wilson@phoenix.gov>; PDD Desert View VPC
<desertviewvpc@phoenix.gov>
Cc: Wade.Tinant <Wade.Tinant@kiewit.com>
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Subject: Questions from the community- PUD process and PUD Z-22-18 status
 
Kaelee,
I appreciate your continued support in answering questions.
 
I am receiving questions from the community that I am not able to answer in regards to
the PUD process.  Can you help me by answering the questions below? I have
referenced page numbers from the PUD Procedures Outline where I thought
applicable.
 
Readers Digest version (with details below):
 

<!--[if !supportLists]-->1.       <!--[endif]-->Was the Pre-Application meeting held?  If
so, can the minutes and signature list of attendees be provided? (page 3 of 54)

<!--[if !supportLists]-->2.       <!--[endif]-->Was the Fact Finding requested? Was it
performed? Was it waived? (page 3 of 54)

<!--[if !supportLists]-->3.       <!--[endif]-->Is the required information from the May

3rd Neighborhood Meeting posted and available for the Community to review?
(page 4 of 54)

<!--[if !supportLists]-->4.       <!--[endif]-->Does the Director of Planning and
Development intend to waive the Second Neighborhood Meeting? (page 4 of
54)

<!--[if !supportLists]-->5.       <!--[endif]-->Do the Village Planners intend to support
the Community in their request this PUD Z-22-18 not be discussed at any
Village Planning Committee meetings until school resumes in the fall? We have
multiple neighbors that leave for the summer (snow birds, extended summer
vacations with the kids, etc.). Councilman Waring seemed to think this was
reasonable when we all spoke. (page 4 of 54).

 
 
Supporting information for the questions posed above:
 
 

<!--[if !supportLists]-->1.       <!--[endif]-->Can you confirm the Pre-Application

Meeting was not held?  I know we exchanged emails on April 9th to the effect
that this meeting had been waived, but I’d like to confirm the meeting was not
held. If it was held, would it be possible to obtain the meeting minutes and
signatures of attendees?

<!--[if !vml]--><!--[endif]--><image007.png>
 

<!--[if !supportLists]-->2.       <!--[endif]-->Can you confirm that the Fact Finding (PUD
Process pages 8-9 of 54) was requested? Can you confirm whether the Fact
Finding was completed or waived by the Planning and Development Director or
their designee? (See first bullet point in the excerpt above). Can this document
be obtained, or, if the requirement was waived, can the approval of the waiver



be obtained?  Here is why I ask:
<!--[if !supportLists]-->a.       <!--[endif]-->This application was submitted on

3/27/18.

<!--[if !supportLists]-->                                                               i.      <!--[endif]-->As of May 18th, for the
first time (outside of community concerns), the recognition of
the parcel being in an AO floodplain has been recognized (by
the Village Planners, not the Developer). This would have been
addressed by Fact Finding questions 13 and 15.

<!--[if !supportLists]-->                                                             ii.      <!--[endif]-->This discussion with
Floodplain Management, before the Application was
submitted, would have allowed the Developer to offer specific
details about permitting a basement in an AO floodplain and
would have potentially prevented me from calling Floodplain
Management and would have prevented the Developer from
inaccurately requesting “I would ask that you please refrain
from continuously circulating false and misleading
information.”

<!--[if !supportLists]-->                                                           iii.      <!--[endif]-->The requirements in the
Fact Finding document could potentially have sparred these
verbal assaults, from the Developer to the Community.  The
PUD process is intended to encourage collaboration, not drive
wedges.
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<!--[if !supportLists]-->                                                           iv.      <!--[endif]-->The community has

inquired about the security gates. These inquiries would have
been addressed by Fact Finding question 21.

<!--[if !supportLists]-->                                                             v.      <!--[endif]-->The community has
raised questions about compliance with the Driveway
Ordinance. This would have been addressed by Fact Finding
question 22.
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<!--[if !supportLists]-->b.       <!--[endif]-->As of May 18th, nearly two months
and one Neighborhood Meeting later, questions that would normally

<image003.png>
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have been addressed in the Fact Finding and/or Pre Application
meeting linger on.

 
 
 

<!--[if !supportLists]-->3.       <!--[endif]--> The PUD Process, per page 4 of 54,
requires the following meeting summary information:

                <image012.png>
 
 

<!--[if !supportLists]-->a.       <!--[endif]-->There was a Neighborhood

Meeting on May 3rd.  The information listed above has been requested,
from the Developer, on multiple occasions.  Has this information been
submitted to the staff?

<!--[if !supportLists]-->b.       <!--[endif]-->The community wants to review
this required information, in a timely manner, to ensure their
attendance and comment cards were officially received and recorded.

<!--[if !supportLists]-->c.       <!--[endif]-->I mainly ask because the
community was just notified of another Neighborhood meeting on May
31. It would be beneficial for attendees, of either meeting, to be able to
reference the information spelled out above.  Can or will this
information be provided?

<!--[if !supportLists]-->4.       <!--[endif]-->2nd Neighborhood meeting
<!--[if !supportLists]-->a.       <!--[endif]-->After comparing the letter dated

May 14th announcing the meeting to be held on May 31st, and, the
template for the Second Neighborhood Meeting, on page 22 of 54 of
the PUD Procedures, it is readily apparent, in my opinion, that is letter

is NOT calling the meeting on May 31st  the “Second” Neighborhood
meeting.

<!--[if !supportLists]-->                                                               i.      <!--[endif]-->Per the template letter,
the initial paragraph specifically calls out “…invite you to a
second neighborhood meeting…”

<!--[if !supportLists]-->                                                             ii.      <!--[endif]-->The letter dated May

14th, states  “..invite you to an additional neighborhood
meeting…”.

<!--[if !supportLists]-->b.       <!--[endif]-->Will the Planning and Development
Director waive the Second Neighborhood Meeting (as he is allowed to
do per page 4 of 54)?

<!--[if !supportLists]-->c.       <!--[endif]-->I ask so that the community can be
accurately informed as to where we are at in the PUD process, and, so
that the community can properly prepare for upcoming meetings.

<!--[if !vml]-->

<!--[endif]--> 
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<!--[if !supportLists]-->5.       <!--[endif]-->First Village Planning Committee meeting
<!--[if !supportLists]-->a.       <!--[endif]-->Do the Village Planners intend to

support the Community’s request, a request that  Councilman Waring
said seemed reasonable, and ensure that this PUD is not discussed at
any Village Planning meeting until after school resumes (i.e. before the
September Village Planning meeting)?

 
Thank you for your continued support.
 
Wade 



From: Wade.Tinant
To: Joshua Bednarek
Cc: Kaelee Wilson; Samantha Keating
Subject: Re: [EXTERNAL] Re: Questions to attach to comment card from last night
Date: Thursday, August 09, 2018 4:05:13 AM

Josh,
Thank you so much for the help and the response. You are spot on- I am mainly interested in
getting the “official” head count  as soon as I can (or just copies of the sign in sheets) so we
are all using the same attendance numbers. No worries waiting for the “content” part of the
meeting minutes. Another question- will the speaker cards be posted/public record and will the
total number of cards marked “opposed” be counted/quantified to confirm opposition
numbers?

Thank you all again.

Wade

On Aug 8, 2018, at 9:49 PM, Joshua Bednarek <joshua.bednarek@phoenix.gov> wrote:

Wade:

No apology necessary. We can add your questions to the case file with your
comment card.

We won’t have draft minutes done until about 10 days before the next meeting.
The minutes won’t be finalized until they are voted on by the committee at the
next meeting.

I’ll defer to Kaelee on when we might be able to give you the total sign in count. 

Josh 

Sent from my iPhone

On Aug 8, 2018, at 5:58 PM, Wade.Tinant <Wade.Tinant@kiewit.com> wrote:

Josh,
I handed you the wrong stack of papers last night to include with my
comment card. Can these comments be attached to my comment card? I
apologize for the inconvenience.  Thank you for your help last night.
When do you guys anticipate having the minutes and official attendance
posted?
 
Wade

<Questions attached to WT comment card at 8-7-18 meeting.docx>
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From: Wade.Tinant
To: Kaelee Wilson
Cc: Samantha Keating; Joshua Bednarek
Subject: Re: [EXTERNAL] RE: Revised proposal
Date: Tuesday, August 14, 2018 10:00:31 AM

Got it. Thank you.

> On Aug 14, 2018, at 9:42 AM, Kaelee Wilson <kaelee.wilson@phoenix.gov> wrote:
>
> Wade,
> The request is in for the narrative to be uploaded to the website but in the meantime, I have attached the narrative
to this email. Please let me know if you have any questions.
>
> Thanks,
>
> Kaelee Wilson
> Village Planner - Deer Valley, North Gateway, Desert View and Rio Vista
>
> City of Phoenix
> Planning and Development Department
> 200 West Washington Street, 3rd Floor
> Phoenix, Arizona 85003
> Office: (602) 534-7696
>
>
>
> -----Original Message-----
> From: Wade.Tinant [mailto:Wade.Tinant@kiewit.com]
> Sent: Tuesday, August 14, 2018 8:36 AM
> To: Kaelee Wilson <kaelee.wilson@phoenix.gov>; Samantha Keating <samantha.keating@phoenix.gov>
> Cc: Joshua Bednarek <joshua.bednarek@phoenix.gov>
> Subject: Revised proposal
>
> Kaelee,
> If you get a chance to send the link to the new proposal it would be appreciated.
>
> Thank you.
> Wade
> <PUD Narrative (3rd Submittal 8.9.18).PDF>
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From: Kaelee Wilson
To: Neysa Morrissey; "DesertViewVPC@phoenix.gov"; Council District 2 PCC; wr@berryriddell.com
Cc: Wade.Tinant <Wade.Tinant@kiewit.com> (Wade.Tinant@kiewit.com)
Subject: RE: Amendment - Frustrated home owner - regarding the neighborhood meeting - Thursday, May 3, 2018 &

Thursday, May 31
Date: Tuesday, May 22, 2018 9:18:25 AM
Attachments: image001.png
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Neysa,
As I stated in my previous correspondence, there is no voting at this meeting. This is an informative
neighborhood meeting regarding the case.
 
Thanks,
 

Kaelee Wilson
Village Planner – Deer Valley, North Gateway, Desert View and Rio Vista
 
City of Phoenix
Planning and Development Department
200 West Washington Street, 3rd Floor
Phoenix, Arizona 85003
Office: (602) 534-7696
 
 
 

From: Neysa Morrissey [mailto:neysa@morrisseytravel.com] 
Sent: Tuesday, May 22, 2018 9:17 AM
To: 'DesertViewVPC@phoenix.gov'; Kaelee Wilson <kaelee.wilson@phoenix.gov>; Council District 2
PCC <council.district.2@phoenix.gov>; wr@berryriddell.com
Cc: Wade.Tinant <Wade.Tinant@kiewit.com> (Wade.Tinant@kiewit.com)
<Wade.Tinant@kiewit.com>
Subject: Amendment - Frustrated home owner - regarding the neighborhood meeting - Thursday,
May 3, 2018 & Thursday, May 31
 

Good morning,
 
Please accept this written notification to amend my original correspondence.
 
To include the below:
 

·         I do not approve and vote NO to this project
·         I do not approve and vote NO to the re-zoning
·         I do not Approve and vote NO of a Cell Towner in any form or fashion – either 1 or

multiple with the proposed project
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Thank you for your time.
 
Neysa Morrissey
Resident - Diamond Creek Community
 

Neysa Morrissey 
Morrissey & Associates, LLC
Phone:  480-515-2688  eFax:  480-393-1966
Mobile: 480-682-8133 Email: Neysa@MorrisseyTravel.com
www.MorrisseyTravel.com

  
 

 
From: Neysa Morrissey 
Sent: Monday, May 21, 2018 3:28 PM
To: 'DesertViewVPC@phoenix.gov'; 'Kaelee Wilson'; 'Jim Waring'; wr@berryriddell.com
Cc: Wade.Tinant <Wade.Tinant@kiewit.com> (Wade.Tinant@kiewit.com)
Subject: RE: Frustrated home owner - regarding the neighborhood meeting - Thursday, May 3, 2018 &
Thursday, May 31
 
Good afternoon,
 
I am in receipt of the new letter dated May 14, 2018….
 
The meeting is set for Thursday, May 31, 2018, between 6:00pm – 7:00 at the JW Marriott Desert Ridge
Resort….
 
Previously, myself and multiple residents requested future meetings with our Community regarding this
issue:
 

·         Location to be at the Desert Broom Library or The Creek, a community friendly location. The JW
Marriott is not convenient or easy for anyone from the community

·         Meetings to not be scheduled until September. Some of our homeowners have already left for
the season and this is a family community. Nearly every family has a week or two vacation
planned this summer.  Our Councilman and planning leads supported relaxing the timeframe
requirements to allow this to happen.

·         A little more than the absolute minimum notice would be appreciated.  The habit of doing the
absolute minimum only deepens distrust and concern about what the     Developer would do if
this zoning amendment ever got approved.

 
Seems our request for a community friendly location is not of importance to anyone other than us, the
people who live in the community.  Our request was met with deaf ears.
 
Seems our comments regarding the location of the meeting at the JW Marriott being very difficult to find
as well as the location being changed on us at the last minute without adequate signage is also falling on
deaf ears.
 
Seems us asking for a little more time from the date the letter to the community is written (May 14) to the
time of the meeting (May 31) is exactly 12 workings days from the date the letter was written, not the
number of days the letters have been in our hands. The time frame also includes a heavily celebrated
family holiday – Memorial Day.
Why? Because it is a heavily celebrated family holiday and the developer doesn’t want us to vote against
the project so hold the vote when the community is gone?
 
Seems us asking for a hold on meetings until our community is back to full occupancy was also met with
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deaf ears. Our family community has vacations, some live here seasonally to get away from the heat
and/or like to celebrate Memorial Day, July 4th and Labor Day holidays away.
 
My perception is that every step is being taken to make this a very challenging situation for our
community.
 
I for one will not be able to make the Thursday, May 31, 2018 meeting to sign in and vote due to the
Memorial Day Holiday. So,  I am taking the time to write this letter and the opportunity to put on record
that:
 

·         I do not approve and vote NO to this project
·         I do not approve and vote NO to the re-zoning

 
Please utilize the correspondence as my vote and be binding.  If there is another method that I personally
need to make to ensure my vote counts, please inform me at your earliest convenience.
 
Thank you for your time.
 
Neysa Morrissey
Resident - Diamond Creek Community
 
 

Neysa Morrissey 
Morrissey & Associates, LLC
Phone:  480-515-2688  eFax:  480-393-1966
Mobile: 480-682-8133 Email: Neysa@MorrisseyTravel.com
www.MorrisseyTravel.com

  
 

 
From: Neysa Morrissey 
Sent: Friday, May 04, 2018 10:28 AM
To: 'DesertViewVPC@phoenix.gov'; 'Kaelee Wilson'; 'Jim Waring'; wr@berryriddell.com
Cc: Wade.Tinant <Wade.Tinant@kiewit.com> (Wade.Tinant@kiewit.com)
Subject: Frustrated home owner - regarding the neighborhood meeting - Thursday, May 3, 2018
 
Good morning,
 
I am extremely disappointed and personally upset with the Developer and the process of this meeting.
 
Please understand, the notification letter for the Neighborhood Meeting, postmarked on 4/19 PM, was
completely last minute for compliance and directed people to attend the meeting at the Desert
Conference Suite at the JW Marriott. (there are multiple Desert Conference Suites at the JW Marriott
Desert Ridge – as I walked the entire hall/meeting space area looking for the Developer and the meeting
at the designated location that was NOT THERE!
 
Our neighbor and friend Wade Tinan, took time out of his day to go to the Marriott last Thursday and
obtain facility maps to help our community members find their way to the meeting.
 
I arrived a few minutes late to the 5 PM meeting, looking up and down the area of Desert Conference
Suites to find no meeting or signs directing me or anyone else. Unfortunately, I was not as lucky as fellow
neighbors who found someone to point them in the right direction.  I was informed there was no meeting
there.
 
Wade Tinan has pictures from every entrance and the Desert Conference Suite. No signs or mention of
the meeting changing locations. Even with the absolute last second notification, this Developer is unable
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to accurately communicate a meeting location? 
 
Wade Tinan asked the Developer to help put up signs in the Marriott to direct folks to the NEW meeting
location we were dismissed, smirked at and even told “Don’t make this into something”. No help. No
apologies. Just left to fend for ourselves and plead with Marriott events to help us out.  Coupled with the
absolute minimum notice, we can no longer assume any integrity on the part of the Developer.
 
The only signage on the main floor or where the meeting was supposed to be was placed by the
community. Several folks at the meeting commented on how difficult it was to find the meeting and how
many folks they say wandering around looking for the meeting. I was one of the community members who
was not fortunate enough to recognize someone from the community to get directed to the meeting. We
are a community of hard working, everyday people, everyday families with children.  With that, it is difficult
for our Community to attend Community meetings when we are working….  
 
For future meetings with our Community we firmly request any/all meetings meet the following
requirements:
1.         Meetings to start at 6 PM.  This is a working community, working until at least 5 PM. The 5 PM
start time prevents a majority of our families/communities from attending
2.         Location to be at the Desert Broom Library or The Creek.  We moved away from commercial
areas for a reason. The JW Marriott is not convenient or easy for anyone            from the community.
3.         No more meetings until September. Some of our homeowners have already left for the season
and this is a family community. Nearly every family has a week or two          vacation planned this
summer.  Our Councilman and planning leads supported relaxing the timeframe requirements to allow
this to happen.
4.         A little more than the absolute minimum notice would be appreciated.  The habit of doing the
absolute minimum only deepens distrust and concern about what the     Developer would do if this zoning
amendment ever got approved.
 
Our community hopes the Developer will make the reasonable choices listed above….. We thank you for
your time and consideration…..
 
 

Neysa Morrissey 
Morrissey & Associates, LLC
Phone:  480-515-2688  eFax:  480-393-1966
Mobile: 480-682-8133 Email: Neysa@MorrisseyTravel.com
www.MorrisseyTravel.com

  
Morrissey & Associates, LLC Confidential & Proprietary Information. This electronic message transmission contains information, including any
attachments, from the Company may be proprietary, confidential, privileged or legally protected. The information is intended only for the use of the
individual(s) or entity named above. Any person who receives this information is prohibited from disclosing, copying, distributing, and/or using it. If you
have received this communication in error, please immediately delete it and all copies, and promptly notify the sender.
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From: Wade.Tinant
To: Joshua Bednarek
Cc: Alan Stephenson; Kaelee Wilson; Samantha Keating
Subject: RE: basement counting as a story
Date: Thursday, August 02, 2018 5:42:40 PM
Attachments: image001.png

image002.png
The true height of the building.pdf

Josh,
No worries. I appreciate your candidness and responsiveness.  3:30 PM on Monday will work for me. 
 
I have also attached a markup showing the heights of the building when measuring from finished grade.  Using the development standard max height of 28 ft, in
combination with the finished grade being 9 ft lower than finished floor on the SW corner results in a building height of 37 ft.
 
Thanks again for working with us to gain clarity and hopefully alignment before the meeting on Tuesday.
 
Wade
 

From: Joshua Bednarek [mailto:joshua.bednarek@phoenix.gov] 
Sent: Thursday, August 02, 2018 5:12 PM
To: Wade.Tinant <Wade.Tinant@kiewit.com>
Cc: Alan Stephenson <alan.stephenson@phoenix.gov>; Kaelee Wilson <kaelee.wilson@phoenix.gov>; Samantha Keating <samantha.keating@phoenix.gov>
Subject: [EXTERNAL] RE: basement counting as a story
 
Wade:
 
Thanks so much for your mark-up of the site plan. We’ll take a look at it. Will 3:30 p.m. on Monday work for you to hop on a call with us?
 
Joshua Bednarek
City of Phoenix Planning and Development Department
Deputy Director, Planning Division
P: 602-256-3555
 

From: Wade.Tinant [mailto:Wade.Tinant@kiewit.com] 
Sent: Thursday, August 02, 2018 1:31 PM
To: Joshua Bednarek <joshua.bednarek@phoenix.gov>
Cc: Alan Stephenson <alan.stephenson@phoenix.gov>; Kaelee Wilson <kaelee.wilson@phoenix.gov>; Samantha Keating <samantha.keating@phoenix.gov>
Subject: basement counting as a story
 
Josh,
Have you guys had a chance to vet the basement counting as a story? I’ve attached the definitions and site plan with some notes. Can you confirm that the basement, at
least as currently shown, will in fact count as a story?
 
Thank you.
 
Wade
 

From: Joshua Bednarek [mailto:joshua.bednarek@phoenix.gov] 
Sent: Thursday, August 02, 2018 12:50 PM
To: Wade.Tinant <Wade.Tinant@kiewit.com>
Cc: Alan Stephenson <alan.stephenson@phoenix.gov>; Kaelee Wilson <kaelee.wilson@phoenix.gov>; Samantha Keating <samantha.keating@phoenix.gov>
Subject: [EXTERNAL] RE: Elevation definitions PUD Z-22-18
 
Wade:
 
Thanks so much for the additional information. As you correctly note in your first e-mail, one of our comments to the applicant has been that the proposed PUD should
utilize the Zoning Ordinance definition. I don’t believe we have seen a third submittal from the applicant where the applicant has responded to this comment. I’ve copied
Kaelee on this e-mail to see if that has changed.
 
Do you have time tomorrow or on Monday to touch base on the phone?
 
Joshua Bednarek
City of Phoenix Planning and Development Department
Deputy Director, Planning Division
P: 602-256-3555
 

From: Wade.Tinant [mailto:Wade.Tinant@kiewit.com] 
Sent: Wednesday, August 01, 2018 6:30 AM
To: Joshua Bednarek <joshua.bednarek@phoenix.gov>
Cc: Alan Stephenson <alan.stephenson@phoenix.gov>
Subject: RE: Elevation definitions PUD Z-22-18
 
I need to clarify – there are now finished grade elevations provided around the perimeter of the building on the Helix preliminary GD plan.  The is minimal enough that it
doesn’t change the math, but, there are cases where the finished grade does not equal the existing grade.  The South and West sides of the building (adjacent to the
neighborhood) do not meet the basement criteria. About half of the North side does not meet the basement criteria. 
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Z-22-18 The true height of the warehouse 


 


The heights in PUD Z-22-18 are based off 
finished floor, not finished grade 


 


 


 


 


 


This is a 37 feet tall building, not a 
28 feet tall building as stated 
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From: Wade.Tinant 
Sent: Tuesday, July 31, 2018 7:15 AM
To: 'Joshua Bednarek' <joshua.bednarek@phoenix.gov>
Cc: Alan Stephenson <alan.stephenson@phoenix.gov>
Subject: Elevation definitions PUD Z-22-18
 
Thank you for the reply and I hope you got out of the office too. The river in Nebraska was great.  And, college football is close!
 
I’m flexible this week. The definitions I’m referencing are below. I am also using the logic that in this case, natural grade = finished grade = ELEV 30 to ELEV 35, and,
finished floor is at ELEV 41.
 
Happy to provide any other info – I know you guys are dealing with multiple cases and I’m only dealing with this one.  This will be a topic of discussion at the meeting on

8/7, so, if we could gain clarity in advance it would aid productive discussion. I did see the note in the 2nd set of staff comments requesting the Developer use the
ordinance definition of height-does that mean that we are already on the same page?
 
Thank you.
Wade
 

 
 

From: Joshua Bednarek [mailto:joshua.bednarek@phoenix.gov] 
Sent: Wednesday, July 18, 2018 9:49 PM
To: Wade.Tinant <Wade.Tinant@kiewit.com>
Cc: Alan Stephenson <alan.stephenson@phoenix.gov>
Subject: Re: [EXTERNAL] Re: Thank You
 
Wade:
 
Ha! That was good! We agree that work needs to be done to provide clarity regarding the proposed building height. I’m out of the office this week, but will circle back
with you when I get back. I know you are on vacation as well, so let me know what works well for you. 
 
Josh 

Sent from my iPhone

On Jul 13, 2018, at 8:15 AM, Wade.Tinant <Wade.Tinant@kiewit.com> wrote:

Josh/Alan,
If you can help us “Bear Down” and “Put a Fork” in the height dimension/#of stories/setback the issue it would be much appreciated. Look forward to
working with you guys and likewise, if you need anything from the community, we are here to help as well.
 
Wade

On Jul 13, 2018, at 5:38 AM, Joshua Bednarek <joshua.bednarek@phoenix.gov> wrote:

Wade:
 
It was a pleasure meeting with you. We appreciate you taking an active role in this process. Please let us know if you have any other questions
or if there is anything else we can do to assist you. 
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Josh 

Sent from my iPhone

On Jul 12, 2018, at 9:39 PM, Wade.Tinant <Wade.Tinant@kiewit.com> wrote:

I wanted to say thank you for taking the time to meet with me today. I appreciate it as does the community.  It was enlightening
and productive.
 
Thank you again,
 
Wade

mailto:Wade.Tinant@kiewit.com


From: Wade.Tinant
To: Kaelee Wilson
Subject: RE: Catching up
Date: Tuesday, May 15, 2018 9:26:19 AM

Let's plan on it! We have an executive in town today, so, unless I get my schedule changed, we should be good!

Do you want to call my cell or do you want me to call you?

-----Original Message-----
From: Kaelee Wilson [mailto:kaelee.wilson@phoenix.gov]
Sent: Tuesday, May 15, 2018 9:18 AM
To: Wade.Tinant
Subject: [EXTERNAL] RE: Catching up

Can you do a 2pm?

-----Original Message-----
From: Wade.Tinant [mailto:Wade.Tinant@kiewit.com]
Sent: Tuesday, May 15, 2018 7:19 AM
To: Kaelee Wilson <kaelee.wilson@phoenix.gov>
Subject: Re: Catching up

I am tied up until 10 am this morning now.

> On May 15, 2018, at 5:05 AM, Wade.Tinant <Wade.Tinant@kiewit.com> wrote:
>
> Kaelee,
> I should be out of meetings by 8 am this morning. If you can set a time, or, try to give me an hour or so heads up
before you have time, I can try to get back into the office and have my info and computer in front of me.
>
> Wade
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From: Wade.Tinant
To: Kaelee Wilson
Subject: RE: comments
Date: Friday, May 18, 2018 4:20:52 PM

Thank you Kaelee. Have a good weekend.
 
Wade
 

From: Kaelee Wilson [mailto:kaelee.wilson@phoenix.gov] 
Sent: Friday, May 18, 2018 4:17 PM
To: Wade.Tinant
Subject: [EXTERNAL] comments
 
Wade,
Attached are the comments.
 
Thanks,

Kaelee Wilson
Village Planner – Deer Valley, North Gateway, Desert View and Rio Vista
 
City of Phoenix
Planning and Development Department
200 West Washington Street, 3rd Floor
Phoenix, Arizona 85003
Office: (602) 534-7696
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From: Wade.Tinant
To: Wendy Riddell; Council District 2 PCC; PDD Desert View VPC; Kaelee Wilson
Cc: Steve Bowser
Subject: RE: Critical update - Tatum & Dynamite PUD Z-22-17
Date: Thursday, May 17, 2018 10:30:33 AM
Attachments: image005.png
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Floodplain management is on the routing list to review the proposal (per Kaelee).  I called and inquired (again after Kaelee and I spoke).  I simply relayed their comments.  If the
comments are incorrect, then please discuss with Floodplain Management.  I called Floodplain Management so I didn’t have to rely on anyone’s interpretation but for the
department that will make the decision.  I hope the basement can be permitted.
 
As for any other “false or misleading” information, I have never implied any commitment to results when further research was required.  Statements made with no disclaimers
have been cited. Am I (or the community) not able to rely on statements and commitments made by the developer in our meetings or at Neighborhood meetings? I am happy to
address any issues one on one or with this email distribution.
 
I am striving for accountability to statements and commitments made.  I have been operating under the assumption that if the Developer makes a statement to myself or others,
the community can rely on those statements.  I am not afraid to put these statements and commitments in writing, nor am I willing to avoid putting statements and commitments
in writing to avoid accountability.  When the community is told things like “there is no rezoning with this proposal” (twice at the most recent neighborhood meeting), the
community feels compelled to put things in writing for our own protection.
 
I am more than happy to address any and all “false and/or misleading”  information to clear up any confusion. I trust you and the Developer would do the same.
 
I have absolutely no problem comparing knowledge or ethics at any time with anyone. I will hold people accountable to their communication – especially when the
communication is used to pacify community members.
 
Wade
 
 
 
 
 

From: Wendy Riddell [mailto:wr@berryriddell.com] 
Sent: Thursday, May 17, 2018 9:22 AM
To: Wade.Tinant; Jim Waring (council.district.2@phoenix.gov); Desert View Planning Group (DesertViewVPC@phoenix.gov); Kaelee Wilson (kaelee.wilson@phoenix.gov)
Cc: Steve Bowser
Subject: [EXTERNAL] RE: Critical update - Tatum & Dynamite PUD Z-22-17
 
Dear Wade,
 
As you know Steve Bowser, our engineer, and I sat down with you on April 30th to discuss our proposal.  I am concerned that you now believe we made commitments
to you at that meeting when we had expressly told you that we were there to better understand your concerns so that we could work with you in good faith to resolve
them.  We would like to be able to continue to work with you and your neighbors in good faith, and we believe that there are many things we can do to address the
concerns raised to date.
 
However, I would ask that you please refrain from continuously circulating false and misleading information. I am concerned that perhaps you do not understand the
proposal.  This most recent email is a prime example.  You state that the City Floodplain Department told you that a basement concept would not be permitted; in fact
the City's Storm Water Policies and Standards 3.5.2.2 specifically allows basements below the flood plain elevation as long as we floodproof.  The restriction you noted
only applies to residential projects.
 
While I can appreciate that you want immediate resolution on the concerns that you have raised, as I thought I also explained in the meeting this is a long process and I
ask that you please give us time to gather everyone's input, to create an even better project.
 
Respectfully,
 
Wendy R. Riddell, Esq.
BERRY RIDDELL LLC
6750 E. Camelback Road, Suite 100
Scottsdale, Arizona  85251
480-682-3902 direct
602-616-8771 cell
480-385-2757 fax
wr@berryriddell.com<mailto:wr@berryriddell.com>
This message and any of the attached documents contain information from Berry Riddell LLC that may be confidential and/or privileged.  If you are not the intended
recipient, you may not read, copy, distribute, or use this information, and no privilege has been waived by your inadvertent receipt.  If you have received this
transmission in error, please notify the sender by reply e-mail and then delete this message.  Thank you.
 

From: Wade.Tinant <Wade.Tinant@kiewit.com> 
Sent: Wednesday, May 16, 2018 6:55 AM
To: Wendy Riddell <wr@berryriddell.com>; Jim Waring (council.district.2@phoenix.gov) <council.district.2@phoenix.gov>; Desert View Planning Group
(DesertViewVPC@phoenix.gov) <DesertViewVPC@phoenix.gov>; Kaelee Wilson (kaelee.wilson@phoenix.gov) <kaelee.wilson@phoenix.gov>
Cc: Wade.Tinant <Wade.Tinant@kiewit.com>
Subject: Critical update - Tatum & Dynamite PUD Z-22-17
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All,
I apologize for the barrage of emails.   Please review the critical and newly provided information below.
 
Readers Digest version of the new information:

1. The basement concept, per the City of Phoenix Floodplain Management department, will not be able to obtain the required permits from the City for construction.
a. This doesn’t affect the Community, but, if this proposal continues, please verify concepts are permissible before discussing with constituents.
b. This confirmation may also impact the extreme care required to maintain occupancy at Primrose while formally amending cross retention and drainage easement

2012-0775408, M.C.R.
2. Corrections Required in the Lot Development Standards Table, page 13 of the Z-22-18 Narrative

a. Correct Building Setback, South, to 26’-5” vs the listed minimum of 55 ft.
b. Correct the Cumulative Building Setback, West and Building Setback East (adjacent to Commercial) to a value between a 39 ft. and 17 ft. vs the listed minimum of 97

ft. (or diagram building footprint over the Cross Retention and Drainage Easement).
c. Add detail to the Maximum Height PUD Standard – Finished Grade ELEV 30.0, Max height 25 ft. 4 in, max elevation ELEV 55.3, maximum 2 stories. (Elevations per

Helix Job 345 drawing).
d. IN NO UNCERTAIN TERMS, REGARDLESS OF PERMITTING OR ANY OTHER UNFORSEEN ISSUES, THE MAX ELEVATION OF THE TOP OF BUILDING WILL NOT EXCEED

ELEVATION 55.3
2. Attachments: Alliance Survey plat, Current parcel survey plat, proposed site plan, existing topo

 

 
Backup information
               
 

1. Discussion with Floodplain management 5/14/18
a. Per discussion with Floodplain management personnel on 5/14, no building below the floodplain would be permitted on this parcel.

                                                               i.      This is consistent with the Primrose and CVS buildings on adjacent parcels in the same AO floodplain.
                                                             ii.      The City of Phoenix, PUD Procedures Outline provides a PUD Application Submittal Checklist on page 10 of 54

1. One of the requirements of this checklist is to submit the PUD Infrastructure Fact Finding Summary listed on pages 8 and 9 of 54
2. This checklist (and subsequent application), if complete, would have

a. required the Applicant to acknowledge the site is in a floodplain

b. Contact the Floodplain Management on the 5th floor.
c. Called out easements on the parcel.
d. Why wasn’t the Infrastructure Fact Finding Checklist completed, as required, before the application was submitted?
e. Why wasn’t this information provided as required per PUD Submittal requirements, K. Infrastructure (pg. 15 of 54)?

                                                           iii.      Regardless, the Developer, on multiple occasions, has made it clear and committed to:
1. Finished grade will be at ELEV 30.0 (we are not building any pad)

1. Inconsistencies in the Lot Development Standards (narrative page 13)
a. Office/Storage building

                                                               i.      RKAA site plan drawing RKAA# 17189.50 clearly dimensions the clear space to the adjacent R-18 tract G as 26’-5”, yet, the table
says the Building setback on the South is a minimum of 55’ (markup attached)

                                                             ii.      The Development Standards Table is wrong. Per the Developers own drawing, the minimum setback on the South side is
26’-5”.

b. East & West Building Setbacks
                                                               i.      Between the R-18 Tract 1 on the West and Drainage Easement 2012-0775408 on the East, there is at most, 250 ft. of available

width, and, at least, 110 ft. of available width (markup attached)
1. Building “A” ranges from 211 ft. wide to 93 ft. wide in this dimension (markup attached)
2. These max and min values roughly coincide in location
3. Total clear space (i.e. combined East AND West setback distances) ranges from 39 ft. to 17ft
4. However, on Page 13 on the Lot Development Standards, the PUD is lists the setback on the West as a minimum of 77 ft., and the setback on the East a

minimum of 20 ft., or, a total of 97 ft. of clears space. 
5. Either the setbacks on Page 13 are incorrect, a substantial amount of Building “A” is constructed over an established Easement, or , some

combination of both.
a. Developer should continue to submit information like the Alliance survey drawing to clearly illustrate Easements in effect.

b. Per the Developers narrative
1. Per RKAA # 17189.50, Site Data, Max Height = 25’-4”
2. All renderings show a roof line of 25’-4” above finished grade.
3. Update table to the Developers commitments of Finished Grade at ELEV 30.0, Max height of 25 ft. 4 in, Max building ELEV = 55.3
4. Developer has committed to relocating roof mounted equipment to NE corner of Bldg. A to reduce height of parapet wall on West and South sides of

Bldg.
a. Parapet walls on the West and South sides of Bldg A should be limited to 1 ft.

 
At some point in the future I will provide an “all in”  summary of all challenges, questions, concerns, etc. posed to date in regards to the narrative to PUD Z-22-18 to capture
everything in one document.
 



 
Wade 

 



From: Wade.Tinant
To: PDD Desert View VPC; Kaelee Wilson; Joel Carrasco
Subject: Re: Definition check - Tatum & Dynamite
Date: Monday, May 14, 2018 6:55:10 AM

Kaelee, 
I know folks are busy. Has anyone had a chance to run these definitions to ground? If not, do
you know when we can expect an answer?  
I would certainly like to have the City’s opinion on these definitions as we prepare to review
the City’s comments on the proposed pud. 

On that subject, when we communicated last week you were hoping to issue the staff’s initial
comments to the Developer early this week. Do you have a more definite schedule on the eta
yet?

Thank you.

Wade

On May 8, 2018, at 9:24 PM, Wade.Tinant <Wade.Tinant@kiewit.com> wrote:

I don’t believe I forwarded this request for clarification from zoning.

Begin forwarded message:

From: Wade.Tinant <Wade.Tinant@kiewit.com>
Date: May 2, 2018 at 7:45:25 PM PDT
To: "Kaelee Wilson (kaelee.wilson@phoenix.gov)"
<kaelee.wilson@phoenix.gov>
Cc: "joel.carrasco@phoenix.gov" <joel.carrasco@phoenix.gov>
Subject: Definition check - Tatum & Dynamite

Kaelee,
I have been through the General Plan, North Land Use Plan and the
proposal.  I have a couple of questions on definitions:

<!--[if !supportLists]-->1.       <!--[endif]-->The proposal mentions at
least 4 times that this is a “corner” lot.  Every definition I can find
of a corner lot requires a lot to be at the intersection of two
streets, with lot lines intersecting at the corner of the lot.

<!--[if !supportLists]-->a.       <!--[endif]-->Can you confirm
whether or not this parcel is a corner lot?

<!--[if !supportLists]-->2.       <!--[endif]-->The proposal mentions at
least 4 times that the Phoenix General Plan calls for this parcel to
be commercial.  When I look at both the Phoenix General Plan
and the North Use Plan, I see that the only commercial in this area
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was to be North of Dynamite and west of Tatum.
<!--[if !supportLists]-->a.       <!--[endif]-->Can you confirm that

while this parcel has been zoned C-1, this parcel, per the
General Plan and North Land Use Plan was not shown as
commercial?

<!--[if !supportLists]-->3.       <!--[endif]-->The proposal mentions in
several locations that the intersection of Tatum & Dynamite is a
“core” or “area”. Again, after a thorough review of the both the
Phoenix General Plan and the North Land Use Plan, I cannot find a
single reference to Tatum & Dynamite being identified as a core,
area or corridor.

<!--[if !supportLists]-->a.       <!--[endif]-->Can you confirm that
this intersection, per the Phoenix General Plan and North
Land Use Plan, is not a core, area or corridor? 

Thank you.
 
Wade



From: secostanzo67
To: Kaelee Wilson
Subject: RE: Dynamite and tatum
Date: Tuesday, June 05, 2018 8:28:32 AM

Thank you Kaelee for your reponse and clarifications.

How may we find out in enough time of when and where these meetings take place? 
I want to attend although I'm guessing no citizen(s) have ever stopped the building
and these meetings are just required for the record. 
  
Arizona's non-commitment to clean future is obvious with their answer to high
pollution advisories is "stay inside" rather than taking steps to clean up.  And not
advancing to solar in the most open,  sunny spot in the country is a true shame. 

Are there any State Governemnt agencies dealing with these issues publicly?  It is
such a loss  for a newer city to not take advantage of the opportunity to build
environmentally responsibly and with water conservation in mind ESPECIALLY in the
desert!

I know complaing does.nothing but hoping there is a.way to be properly informed and
take positive.action with our State officials beyond letters. 

Out of curiousity, I  have to ask why neighborhoods must  be surrounded by walls? Is
there a practical purpose? They look like prison yards!  And WHY oh WHY is all and
everything beige?  Is it actually required? 

I appreciate your wisdom and communications. 

Thank you kindly,
Simone 

Sent from my T-Mobile 4G LTE Device

-------- Original message --------
From: Kaelee Wilson <kaelee.wilson@phoenix.gov>
Date: 6/4/18 4:00 PM (GMT-07:00)
To: secostanzo67 < >
Subject: RE: Dynamite and tatum

Simone,

I would like to clarify that the meeting this past week was not a city meeting. It is a required
neighborhood meeting that the applicant is required to hold. The official City meetings are the
Village Planning Committee, Planning Commission and City Council. At those meetings the
committee members and councilmembers will vote on the case. There was no voting at the meeting
facilitated by the applicant. I encourage you to attend the city meetings and voice your concerns

mailto:kaelee.wilson@phoenix.gov


once those meetings are scheduled.

 

Thanks,

 

Kaelee Wilson

Village Planner – Deer Valley, North Gateway, Desert View and Rio Vista

 

City of Phoenix

Planning and Development Department

200 West Washington Street, 3rd Floor

Phoenix, Arizona 85003

Office: (602) 534-7696

 

 

 

From: secostanzo67 [ ] 
Sent: Monday, June 04, 2018 6:31 AM
To: Kaelee Wilson <kaelee.wilson@phoenix.gov>
Subject: RE: Dynamite and tatum

 

Thank you Kalee,

The City basically and purposely make it impossible to have a say. Giving us no prior
detailed information like a mass mailing with specifics, instead they put up a white
sign as from the last century and so people will stay uninformed and City will be able
to build build build. And giving us ONE hour to vote during rush hour and when
people coming from work, we know you jave he ability for electronic votes but then
people would be able to vote!  

 

The City is continuing to overcrowd and overbuild in our neighborhood. They never



turn down the commercial developers and corporate home builders who pack these
poorly built beige boxes and giant prison walls around them making the most ugly
homogenized neighborhoods.  At least require them to do something environmenally
responsible for the future. It is the 21st century and we need conservation of water,
proper installation and how about solar in the valley of the sun!  

 

I understand you are just the messenger but it should be known we all know there is
little we can do to fight this and all the other over developing! This is espeically true
when the City purposely gives us so little information and time to respond. 

 

Thank you for your consideration.

 

Simone

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Sent from my T-Mobile 4G LTE Device

 

-------- Original message --------

From: Kaelee Wilson <kaelee.wilson@phoenix.gov>

Date: 6/1/18 1:13 PM (GMT-07:00)

To: secostanzo67 >

Subject: RE: Dynamite and tatum

 

I will add your email to the case file that will follow the case through the public hearing process. I
would also like to add that no vote took place last night.

mailto:kaelee.wilson@phoenix.gov


 

Thanks,

Kaelee Wilson

Village Planner – Deer Valley, North Gateway, Desert View and Rio Vista

 

City of Phoenix

Planning and Development Department

200 West Washington Street, 3rd Floor

Phoenix, Arizona 85003

Office: (602) 534-7696

 

 

 

From: secostanzo67 [ ] 
Sent: Thursday, May 31, 2018 4:48 PM
To: Council District 2 PCC <council.district.2@phoenix.gov>; PDD Desert View VPC
<desertviewvpc@phoenix.gov>
Subject: Dynamite and tatum

 

We are out of town so unable to come vote.tonight against the proposed storage unit
on Dynamite Blvd. near Tatum intersection. Please no more.destroying our
neighborhood and overdeveloping. And if you must continue at least make the
builders of all housi g and commercial spaces comply with eco and environmental
friendly guidelines as well as saving water supply. Thank you  Mr and Mrs Skjerseth

 

 

 

Sent from my T-Mobile 4G LTE Device
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For the best experience, open this PDF portfolio in
 
Acrobat X or Adobe Reader X, or later.
 

Get Adobe Reader Now! 

http://www.adobe.com/go/reader


From: Ashley 
To: Kaelee Wilson
Subject: RE: NO to Re-Zoning case PUD Z-22-18
Date: Tuesday, May 01, 2018 4:19:48 PM

Feel free to give me a call tomorrow if you want me to just walk you through it.
 

From: Kaelee Wilson <kaelee.wilson@phoenix.gov> 
Sent: Tuesday, May 1, 2018 4:14 PM
To: Ashley @berryriddell.com>
Subject: RE: NO to Re-Zoning case PUD Z-22-18
 
Really?! I have never done that. I will definitely look into that more tomorrow.
 

From: Ashley @berryriddell.com] 
Sent: Tuesday, May 01, 2018 4:12 PM
To: Kaelee Wilson <kaelee.wilson@phoenix.gov>
Subject: RE: NO to Re-Zoning case PUD Z-22-18
 
I use Outlook and was able to set a filter to direct these to a separate folder. Then I think you should
be able Select All and send me a bunch of them in one email.
 

Ashley 
Planning Assistant
BERRY RIDDELL LLC

 | Scottsdale, Arizona  85251
@berryriddell.com

 
This message and any of the attached documents contain information from Berry Riddell LLC that may be
confidential and/or privileged.  If you are not the intended recipient, you may not read, copy, distribute, or use this
information, and no privilege has been waived by your inadvertent receipt.  If you have received this transmission in
error, please notify the sender by reply e-mail and then delete this message.  Thank you.
 
 
 
 

From: Kaelee Wilson <kaelee.wilson@phoenix.gov> 
Sent: Tuesday, May 1, 2018 4:05 PM
To: Ashley @berryriddell.com>
Subject: RE: NO to Re-Zoning case PUD Z-22-18
 
I am literally getting one a minute. I probably have 20 more that I don’t have time to send over right
now. I can’t imagine what my inbox is going to look like tomorrow morning.
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Kaelee Wilson
Village Planner – Deer Valley, North Gateway, Desert View and Rio Vista
 
City of Phoenix
Planning and Development Department
200 West Washington Street, 3rd Floor
Phoenix, Arizona 85003
Office: (602) 534-7696
 
 
 

From: Ashley @berryriddell.com] 
Sent: Tuesday, May 01, 2018 4:03 PM
To: Kaelee Wilson <kaelee.wilson@phoenix.gov>
Subject: RE: NO to Re-Zoning case PUD Z-22-18
 
RIP your inbox. You’re an angel for taking the time to send these!
 

From: Kaelee Wilson <kaelee.wilson@phoenix.gov> 
Sent: Tuesday, May 1, 2018 3:50 PM
To: Ashley @berryriddell.com>
Subject: FW: NO to Re-Zoning case PUD Z-22-18
 
Get ready for about twenty more
 
 

From: Merle @actionnetwork.org] 
Sent: Tuesday, May 01, 2018 11:44 AM
To: Kaelee Wilson <kaelee.wilson@phoenix.gov>
Subject: NO to Re-Zoning case PUD Z-22-18
 

Kaelee Wilson,

I am firmly against the rezoning of the parcel located on the southwest corner of Dynamite
and Tatum (PUD Z-22-18).

This application is irresponsible and it violates nearly all of the zoning standards in the area.
Residents purchased their homes based on C-1 zoning and the entire community will be
directly and negatively impacted by the proposed development. This application is not
about serving or improving a community. This application is about a cash grab for a select
few at the direct expense of the community it allegedly wants to serve.

Councilman Waring, your constituents, neighbors and friends have spoken for the second
time, in overwhelming numbers. A C-2 business does NOT belong on this parcel and we
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will never support a C-2 business on this parcel.

As the elected official with jurisdiction over of this application, we are requesting your
support by demonstrating a swift response to the staggering opposition to this application.
We’ve listened. We ask that you listen and put the inevitable dagger in PUD Z-22-18 so that
our community, as well as the Developer, can refocus our energy on other important
issues.

Merle  
@hotmail.com

Cave Creek, Arizona 85331

 



From: Ashley 
To: Kaelee Wilson
Subject: RE: NO to Re-Zoning case PUD Z-22-18
Date: Tuesday, May 01, 2018 4:12:08 PM

I use Outlook and was able to set a filter to direct these to a separate folder. Then I think you should
be able Select All and send me a bunch of them in one email.
 

Ashley 

 | Scottsdale, Arizona  85251
@berryriddell.com

 
This message and any of the attached documents contain information from Berry Riddell LLC that may be
confidential and/or privileged.  If you are not the intended recipient, you may not read, copy, distribute, or use this
information, and no privilege has been waived by your inadvertent receipt.  If you have received this transmission in
error, please notify the sender by reply e-mail and then delete this message.  Thank you.
 
 
 
 

From: Kaelee Wilson <kaelee.wilson@phoenix.gov> 
Sent: Tuesday, May 1, 2018 4:05 PM
To: Ashley @berryriddell.com>
Subject: RE: NO to Re-Zoning case PUD Z-22-18
 
I am literally getting one a minute. I probably have 20 more that I don’t have time to send over right
now. I can’t imagine what my inbox is going to look like tomorrow morning.
 
 

Kaelee Wilson
Village Planner – Deer Valley, North Gateway, Desert View and Rio Vista
 
City of Phoenix
Planning and Development Department
200 West Washington Street, 3rd Floor
Phoenix, Arizona 85003
Office: (602) 534-7696
 
 
 

From: Ashley @berryriddell.com] 
Sent: Tuesday, May 01, 2018 4:03 PM
To: Kaelee Wilson <kaelee.wilson@phoenix.gov>
Subject: RE: NO to Re-Zoning case PUD Z-22-18
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RIP your inbox. You’re an angel for taking the time to send these!
 

From: Kaelee Wilson <kaelee.wilson@phoenix.gov> 
Sent: Tuesday, May 1, 2018 3:50 PM
To: Ashley @berryriddell.com>
Subject: FW: NO to Re-Zoning case PUD Z-22-18
 
Get ready for about twenty more
 
 

From: Merle @actionnetwork.org] 
Sent: Tuesday, May 01, 2018 11:44 AM
To: Kaelee Wilson <kaelee.wilson@phoenix.gov>
Subject: NO to Re-Zoning case PUD Z-22-18
 

Kaelee Wilson,

I am firmly against the rezoning of the parcel located on the southwest corner of Dynamite
and Tatum (PUD Z-22-18).

This application is irresponsible and it violates nearly all of the zoning standards in the area.
Residents purchased their homes based on C-1 zoning and the entire community will be
directly and negatively impacted by the proposed development. This application is not
about serving or improving a community. This application is about a cash grab for a select
few at the direct expense of the community it allegedly wants to serve.

Councilman Waring, your constituents, neighbors and friends have spoken for the second
time, in overwhelming numbers. A C-2 business does NOT belong on this parcel and we
will never support a C-2 business on this parcel.

As the elected official with jurisdiction over of this application, we are requesting your
support by demonstrating a swift response to the staggering opposition to this application.
We’ve listened. We ask that you listen and put the inevitable dagger in PUD Z-22-18 so that
our community, as well as the Developer, can refocus our energy on other important
issues.

Merle  
@hotmail.com

Cave Creek, Arizona 85331
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From: Ashley 
To: Kaelee Wilson
Subject: RE: NO to Re-Zoning case PUD Z-22-18
Date: Tuesday, May 01, 2018 4:03:19 PM

RIP your inbox. You’re an angel for taking the time to send these!
 

From: Kaelee Wilson <kaelee.wilson@phoenix.gov> 
Sent: Tuesday, May 1, 2018 3:50 PM
To: Ashley @berryriddell.com>
Subject: FW: NO to Re-Zoning case PUD Z-22-18
 
Get ready for about twenty more
 
 

From: Merle @actionnetwork.org] 
Sent: Tuesday, May 01, 2018 11:44 AM
To: Kaelee Wilson <kaelee.wilson@phoenix.gov>
Subject: NO to Re-Zoning case PUD Z-22-18
 

Kaelee Wilson,

I am firmly against the rezoning of the parcel located on the southwest corner of Dynamite
and Tatum (PUD Z-22-18).

This application is irresponsible and it violates nearly all of the zoning standards in the area.
Residents purchased their homes based on C-1 zoning and the entire community will be
directly and negatively impacted by the proposed development. This application is not
about serving or improving a community. This application is about a cash grab for a select
few at the direct expense of the community it allegedly wants to serve.

Councilman Waring, your constituents, neighbors and friends have spoken for the second
time, in overwhelming numbers. A C-2 business does NOT belong on this parcel and we
will never support a C-2 business on this parcel.

As the elected official with jurisdiction over of this application, we are requesting your
support by demonstrating a swift response to the staggering opposition to this application.
We’ve listened. We ask that you listen and put the inevitable dagger in PUD Z-22-18 so that
our community, as well as the Developer, can refocus our energy on other important
issues.

Merle  
@hotmail.com

Cave Creek, Arizona 85331
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From: Ashley 
To: Kaelee Wilson
Subject: RE: NO to Re-Zoning case PUD Z-22-18
Date: Tuesday, May 01, 2018 10:20:48 AM

OMG! Sorry to blow up your inbox! Just keep forwarding, please and thank you!
 

Ashley 

 | Scottsdale, Arizona  85251
@berryriddell.com

 
This message and any of the attached documents contain information from Berry Riddell LLC that may be
confidential and/or privileged.  If you are not the intended recipient, you may not read, copy, distribute, or use this
information, and no privilege has been waived by your inadvertent receipt.  If you have received this transmission in
error, please notify the sender by reply e-mail and then delete this message.  Thank you.
 
 

From: Kaelee Wilson <kaelee.wilson@phoenix.gov> 
Sent: Tuesday, May 1, 2018 10:17 AM
To: Ashley @berryriddell.com>
Subject: RE: NO to Re-Zoning case PUD Z-22-18
 
Literally just ran to the restroom and have nine more. Your email account might mark me as spam,
ha!
 
 

Kaelee Wilson
Village Planner – Deer Valley, North Gateway, Desert View and Rio Vista
 
City of Phoenix
Planning and Development Department
200 West Washington Street, 3rd Floor
Phoenix, Arizona 85003
Office: (602) 534-7696
 
 
 

From: Ashley @berryriddell.com] 
Sent: Tuesday, May 01, 2018 10:10 AM
To: Kaelee Wilson <kaelee.wilson@phoenix.gov>
Subject: RE: NO to Re-Zoning case PUD Z-22-18
 
Keep them coming! We want to have a complete list of any correspondences you receive. I know
this is tedious for you and I really appreciate your help.
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Ashley Porter

 | Scottsdale, Arizona  85251
@berryriddell.com

 
This message and any of the attached documents contain information from Berry Riddell LLC that may be
confidential and/or privileged.  If you are not the intended recipient, you may not read, copy, distribute, or use this
information, and no privilege has been waived by your inadvertent receipt.  If you have received this transmission in
error, please notify the sender by reply e-mail and then delete this message.  Thank you.
 
 

From: Kaelee Wilson <kaelee.wilson@phoenix.gov> 
Sent: Tuesday, May 1, 2018 10:07 AM
To: Ashley @berryriddell.com>
Subject: RE: NO to Re-Zoning case PUD Z-22-18
 
I am so sorry to blow up you inbox but you’re about to get five more.
 

From: Ashley @berryriddell.com] 
Sent: Tuesday, May 01, 2018 10:00 AM
To: Kaelee Wilson <kaelee.wilson@phoenix.gov>
Subject: RE: NO to Re-Zoning case PUD Z-22-18
 
Kaelee,
 
I really appreciate you send these. We are tracking them so please continue to forward any
correspondence you receive.
 

Ashley 

 | Scottsdale, Arizona  85251
@berryriddell.com

 
This message and any of the attached documents contain information from Berry Riddell LLC that may be
confidential and/or privileged.  If you are not the intended recipient, you may not read, copy, distribute, or use this
information, and no privilege has been waived by your inadvertent receipt.  If you have received this transmission in
error, please notify the sender by reply e-mail and then delete this message.  Thank you.
 
 

From: Kaelee Wilson <kaelee.wilson@phoenix.gov> 
Sent: Tuesday, May 1, 2018 9:43 AM
To: Ashley berryriddell.com>
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Subject: FW: NO to Re-Zoning case PUD Z-22-18
 
 
 

From: Ruth @actionnetwork.org] 
Sent: Tuesday, May 01, 2018 9:42 AM
To: Kaelee Wilson <kaelee.wilson@phoenix.gov>
Subject: NO to Re-Zoning case PUD Z-22-18
 

Kaelee Wilson,

I am firmly against the rezoning of the parcel located on the southwest corner of Dynamite
and Tatum (PUD Z-22-18).

This application is irresponsible and it violates nearly all of the zoning standards in the area.
Residents purchased their homes based on C-1 zoning and the entire community will be
directly and negatively impacted by the proposed development. This application is not
about serving or improving a community. This application is about a cash grab for a select
few at the direct expense of the community it allegedly wants to serve.

Councilman Waring, your constituents, neighbors and friends have spoken for the second
time, in overwhelming numbers. A C-2 business does NOT belong on this parcel and we
will never support a C-2 business on this parcel.

As the elected official with jurisdiction over of this application, we are requesting your
support by demonstrating a swift response to the staggering opposition to this application.
We’ve listened. We ask that you listen and put the inevitable dagger in PUD Z-22-18 so that
our community, as well as the Developer, can refocus our energy on other important
issues.

Ruth  
@hotmail.com

Cave Creek, Arizona 85331
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From: Ashley 
To: Kaelee Wilson
Subject: RE: NO to Re-Zoning case PUD Z-22-18
Date: Tuesday, May 01, 2018 10:10:11 AM

Keep them coming! We want to have a complete list of any correspondences you receive. I know
this is tedious for you and I really appreciate your help.
 

Ashley 

 | Scottsdale, Arizona  85251
@berryriddell.com

 
This message and any of the attached documents contain information from Berry Riddell LLC that may be
confidential and/or privileged.  If you are not the intended recipient, you may not read, copy, distribute, or use this
information, and no privilege has been waived by your inadvertent receipt.  If you have received this transmission in
error, please notify the sender by reply e-mail and then delete this message.  Thank you.
 
 

From: Kaelee Wilson <kaelee.wilson@phoenix.gov> 
Sent: Tuesday, May 1, 2018 10:07 AM
To: Ashley @berryriddell.com>
Subject: RE: NO to Re-Zoning case PUD Z-22-18
 
I am so sorry to blow up you inbox but you’re about to get five more.
 

From: Ashley @berryriddell.com] 
Sent: Tuesday, May 01, 2018 10:00 AM
To: Kaelee Wilson <kaelee.wilson@phoenix.gov>
Subject: RE: NO to Re-Zoning case PUD Z-22-18
 
Kaelee,
 
I really appreciate you send these. We are tracking them so please continue to forward any
correspondence you receive.
 

Ashley 

 | Scottsdale, Arizona  85251
@berryriddell.com

 
This message and any of the attached documents contain information from Berry Riddell LLC that may be
confidential and/or privileged.  If you are not the intended recipient, you may not read, copy, distribute, or use this
information, and no privilege has been waived by your inadvertent receipt.  If you have received this transmission in

mailto:kaelee.wilson@phoenix.gov
mailto:kaelee.wilson@phoenix.gov


error, please notify the sender by reply e-mail and then delete this message.  Thank you.
 
 

From: Kaelee Wilson <kaelee.wilson@phoenix.gov> 
Sent: Tuesday, May 1, 2018 9:43 AM
To: Ashley @berryriddell.com>
Subject: FW: NO to Re-Zoning case PUD Z-22-18
 
 
 

From: Ruth @actionnetwork.org] 
Sent: Tuesday, May 01, 2018 9:42 AM
To: Kaelee Wilson <kaelee.wilson@phoenix.gov>
Subject: NO to Re-Zoning case PUD Z-22-18
 

Kaelee Wilson,

I am firmly against the rezoning of the parcel located on the southwest corner of Dynamite
and Tatum (PUD Z-22-18).

This application is irresponsible and it violates nearly all of the zoning standards in the area.
Residents purchased their homes based on C-1 zoning and the entire community will be
directly and negatively impacted by the proposed development. This application is not
about serving or improving a community. This application is about a cash grab for a select
few at the direct expense of the community it allegedly wants to serve.

Councilman Waring, your constituents, neighbors and friends have spoken for the second
time, in overwhelming numbers. A C-2 business does NOT belong on this parcel and we
will never support a C-2 business on this parcel.

As the elected official with jurisdiction over of this application, we are requesting your
support by demonstrating a swift response to the staggering opposition to this application.
We’ve listened. We ask that you listen and put the inevitable dagger in PUD Z-22-18 so that
our community, as well as the Developer, can refocus our energy on other important
issues.

Ruth  
@hotmail.com

Cave Creek, Arizona 85331

 

mailto:kaelee.wilson@phoenix.gov
mailto:kaelee.wilson@phoenix.gov




From: Ashley 
To: Kaelee Wilson
Subject: RE: NO to Re-Zoning case PUD Z-22-18
Date: Tuesday, May 01, 2018 9:59:37 AM

Kaelee,
 
I really appreciate you send these. We are tracking them so please continue to forward any
correspondence you receive.
 

Ashley 

 | Scottsdale, Arizona  85251
@berryriddell.com

 
This message and any of the attached documents contain information from Berry Riddell LLC that may be
confidential and/or privileged.  If you are not the intended recipient, you may not read, copy, distribute, or use this
information, and no privilege has been waived by your inadvertent receipt.  If you have received this transmission in
error, please notify the sender by reply e-mail and then delete this message.  Thank you.
 
 

From: Kaelee Wilson <kaelee.wilson@phoenix.gov> 
Sent: Tuesday, May 1, 2018 9:43 AM
To: Ashley  @berryriddell.com>
Subject: FW: NO to Re-Zoning case PUD Z-22-18
 
 
 

From: Ruth  @actionnetwork.org] 
Sent: Tuesday, May 01, 2018 9:42 AM
To: Kaelee Wilson <kaelee.wilson@phoenix.gov>
Subject: NO to Re-Zoning case PUD Z-22-18
 

Kaelee Wilson,

I am firmly against the rezoning of the parcel located on the southwest corner of Dynamite
and Tatum (PUD Z-22-18).

This application is irresponsible and it violates nearly all of the zoning standards in the area.
Residents purchased their homes based on C-1 zoning and the entire community will be
directly and negatively impacted by the proposed development. This application is not
about serving or improving a community. This application is about a cash grab for a select
few at the direct expense of the community it allegedly wants to serve.

mailto:kaelee.wilson@phoenix.gov
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Councilman Waring, your constituents, neighbors and friends have spoken for the second
time, in overwhelming numbers. A C-2 business does NOT belong on this parcel and we
will never support a C-2 business on this parcel.

As the elected official with jurisdiction over of this application, we are requesting your
support by demonstrating a swift response to the staggering opposition to this application.
We’ve listened. We ask that you listen and put the inevitable dagger in PUD Z-22-18 so that
our community, as well as the Developer, can refocus our energy on other important
issues.

Ruth  
@hotmail.com

Cave Creek, Arizona 85331

 



From: Ashley 
To: Kaelee Wilson
Subject: RE: NO to Re-Zoning case PUD Z-22-18
Date: Tuesday, May 01, 2018 4:22:57 PM

So I looked a little further and you can actually set these up so they can automatically forward to me.
Give me a call when you’re free and I’ll walk you through it.
 

From: Kaelee Wilson <kaelee.wilson@phoenix.gov> 
Sent: Tuesday, May 1, 2018 4:14 PM
To: Ashley @berryriddell.com>
Subject: RE: NO to Re-Zoning case PUD Z-22-18
 
Really?! I have never done that. I will definitely look into that more tomorrow.
 

From: Ashley @berryriddell.com] 
Sent: Tuesday, May 01, 2018 4:12 PM
To: Kaelee Wilson <kaelee.wilson@phoenix.gov>
Subject: RE: NO to Re-Zoning case PUD Z-22-18
 
I use Outlook and was able to set a filter to direct these to a separate folder. Then I think you should
be able Select All and send me a bunch of them in one email.
 

Ashley 

 | Scottsdale, Arizona  85251
@berryriddell.com

 
This message and any of the attached documents contain information from Berry Riddell LLC that may be
confidential and/or privileged.  If you are not the intended recipient, you may not read, copy, distribute, or use this
information, and no privilege has been waived by your inadvertent receipt.  If you have received this transmission in
error, please notify the sender by reply e-mail and then delete this message.  Thank you.
 
 
 
 

From: Kaelee Wilson <kaelee.wilson@phoenix.gov> 
Sent: Tuesday, May 1, 2018 4:05 PM
To: Ashley @berryriddell.com>
Subject: RE: NO to Re-Zoning case PUD Z-22-18
 
I am literally getting one a minute. I probably have 20 more that I don’t have time to send over right
now. I can’t imagine what my inbox is going to look like tomorrow morning.
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Kaelee Wilson
Village Planner – Deer Valley, North Gateway, Desert View and Rio Vista
 
City of Phoenix
Planning and Development Department
200 West Washington Street, 3rd Floor
Phoenix, Arizona 85003
Office: (602) 534-7696
 
 
 

From: Ashley @berryriddell.com] 
Sent: Tuesday, May 01, 2018 4:03 PM
To: Kaelee Wilson <kaelee.wilson@phoenix.gov>
Subject: RE: NO to Re-Zoning case PUD Z-22-18
 
RIP your inbox. You’re an angel for taking the time to send these!
 

From: Kaelee Wilson <kaelee.wilson@phoenix.gov> 
Sent: Tuesday, May 1, 2018 3:50 PM
To: Ashley @berryriddell.com>
Subject: FW: NO to Re-Zoning case PUD Z-22-18
 
Get ready for about twenty more
 
 

From: Merle @actionnetwork.org] 
Sent: Tuesday, May 01, 2018 11:44 AM
To: Kaelee Wilson <kaelee.wilson@phoenix.gov>
Subject: NO to Re-Zoning case PUD Z-22-18
 

Kaelee Wilson,

I am firmly against the rezoning of the parcel located on the southwest corner of Dynamite
and Tatum (PUD Z-22-18).

This application is irresponsible and it violates nearly all of the zoning standards in the area.
Residents purchased their homes based on C-1 zoning and the entire community will be
directly and negatively impacted by the proposed development. This application is not
about serving or improving a community. This application is about a cash grab for a select
few at the direct expense of the community it allegedly wants to serve.

Councilman Waring, your constituents, neighbors and friends have spoken for the second
time, in overwhelming numbers. A C-2 business does NOT belong on this parcel and we
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will never support a C-2 business on this parcel.

As the elected official with jurisdiction over of this application, we are requesting your
support by demonstrating a swift response to the staggering opposition to this application.
We’ve listened. We ask that you listen and put the inevitable dagger in PUD Z-22-18 so that
our community, as well as the Developer, can refocus our energy on other important
issues.

Merle  
@hotmail.com

Cave Creek, Arizona 85331

 



From: Wade.Tinant
To: Kaelee Wilson
Subject: RE: Post application meeting for PUD Z-22-18
Date: Tuesday, May 08, 2018 2:49:40 PM

Would that packet be provided to the folks at the Village Planning Committee, planning commission
and/or city council? 
 
Have the emails and questions I have posed been considered in the comments that will be provided
to the applicant?  Are these at least logged as neighborhood issues that the Developer should be
implementing or addressing?
 
Thank you again for your help.
 
Wade
 

From: Kaelee Wilson [mailto:kaelee.wilson@phoenix.gov] 
Sent: Tuesday, May 08, 2018 2:44 PM
To: Wade.Tinant
Subject: [EXTERNAL] RE: Post application meeting for PUD Z-22-18
 
Wade,
Your emails will be included in the information provided in the packet to the public hearing bodies.
 
Thanks,
 

Kaelee Wilson
Village Planner – Deer Valley, North Gateway, Desert View and Rio Vista
 
City of Phoenix
Planning and Development Department
200 West Washington Street, 3rd Floor
Phoenix, Arizona 85003
Office: (602) 534-7696
 
 
 

From: Wade.Tinant [mailto:Wade.Tinant@kiewit.com] 
Sent: Tuesday, May 08, 2018 2:42 PM
To: Kaelee Wilson <kaelee.wilson@phoenix.gov>
Subject: RE: Post application meeting for PUD Z-22-18
 
I apologize, I meant when do you expect to issue the staff’s comments to the applicant. Sounds like
that is the beginning of next week.
 
I trust that the emails I have sent in regards to the proposal, site plan, general Phx plan, north use
plan and PUD will be considered part of the “Neighborhood Issues” that need to be resolved,

mailto:kaelee.wilson@phoenix.gov


correct?
 
Thank you for the prompt responses.
 
Wade

From: Kaelee Wilson [mailto:kaelee.wilson@phoenix.gov] 
Sent: Tuesday, May 08, 2018 2:36 PM
To: Wade.Tinant
 
Wade,
Comments provided to the applicant? Or comments provided to staff? I hope to have the comments
completed by the beginning of next week.
 
Thanks,
 

Kaelee Wilson
Village Planner – Deer Valley, North Gateway, Desert View and Rio Vista
t
City of Phoenix
Planning and Development Department
200 West Washington Street, 3rd Floor
Phoenix, Arizona 85003
Office: (602) 534-7696
 
 
 

From: Wade.Tinant [mailto:Wade.Tinant@kiewit.com] 
Sent: Tuesday, May 08, 2018 2:33 PM
To: Kaelee Wilson <kaelee.wilson@phoenix.gov>
Subject: RE: Post application meeting for PUD Z-22-18
 
Another couple of questions:

1.       Do  you have an estimated date to provide the comments to the applicant?
2.       Part of the neighborhood frustration is that several comments provided in early January  are

still applicable to the current proposal and very few have been addressed. Would an open
action item log or the some of the markups we provided last time help?

 
Wade
 

From: Kaelee Wilson [mailto:kaelee.wilson@phoenix.gov] 
Sent: Tuesday, May 08, 2018 10:16 AM
To: Wade.Tinant
Subject: [EXTERNAL] RE: Post application meeting for PUD Z-22-18
 
Wade,
There is not a post applicant meeting in the near future for this case. The PUD process works a little
bit differently than an standard rezoning case. The next step is that I send the applicant staff’s first

mailto:kaelee.wilson@phoenix.gov
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review comments. If they request a meeting to discuss, it is simply a meeting. Then the applicant
resubmits a second submittal of the PUD with modifications. The post-application meeting won’t
happen until the case is closer to go to the VPC for action. To clarify, they will go to VPC for
information only prior to a post-application meeting. None of these meeting dates have been set.
 
Thanks,
 

Kaelee Wilson
Village Planner – Deer Valley, North Gateway, Desert View and Rio Vista
 
City of Phoenix
Planning and Development Department
200 West Washington Street, 3rd Floor
Phoenix, Arizona 85003
Office: (602) 534-7696
 
 
 

From: Wade.Tinant [mailto:Wade.Tinant@kiewit.com] 
Sent: Monday, May 07, 2018 6:06 PM
To: Kaelee Wilson <kaelee.wilson@phoenix.gov>
Subject: Post application meeting for PUD Z-22-18
 
Kaelee,
Has the date and time for this meeting been set? I understand that the meeting is between the
Developer and the City and that I would not attend. There are deliverables due at this meeting that I
want to ensure I request as soon as they are public records.  Please advise if and when the post
application meeting has been set.
 
Wade

mailto:Wade.Tinant@kiewit.com
mailto:kaelee.wilson@phoenix.gov


From: Wade.Tinant
To: Kaelee Wilson
Subject: RE: Post application meeting for PUD Z-22-18
Date: Tuesday, May 08, 2018 2:42:07 PM

I apologize, I meant when do you expect to issue the staff’s comments to the applicant. Sounds like
that is the beginning of next week.
 
I trust that the emails I have sent in regards to the proposal, site plan, general Phx plan, north use
plan and PUD will be considered part of the “Neighborhood Issues” that need to be resolved,
correct?
 
Thank you for the prompt responses.
 
Wade

From: Kaelee Wilson [mailto:kaelee.wilson@phoenix.gov] 
Sent: Tuesday, May 08, 2018 2:36 PM
To: Wade.Tinant
 
Wade,
Comments provided to the applicant? Or comments provided to staff? I hope to have the comments
completed by the beginning of next week.
 
Thanks,
 

Kaelee Wilson
Village Planner – Deer Valley, North Gateway, Desert View and Rio Vista
t
City of Phoenix
Planning and Development Department
200 West Washington Street, 3rd Floor
Phoenix, Arizona 85003
Office: (602) 534-7696
 
 
 

From: Wade.Tinant [mailto:Wade.Tinant@kiewit.com] 
Sent: Tuesday, May 08, 2018 2:33 PM
To: Kaelee Wilson <kaelee.wilson@phoenix.gov>
Subject: RE: Post application meeting for PUD Z-22-18
 
Another couple of questions:

1.       Do  you have an estimated date to provide the comments to the applicant?
2.       Part of the neighborhood frustration is that several comments provided in early January  are

still applicable to the current proposal and very few have been addressed. Would an open
action item log or the some of the markups we provided last time help?

 

mailto:kaelee.wilson@phoenix.gov


Wade
 

From: Kaelee Wilson [mailto:kaelee.wilson@phoenix.gov] 
Sent: Tuesday, May 08, 2018 10:16 AM
To: Wade.Tinant
Subject: [EXTERNAL] RE: Post application meeting for PUD Z-22-18
 
Wade,
There is not a post applicant meeting in the near future for this case. The PUD process works a little
bit differently than an standard rezoning case. The next step is that I send the applicant staff’s first
review comments. If they request a meeting to discuss, it is simply a meeting. Then the applicant
resubmits a second submittal of the PUD with modifications. The post-application meeting won’t
happen until the case is closer to go to the VPC for action. To clarify, they will go to VPC for
information only prior to a post-application meeting. None of these meeting dates have been set.
 
Thanks,
 

Kaelee Wilson
Village Planner – Deer Valley, North Gateway, Desert View and Rio Vista
 
City of Phoenix
Planning and Development Department
200 West Washington Street, 3rd Floor
Phoenix, Arizona 85003
Office: (602) 534-7696
 
 
 

From: Wade.Tinant [mailto:Wade.Tinant@kiewit.com] 
Sent: Monday, May 07, 2018 6:06 PM
To: Kaelee Wilson <kaelee.wilson@phoenix.gov>
Subject: Post application meeting for PUD Z-22-18
 
Kaelee,
Has the date and time for this meeting been set? I understand that the meeting is between the
Developer and the City and that I would not attend. There are deliverables due at this meeting that I
want to ensure I request as soon as they are public records.  Please advise if and when the post
application meeting has been set.
 
Wade

mailto:kaelee.wilson@phoenix.gov
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From: Wade.Tinant
To: Kaelee Wilson
Subject: RE: Post application meeting for PUD Z-22-18
Date: Tuesday, May 08, 2018 2:27:25 PM

Thank you Kaelee.  Can I get a copy of the staff’s first review comments when they are complete? 
Also, will the emails and information I have sent to you in regards to the Proposal itself, General
Plan, North Land Use Plan and PUD process be posed to the developer?  What is the best way for me
to stay in the loop on where we are at with comments, second submittal, etc?
 
Should I pose the questions to the Developer directly in regards to the General Plan and North Land
Use Plan?
 
Wade
 
 
 

From: Kaelee Wilson [mailto:kaelee.wilson@phoenix.gov] 
Sent: Tuesday, May 08, 2018 10:16 AM
To: Wade.Tinant
Subject: [EXTERNAL] RE: Post application meeting for PUD Z-22-18
 
Wade,
There is not a post applicant meeting in the near future for this case. The PUD process works a little
bit differently than an standard rezoning case. The next step is that I send the applicant staff’s first
review comments. If they request a meeting to discuss, it is simply a meeting. Then the applicant
resubmits a second submittal of the PUD with modifications. The post-application meeting won’t
happen until the case is closer to go to the VPC for action. To clarify, they will go to VPC for
information only prior to a post-application meeting. None of these meeting dates have been set.
 
Thanks,
 

Kaelee Wilson
Village Planner – Deer Valley, North Gateway, Desert View and Rio Vista
 
City of Phoenix
Planning and Development Department
200 West Washington Street, 3rd Floor
Phoenix, Arizona 85003
Office: (602) 534-7696
 
 
 

From: Wade.Tinant [mailto:Wade.Tinant@kiewit.com] 
Sent: Monday, May 07, 2018 6:06 PM
To: Kaelee Wilson <kaelee.wilson@phoenix.gov>
Subject: Post application meeting for PUD Z-22-18

mailto:kaelee.wilson@phoenix.gov


 
Kaelee,
Has the date and time for this meeting been set? I understand that the meeting is between the
Developer and the City and that I would not attend. There are deliverables due at this meeting that I
want to ensure I request as soon as they are public records.  Please advise if and when the post
application meeting has been set.
 
Wade



From: Wade.Tinant
To: Kaelee Wilson
Subject: RE: Post application meeting for PUD Z-22-18
Date: Tuesday, May 08, 2018 2:55:33 PM

Perfect. Thank you and I think I’m clear.  Look forward to seeing the comments to the applicant.  I
will continue to send in any questions or concerns as they are developed.
 
Thank you again.
 
Wade
 

From: Kaelee Wilson [mailto:kaelee.wilson@phoenix.gov] 
Sent: Tuesday, May 08, 2018 2:54 PM
To: Wade.Tinant
Subject: [EXTERNAL] RE: Post application meeting for PUD Z-22-18
 
Wade,
The packet will follow the case through the entire public process all of those hearing bodies. Staff
takes all things into consideration when issues our comments, including neighborhood concerns.
 
Thanks,
 

Kaelee Wilson
Village Planner – Deer Valley, North Gateway, Desert View and Rio Vista
 
City of Phoenix
Planning and Development Department
200 West Washington Street, 3rd Floor
Phoenix, Arizona 85003
Office: (602) 534-7696
 
 
 

From: Wade.Tinant [mailto:Wade.Tinant@kiewit.com] 
Sent: Tuesday, May 08, 2018 2:50 PM
To: Kaelee Wilson <kaelee.wilson@phoenix.gov>
Subject: RE: Post application meeting for PUD Z-22-18
 
Would that packet be provided to the folks at the Village Planning Committee, planning commission
and/or city council? 
 
Have the emails and questions I have posed been considered in the comments that will be provided
to the applicant?  Are these at least logged as neighborhood issues that the Developer should be
implementing or addressing?
 
Thank you again for your help.

mailto:kaelee.wilson@phoenix.gov


 
Wade
 

From: Kaelee Wilson [mailto:kaelee.wilson@phoenix.gov] 
Sent: Tuesday, May 08, 2018 2:44 PM
To: Wade.Tinant
Subject: [EXTERNAL] RE: Post application meeting for PUD Z-22-18
 
Wade,
Your emails will be included in the information provided in the packet to the public hearing bodies.
 
Thanks,
 

Kaelee Wilson
Village Planner – Deer Valley, North Gateway, Desert View and Rio Vista
 
City of Phoenix
Planning and Development Department
200 West Washington Street, 3rd Floor
Phoenix, Arizona 85003
Office: (602) 534-7696
 
 
 

From: Wade.Tinant [mailto:Wade.Tinant@kiewit.com] 
Sent: Tuesday, May 08, 2018 2:42 PM
To: Kaelee Wilson <kaelee.wilson@phoenix.gov>
Subject: RE: Post application meeting for PUD Z-22-18
 
I apologize, I meant when do you expect to issue the staff’s comments to the applicant. Sounds like
that is the beginning of next week.
 
I trust that the emails I have sent in regards to the proposal, site plan, general Phx plan, north use
plan and PUD will be considered part of the “Neighborhood Issues” that need to be resolved,
correct?
 
Thank you for the prompt responses.
 
Wade

From: Kaelee Wilson [mailto:kaelee.wilson@phoenix.gov] 
Sent: Tuesday, May 08, 2018 2:36 PM
To: Wade.Tinant
 
Wade,
Comments provided to the applicant? Or comments provided to staff? I hope to have the comments
completed by the beginning of next week.
 

mailto:kaelee.wilson@phoenix.gov
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Thanks,
 

Kaelee Wilson
Village Planner – Deer Valley, North Gateway, Desert View and Rio Vista
t
City of Phoenix
Planning and Development Department
200 West Washington Street, 3rd Floor
Phoenix, Arizona 85003
Office: (602) 534-7696
 
 
 

From: Wade.Tinant [mailto:Wade.Tinant@kiewit.com] 
Sent: Tuesday, May 08, 2018 2:33 PM
To: Kaelee Wilson <kaelee.wilson@phoenix.gov>
Subject: RE: Post application meeting for PUD Z-22-18
 
Another couple of questions:

1.       Do  you have an estimated date to provide the comments to the applicant?
2.       Part of the neighborhood frustration is that several comments provided in early January  are

still applicable to the current proposal and very few have been addressed. Would an open
action item log or the some of the markups we provided last time help?

 
Wade
 

From: Kaelee Wilson [mailto:kaelee.wilson@phoenix.gov] 
Sent: Tuesday, May 08, 2018 10:16 AM
To: Wade.Tinant
Subject: [EXTERNAL] RE: Post application meeting for PUD Z-22-18
 
Wade,
There is not a post applicant meeting in the near future for this case. The PUD process works a little
bit differently than an standard rezoning case. The next step is that I send the applicant staff’s first
review comments. If they request a meeting to discuss, it is simply a meeting. Then the applicant
resubmits a second submittal of the PUD with modifications. The post-application meeting won’t
happen until the case is closer to go to the VPC for action. To clarify, they will go to VPC for
information only prior to a post-application meeting. None of these meeting dates have been set.
 
Thanks,
 

Kaelee Wilson
Village Planner – Deer Valley, North Gateway, Desert View and Rio Vista
 
City of Phoenix
Planning and Development Department

rd
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200 West Washington Street, 3  Floor
Phoenix, Arizona 85003
Office: (602) 534-7696
 
 
 

From: Wade.Tinant [mailto:Wade.Tinant@kiewit.com] 
Sent: Monday, May 07, 2018 6:06 PM
To: Kaelee Wilson <kaelee.wilson@phoenix.gov>
Subject: Post application meeting for PUD Z-22-18
 
Kaelee,
Has the date and time for this meeting been set? I understand that the meeting is between the
Developer and the City and that I would not attend. There are deliverables due at this meeting that I
want to ensure I request as soon as they are public records.  Please advise if and when the post
application meeting has been set.
 
Wade

mailto:Wade.Tinant@kiewit.com
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From: Kaelee Wilson
To: David Leshner; PDD Desert View VPC; Jim Waring
Subject: RE: Proposed Self Storage - Tatum & Dynamite
Date: Monday, August 06, 2018 9:54:10 AM

David,
Thank you for the letter, it will be added to the case file. I want to inform you that there will not be a
vote tomorrow night. The case is going before the Village for an information presentation only. A
vote amongst the Village Planning Committee members will happen at a later date.
 
Thanks,

Kaelee Wilson
Village Planner – Deer Valley, North Gateway, Desert View and Rio Vista
 
City of Phoenix
Planning and Development Department
200 West Washington Street, 3rd Floor
Phoenix, Arizona 85003
Office: (602) 534-7696
 
 
 

From: David @yahoo.com] 
Sent: Sunday, August 05, 2018 10:13 PM
To: PDD Desert View VPC <desertviewvpc@phoenix.gov>; Jim Waring <Jim.Waring@phoenix.gov>
Subject: Proposed Self Storage - Tatum & Dynamite
 

Dear Desert Village Planning Committee and Councilman Waring,

 
I live in the Diamond Creek Homeowners Association and will be attending the meeting
on Tuesday, August 7th with my family (my wife and three kids) as your decision for
this PUD – Storage Facility will have a great impact on our future in the neighborhood.
 
I know this is a tough decision and there are a lot of factors involved as you want to
promote growth in the area, but I’m very concerned about this land being charged to
what is C2 zoning even if you want to call it a PUD rezone for storage facility only. 
 
My biggest concern is that there is no separation between the neighborhood and this
building.  From the side closest to our home you will have a total of 56 ft. – 9 inches
from the fence line to where this builds.  To put that in perspective the distance
between my house and my neighbor’s house next to me is 35 feet (you are only adding
a total of 22 feet for the construction of this building in relation to the fence line of the
Diamond Creek HOA which is a view fence and not a block wall.
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When you look at the commercial developments across the street of Dynamite and on
the other side of Tatum you have large walls with washes in between those walls and
then the construction – you do not have that with our HOA and this commercial
development which is why there should be serious consideration on declining this from
being developed.
 
There are safety concerns as well that this opens up our HOA to potential threats and
as a father to three kids under five that will actively be playing outside and in direct site
of people using this storage facility that is a major concern.  In addition, there are
health concerns about the potential risk of the cell phone towers that will be put up as
revenue for this developer.
 
I also wanted to share a list for you with all the self-storage facilities that already exist
in our area.  I was amazed to find out that there are more self-storage facilities than
Starbucks in this area.  I’m providing the list to show that there are a lot of storage
facilities already in our area and we are potentially building something that could
bottom out.  There are several other storage facilities also being developed or in
consideration in our area.  Another one is being done by the same developer at Lone
Mountain and Scottsdale Road.
 
I’m hoping we get a fair shot and vote on Tuesday and I hope you see the concerns on
this development as this vacant land is not meant for a large C2 storage facility.  I
completely understand it will be developed in the future and I will fully support a C1
development, but this is trying to fit something into the neighborhood that doesn’t fit
and will ruin the beauty, safety and values of our neighborhood.
Thanks for your time,

David & Stacey 
 
 
 
 
 
Please consider the environment before printing this email.

******************* Internet Email Confidentiality *******************

The information contained in this message (including any attachments) may be
privileged and confidential and protected from disclosure. If the reader of this
message is not the intended recipient, or an employee or agent responsible for
delivering this message to the intended recipient, you are hereby notified that it is
strictly prohibited (a) to disseminate, distribute or copy this communication or any
of the information contained in it, or (b) to take any action based on the
information in it. If you have received this communication in error, please notify
us immediately by replying to the message and deleting it from your computer.
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From: Wade.Tinant
To: Kaelee Wilson
Subject: RE: Questions from the community- PUD process and PUD Z-22-18 status
Date: Monday, May 21, 2018 12:09:18 PM
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Kaelee,
Please see my notes behind your responses below. If it would be easier to talk and you have time for a quick call, that would be fine as well.
 

From: Kaelee Wilson [mailto:kaelee.wilson@phoenix.gov] 
Sent: Monday, May 21, 2018 10:27 AM
To: Wade.Tinant
Subject: [EXTERNAL] RE: Questions from the community- PUD process and PUD Z-22-18 status
 
Wade,

1.       Yes, a pre-application meeting was held. Minutes are not taken during these meetings. If you would like a copy of those items, a document
retrieval request will need to be filed.

a.       I have attached the pre-application meeting minutes from the original proposal for reference. The notes say the pre –application notes
(and signature page) are to be included with the rezoning application.  I will do a public records request.

2.       Yes, they submitted a fact-finding form.
a.       Can I get a copy of this form or do I need to do a public records request for this document as well? It looks like this is a document that

Planning would produce and provide to the Developer (?).
3.       Please further explain what you mean by this? A summary of the meeting is given at the post-application meeting which hasn’t been held or

scheduled yet.
                a.  The PUD Procedure says that the Neighborhood meeting summary will be provided within 5 days of the meeting AND 5 days prior to the post
application meeting.  It is “and”, not “or”.

4.       The applicant is holding their second neighborhood meeting on May 31st.
                a. I’m ok with this. I am confused though – the PUD Procedure has a very prescriptive letter template that the Developer is not using for this
meeting (hence the confusion). 

5.       We cannot hold up the process of the meetings. It is up to the applicant on how they choose to proceed.
                a. Doesn’t the Village Planner set the dates for the Developer to attend the Village Planning meetings?  All the community is asking for is to
schedule the presentations at these Village Meetings starting in September when school resumes and our community is back in town.  I guess we can play
this by ear and seen when the proposal is resubmitted. 
 
 
Thanks,
 

Kaelee Wilson
Village Planner – Deer Valley, North Gateway, Desert View and Rio Vista
 
City of Phoenix
Planning and Development Department
200 West Washington Street, 3rd Floor
Phoenix, Arizona 85003
Office: (602) 534-7696
 
 
 

From: Wade.Tinant [mailto:Wade.Tinant@kiewit.com] 
Sent: Saturday, May 19, 2018 3:34 PM
To: Kaelee Wilson <kaelee.wilson@phoenix.gov>; PDD Desert View VPC <desertviewvpc@phoenix.gov>
Cc: Wade.Tinant <Wade.Tinant@kiewit.com>
Subject: Questions from the community- PUD process and PUD Z-22-18 status
 
Kaelee,
I appreciate your continued support in answering questions.
 
I am receiving questions from the community that I am not able to answer in regards to the PUD process.  Can you help me by answering the questions
below? I have referenced page numbers from the PUD Procedures Outline where I thought applicable.
 
Readers Digest version (with details below):
 

1.       Was the Pre-Application meeting held?  If so, can the minutes and signature list of attendees be provided? (page 3 of 54)
2.       Was the Fact Finding requested? Was it performed? Was it waived? (page 3 of 54)

3.       Is the required information from the May 3rd Neighborhood Meeting posted and available for the Community to review?(page 4 of 54)
4.       Does the Director of Planning and Development intend to waive the Second Neighborhood Meeting? (page 4 of 54)
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5.       Do the Village Planners intend to support the Community in their request this PUD Z-22-18 not be discussed at any Village Planning Committee
meetings until school resumes in the fall? We have multiple neighbors that leave for the summer (snow birds, extended summer vacations with the
kids, etc.). Councilman Waring seemed to think this was reasonable when we all spoke. (page 4 of 54).

 
 
Supporting information for the questions posed above:
 
 

1.       Can you confirm the Pre-Application Meeting was not held?  I know we exchanged emails on April 9th to the effect that this meeting had been
waived, but I’d like to confirm the meeting was not held. If it was held, would it be possible to obtain the meeting minutes and signatures of
attendees?

 
2.       Can you confirm that the Fact Finding (PUD Process pages 8-9 of 54) was requested? Can you confirm whether the Fact Finding was completed or

waived by the Planning and Development Director or their designee? (See first bullet point in the excerpt above). Can this document be obtained,
or, if the requirement was waived, can the approval of the waiver be obtained?  Here is why I ask:

a.       This application was submitted on 3/27/18.

                                                               i.      As of May 18th, for the first time (outside of community concerns), the recognition of the parcel being in
an AO floodplain has been recognized (by the Village Planners, not the Developer). This would have been addressed by Fact Finding
questions 13 and 15.

                                                             ii.      This discussion with Floodplain Management, before the Application was submitted, would have allowed
the Developer to offer specific details about permitting a basement in an AO floodplain and would have potentially prevented me
from calling Floodplain Management and would have prevented the Developer from inaccurately requesting “I would ask that you
please refrain from continuously circulating false and misleading information.”

                                                           iii.      The requirements in the Fact Finding document could potentially have sparred these verbal assaults, from
the Developer to the Community.  The PUD process is intended to encourage collaboration, not drive wedges.

 

 
 
 

                                                           iv.      The community has inquired about the security gates. These inquiries would have been addressed by Fact
Finding question 21.

                                                             v.      The community has raised questions about compliance with the Driveway Ordinance. This would have
been addressed by Fact Finding question 22.



 
 
 
 

 
 
 
 

b.       As of May 18th, nearly two months and one Neighborhood Meeting later, questions that would normally have been addressed in the Fact
Finding and/or Pre Application meeting linger on.

 
 
 

3.        The PUD Process, per page 4 of 54, requires the following meeting summary information:
                

 
 

a.       There was a Neighborhood Meeting on May 3rd.  The information listed above has been requested, from the Developer, on multiple
occasions.  Has this information been submitted to the staff?

b.       The community wants to review this required information, in a timely manner, to ensure their attendance and comment cards were
officially received and recorded.

c.       I mainly ask because the community was just notified of another Neighborhood meeting on May 31. It would be beneficial for attendees, of
either meeting, to be able to reference the information spelled out above.  Can or will this information be provided?

4.       2nd Neighborhood meeting

a.       After comparing the letter dated May 14th announcing the meeting to be held on May 31st, and, the template for the Second
Neighborhood Meeting, on page 22 of 54 of the PUD Procedures, it is readily apparent, in my opinion, that is letter is NOT calling the

meeting on May 31st  the “Second” Neighborhood meeting.
                                                               i.      Per the template letter, the initial paragraph specifically calls out “…invite you to a second neighborhood

meeting…”

                                                             ii.      The letter dated May 14th, states  “..invite you to an additional neighborhood meeting…”.
b.       Will the Planning and Development Director waive the Second Neighborhood Meeting (as he is allowed to do per page 4 of 54)?
c.       I ask so that the community can be accurately informed as to where we are at in the PUD process, and, so that the community can properly

prepare for upcoming meetings.
 



 
 
 

5.       First Village Planning Committee meeting
a.       Do the Village Planners intend to support the Community’s request, a request that  Councilman Waring said seemed reasonable, and

ensure that this PUD is not discussed at any Village Planning meeting until after school resumes (i.e. before the September Village Planning
meeting)?

 
Thank you for your continued support.
 
Wade 



From: Susan 
To: Kaelee Wilson
Subject: Re: reply to NO to Re-Zoning case PUD Z-22-18
Date: Wednesday, May 02, 2018 1:38:27 PM

Thank you! I do appreciate that! We chose to live out here for a reason and want it to stay this
way!

On May 2, 2018, at 1:06 PM, Kaelee Wilson <kaelee.wilson@phoenix.gov> wrote:

Hello, 
Thank you for your email. It will be added to the case file that will follow the case through the public
hearing process.
 
Thanks,
 

Kaelee Wilson
Village Planner – Deer Valley, North Gateway, Desert View and Rio Vista
 
City of Phoenix
Planning and Development Department
200 West Washington Street, 3rd Floor
Phoenix, Arizona 85003
Office: (602) 534-7696

photo Susan
 

  | @me.com

Arizona
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From: Kaelee Wilson
To: Debbie Cremonese; Council District 2 PCC; Alan Stephenson; Joshua Bednarek; PDD Desert View VPC
Subject: RE: Storage Unit behind Diamond Creek - OPPOSITION
Date: Tuesday, August 07, 2018 12:38:54 PM
Attachments: image001.png

Debbie,
Thank you for your email. It will be added to the case file that will follow the case through the public hearing process. I also would like to inform you there is no voting taking place tonight. The meeting tonight is an information session, only. A vote of the Village Planning Committee members will take place at a later date.
 
Please let me know if you have any further questions.
 
Thanks,
 

Kaelee Wilson
Village Planner – Deer Valley, North Gateway, Desert View and Rio Vista
 
City of Phoenix
Planning and Development Department
200 West Washington Street, 3rd Floor
Phoenix, Arizona 85003
Office: (602) 534-7696
 
 
 
From: Debb @russlyon.com] 
Sent: Tuesday, August 07, 2018 10:49 AM
To: Council District 2 PCC <council.district.2@phoenix.gov>; Alan Stephenson <alan.stephenson@phoenix.gov>; Joshua Bednarek <joshua.bednarek@phoenix.gov>; PDD Desert View VPC <desertviewvpc@phoenix.gov>
Subject: Storage Unit behind Diamond Creek - OPPOSITION
 
Hello Everyone,
 
My husband Howard Cyr & I are not able to attend the meeting at PVCC tonight due to a prior commitment.  We have attended all other meetings and are vehemently opposed to the storage unit & cell tower proposal adjacent to our subdivision.  Not only will this negatively impact our property values (which are finally going up after many years), the cell tower will be an eyesore for the community.  
 
Additionally, the storage building will create an industrial feel in a upscale neighborhood and bring additional unnecessary traffic.  This type of business, structure & cell tower is better suited for an area with more more commercial traffic such as Cave Creek Rd where there are many commercial businesses & minimal residential impact.
 
Please count our votes as we would be there again tonight if we could.
 
Respectfully,
 
Debbie Cyr
 

 

Debbie Cremonese Cyr | Market Expert

6900 E Camelback Road, Suite 110, Scottsdale, AZ 85251

(480) 229 9080  | debbie@pcgAgents.com  | PrivateClientGroupAgents.com

Text "SIRDCYR" to 87778
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From: Wade.Tinant
To: PDD Desert View VPC; Kaelee Wilson; Council District 2 PCC; wr@berryriddell.com
Subject: RE: Tatum & Dynamite Neighborhood Meeting debrief & location change
Date: Monday, May 07, 2018 2:57:11 PM

It also needs to be known that, at the meeting last Thursday, at two different locations where the
Developer was presenting info, people were told there was no rezoning with this proposal.  Our
residents asked again just to confirm the statements being made and the Developer confirmed that
no rezoning would be required.  I can offer specific names if anyone wishes.
 
This just furthers the notion that our community is being treated with a lack of respect and that the
Developer is not close to being transparent with the community.  How much longer does our
community need to be subjected to this kind of treatment?
 
Wade
 

From: Wade.Tinant 
Sent: Friday, May 04, 2018 8:39 AM
To: 'DesertViewVPC@phoenix.gov'; Kaelee Wilson (kaelee.wilson@phoenix.gov); Jim Waring
(council.district.2@phoenix.gov); wr@berryriddell.com
Subject: Tatum & Dynamite Neighborhood Meeting debrief & location change
 
The community is very disappointed and agitated with the Developer.  The notification letter for the
Neighborhood Meeting, postmarked on 4/19 PM, absolutely at the last minute for compliance,
directed people to attend the meeting at the Desert Conference Suite at the JW Marriott.
 
I personally visited this Marriott last Thursday to obtain facility maps to help community members
find their way to the meeting.
 
We arrived around 4 PM (for the 5 PM meeting) and found it odd that there were no signs anywhere
directing people to the meeting.  After inquiring with the hotel staff, it was determined that the
meeting location had changed to the Stone grill.  I have pictures from every entrance and the Desert
Conference Suite. No signs or mention of the meeting changing locations. Even with the absolute
last second notification, this Developer is unable to accurately communicate a meeting location? 
 
When we asked the Developer to help put up signs in the Marriott to direct folks to the NEW
meeting location we were dismissed, smirked at and even told “Don’t make this into something”. No
help. No apologies. Just left to fend for ourselves and plead with Marriott events to help us out.
 Coupled with the absolute minimum notice, we can no longer assume any integrity on the part of
the Developer.
 
After personally being late to the meeting to try to continue to help community members find the
unmarked meeting and get signage up, I did see one small sign on the bottom floor behind the
waterfall noting the meeting location.  The only signage on the main floor or where the meeting was
supposed to be was placed by the community. Several folks at the meeting commented on how
difficult it was to find the meeting and how many folks they say wandering around looking for the
meeting. How may community members were not fortunate enough to recognize someone from the
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community to get directed to the meeting?  Several folks that had planned on attending work until
at least 5 PM and by that time the community needed to be in the meeting.  How many people got
frustrated and left before even finding the meeting?
 
For future meetings, the community firmly requests that any meetings meet the following
requirements:

1.       Meetings to start at 6 PM.  This is a working community and several people work until at
least 5 PM. The 5 PM start time prevents several interested folks from attending.

2.       Location to be at the Desert Broom Library or The Creek.  We moved away from commercial
areas for a reason. The JW Marriott is not convenient or easy for anyone from the
community.

3.       No more meetings until September. Some snow birds have already left for the season and
this is a family community. Nearly every family has a week or two vacation planned this
summer.  Our Councilman and planning leads supported relaxing the timeframe
requirements to allow this to happen.

4.       A little more than the absolute minimum notice would be appreciated.  The habit of doing
the absolute minimum only deepens distrust and concern about what the Developer would
do if this zoning amendment ever got approved.

 
I hope the Developer will make the reasonable choices listed above.
 
Wade
 
 







From: Amber 
To: Kaelee Wilson
Cc: Samantha Keating; Joel Carrasco
Subject: Re: Z-22-18 schedule update
Date: Wednesday, August 22, 2018 5:58:46 PM

Yes, I'm sure they want to push it.  Right into the holiday season!  They did not request it be
delayed to work with the community, that is the last thing that they have done.  This is just
another tactic by their well connected, experienced team.  It is shameful.  

On Wed, Aug 22, 2018 at 4:44 PM Kaelee Wilson <kaelee.wilson@phoenix.gov> wrote:

Good Afternoon,

Thank you for your interest in Z-22-18, a request for a PUD at Tatum Boulevard and
Dynamite Boulevard. The applicant had initially requested to appear before the Desert View
Village Planning Committee for a recommendation on September 11, 2018. While a hearing
schedule had not been finalized yet, the applicant notified us today that they would like
additional time to work with the community. As a result of this request, the earliest this item
may be heard for recommendation at the Desert View VPC would be October 2nd. Once a
hearing schedule has been established for the request, I will follow up with an email with the
hearing dates. In addition, the sign currently on site will be updated with the hearing
information and letters will be sent out in compliance with the rezoning notification
requirements.

 

Thank you for your involvement in this process and please let me know if you have any
questions.

 

Thanks,

Kaelee Wilson

Village Planner – Deer Valley, North Gateway, Desert View and Rio Vista

 

City of Phoenix

Planning and Development Department

200 West Washington Street, 3rd Floor

Phoenix, Arizona 85003
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Office: (602) 534-7696

 



From: Farida, Renee
To: Joshua Bednarek; Alan Stephenson; PDD Desert View VPC; Council District 2 PCC; Kaelee Wilson
Cc: Farida, Renee
Subject: RE: Storage Unit, PUD Z-22-18 - Will not strengthen our local economy
Date: Thursday, June 28, 2018 11:36:43 AM
Attachments: image003.png
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Importance: High

Want a win/win for a cell tower location.
 
The parcel just east of the fire station on Dynamite is owned by the City of Phx.  There is an existing powerline along the
southern edge of this parcel (some 30ft tall).
 
Why not put the cell tower on an existing pole and let the City recoup the obscene revenue as opposed to installing a
new pole in a community and a private developer getting all of the cash?  I've heard estimates of 5 figure revenues per
month!
 
I wouldn't put this in anyone's backyard.  I would keep it for the city.
 

 
 
Thank you,

 .

RENEE FARIDA | CFO

HOUSEHOLDERGROUP
 | SCOTTSDALE, ARIZONA 85260

www.joinhouseholdergroup.com
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This message and any attachments contain information which may be confidential and/or privileged and is intended for use only by the addressee(s) named on
this transmission. If you are not the intended recipient, or the employee or agent responsible for delivering the message to the intended recipient, you are
notified that any review, copying, distribution or use of this transmission is strictly prohibited. If you have received this transmission in error, please (i) notify the
sender immediately by e-mail or by telephone and (ii) destroy all copies of this message.

 

From: Farida, Renee 
Sent: Wednesday, June 27, 2018 10:35 AM
To: joshua.bednarek@phoenix.gov; alan.stephenson@phoenix.gov; DesertViewVPC@phoenix.gov; council.district.2@phoenix.gov;
kaelee.wilson@phoenix.gov
Cc: Farida, Renee
Subject: Storage Unit, PUD Z-22-18 - Will not strengthen our local economy
Importance: High
 
When reading the Core Value of “Strengthen our local Economy” from the 2015 Phoenix General Plan, it becomes glaringly
obvious that developing the parcel at Tatum and Dynamite within standard C1 zoning would be far super to approving PUD z-
22-18 for several reasons.
1. Job creation. PUDZ-22-18 would employ one single person. The businesses already approved for C1 zoning would create
more jobs. In addition to sheer number of jobs, the type and quality of jobs created by these businesses would be superior.
Banks, Trust Companies, Bonding Companies, Brokerage Houses, Building and Loan Associations, Contractors/Power/Gas
Companies ‘Offices, Finance and Loan Companies. These are jobs that align with the 2015 Phoenix General Plan and our
community.
 
2. Local & Small business. Very powerful statements on page 90 of the 2015 Phoenix General Plan. Allowing this parcel to be
developed per PUD Z-22-18 would be in complete conflict with this subsection. 1784 Capital Holdings boasts of being a national
investment firm. Allowing a C1 businesses on this parcel would be in complete alignment with this goal.
 
3. Entrepreneurs, Emerging Enterprises. Entrepreneurs need access to small businesses and suppliers. Several C1 businesses
would fulfill this need.
 
4. Highly Skilled Workforce- the storage warehouse would not develop a highly skilled workforce. But look at what some of the
allowable C1 businesses could do! Schools for business, data processing and insurance. Libraries. Driving schools. These
businesses would help train a work force.
 
5. Tourism Facilities. How would a storage warehouse support tourism? Yet, an allowable C1 business is a travel bureau.
Multiple arts related businesses are already allowed under standard C1 zoning. A 3 story monstrosity would not support
tourism, or may people wanting to move away.
 
6. Review the summary for prosperity, Health and Environment on page 103 of the Phoenix General Plan. Prosperity- expand
education and training; Health - counties with a higher concentration of small, locally owned businesses have healthier
populations. Multiple C1 businesses align with these goals. A self-storage warehouse does not.
 
In conclusion, how can we justify allowing a self-storage warehouse on this parcel?  Are we going to allow a Developer to
prosper at the expense of our community? Developing within standard C1 zoning makes good sense and it’s what the
community wants and needs.
 
Thank you,

http://www.myimpactmovie.com/householder_recruiting


 .

RENEE FARIDA | CFO

HOUSEHOLDERGROUP
 | SCOTTSDALE, ARIZONA 85260

www.joinhouseholdergroup.com

This message and any attachments contain information which may be confidential and/or privileged and is intended for use only by the addressee(s) named on
this transmission. If you are not the intended recipient, or the employee or agent responsible for delivering the message to the intended recipient, you are
notified that any review, copying, distribution or use of this transmission is strictly prohibited. If you have received this transmission in error, please (i) notify the
sender immediately by e-mail or by telephone and (ii) destroy all copies of this message.

 

From: Farida, Renee 
Sent: Monday, June 25, 2018 3:28 PM
To: joshua.bednarek@phoenix.gov; alan.stephenson@phoenix.gov; DesertViewVPC@phoenix.gov; council.district.2@phoenix.gov;
kaelee.wilson@phoenix.gov
Cc: Farida, Renee
Subject: Storage Unit, PUD Z-22-18
Importance: High
 

Hello – I currently reside at   , Cave Creek AZ 85331.  I am not happy with a zoning change from C1 to a PUD
that would allow a self-storage warehouse. I purchased my home based on a friendly gated community adjacent to C1 zoning.
Attached is a list of all of the businesses allowed within standard C1 zoning which we reviewed before purchasing our home.
Developing the parcel with any of the attached C1 businesses would foster small and local business development on this parcel.
The 2015 Phoenix General Plan explicitly states that small and local businesses drive our economy. Why would we want to
remove an opportunity for these types of businesses and allow a national corporation to install a HUGE warehouse? Developing
this parcel within C1 zoning would meet community expectations, bolster our local economy and “fit” in our community. The list
of C1 businesses would also not have the size nor height of this proposed warehouse.  
 
Let’s forget about how a self-storage warehouse could meet a few of the goals of the 2015 Phoenix General Plan and look at the
abundance of ways a C1 business on this same parcel would better align with the 2015 Phoenix General Plan.
 
The proposal of a cell tower also does not make any sense on this parcel. Why not put the tower at Dynamite Park and keep the
revenue in city coffers? Why not put the cell tower near black mountain nursery where the nursery can serve as a buffer
between the adjacent neighborhood? Or why not put the dish on a be of the multiple APS transmission poles just north and
south of us? There is no need for another tower in our community when the APS poles would work and these poles are already
installed.
 
I request that Village Planning present how a cell phone tower would make any sense from a zoning perspective.
 
Thank you,
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RENEE FARIDA | CFO

HOUSEHOLDERGROUP
 | SCOTTSDALE, ARIZONA 85260

www.joinhouseholdergroup.com

This message and any attachments contain information which may be confidential and/or privileged and is intended for use only by the addressee(s) named on
this transmission. If you are not the intended recipient, or the employee or agent responsible for delivering the message to the intended recipient, you are
notified that any review, copying, distribution or use of this transmission is strictly prohibited. If you have received this transmission in error, please (i) notify the
sender immediately by e-mail or by telephone and (ii) destroy all copies of this message.
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From: Farida, Renee
To: Joshua Bednarek; Alan Stephenson; PDD Desert View VPC; Council District 2 PCC; Kaelee Wilson
Cc: Farida, Renee
Subject: Storage Unit, PUD Z-22-18 - Will not strengthen our local economy
Date: Wednesday, June 27, 2018 10:35:18 AM
Attachments: image001.png
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Importance: High

When reading the Core Value of “Strengthen our local Economy” from the 2015 Phoenix General Plan, it becomes glaringly
obvious that developing the parcel at Tatum and Dynamite within standard C1 zoning would be far super to approving PUD z-
22-18 for several reasons.
1. Job creation. PUDZ-22-18 would employ one single person. The businesses already approved for C1 zoning would create
more jobs. In addition to sheer number of jobs, the type and quality of jobs created by these businesses would be superior.
Banks, Trust Companies, Bonding Companies, Brokerage Houses, Building and Loan Associations, Contractors/Power/Gas
Companies ‘Offices, Finance and Loan Companies. These are jobs that align with the 2015 Phoenix General Plan and our
community.
 
2. Local & Small business. Very powerful statements on page 90 of the 2015 Phoenix General Plan. Allowing this parcel to be
developed per PUD Z-22-18 would be in complete conflict with this subsection. 1784 Capital Holdings boasts of being a national
investment firm. Allowing a C1 businesses on this parcel would be in complete alignment with this goal.
 
3. Entrepreneurs, Emerging Enterprises. Entrepreneurs need access to small businesses and suppliers. Several C1 businesses
would fulfill this need.
 
4. Highly Skilled Workforce- the storage warehouse would not develop a highly skilled workforce. But look at what some of the
allowable C1 businesses could do! Schools for business, data processing and insurance. Libraries. Driving schools. These
businesses would help train a work force.
 
5. Tourism Facilities. How would a storage warehouse support tourism? Yet, an allowable C1 business is a travel bureau.
Multiple arts related businesses are already allowed under standard C1 zoning. A 3 story monstrosity would not support
tourism, or may people wanting to move away.
 
6. Review the summary for prosperity, Health and Environment on page 103 of the Phoenix General Plan. Prosperity- expand
education and training; Health - counties with a higher concentration of small, locally owned businesses have healthier
populations. Multiple C1 businesses align with these goals. A self-storage warehouse does not.
 
In conclusion, how can we justify allowing a self-storage warehouse on this parcel?  Are we going to allow a Developer to
prosper at the expense of our community? Developing within standard C1 zoning makes good sense and it’s what the
community wants and needs.
 
Thank you,

 .

RENEE FARIDA | CFO

HOUSEHOLDERGROUP
 | SCOTTSDALE, ARIZONA 85260

www.joinhouseholdergroup.com

mailto:joshua.bednarek@phoenix.gov
mailto:alan.stephenson@phoenix.gov
mailto:desertviewvpc@phoenix.gov
mailto:council.district.2@phoenix.gov
mailto:kaelee.wilson@phoenix.gov
mailto:rfarida@householdergroup.com
http://www.joinhouseholdergroup.com/




1.    Adjusters, Insurance 91.    Jewelers, Retail Sales and Repairs, Gem Stone Repair and Cutting *34 *36 *37 *38 *46


2.    Adult Day Care Home and Center. +46 92.    Labor Unions, Offices *34 *36 *38 *46


3.    Antique Shop *46 93.    Laboratories, Clinical and Dental *34 *36 *38 *46


4.    Army and Navy Goods, Retail Sales, New *46 94.    Laundries, Collecting Shops *34 *36 *38 *46


5.    Art Gallery, Commercial Sales *46 95.    Laundries, Self-Help, Hand *34 *36 *38 *46


6.    Artist Supplies, Retail *46 96.    Lawn Furniture, Retail Sales *34 *36 *38 *46


7.    Assisted Living Center, subject to a use permit. +46 97.    Libraries, Private, Rental *34 *36 *38 *46


8.    Auctioneer’s Office (only) *46 98.    Linens, Retail Sales *34 *36 *38 *46


9.    Auto Title Loan Establishments 99.    Linoleum Sales, Retail *34 *36 *38 *46


10.    Automated Collection Center 100.    Liquor, Package Retail Sales, 


11.    Automobile Parts and Supplies, Retail *38 *46 101.    Lunch Rooms *34 *36 *38 *46


12.    Baby Shops *38 *46 102.    Magazines, Retail Sales, except adult bookstores *34 *36 *38 *46


13.    Bakers and Baked Goods, Retail Sales *38 *46 103.    Market, Stock and Bond *34 *36 *38 *46


14.    Banks and Trust Companies *38 *46 104.    Merchandise Brokers Office and Display *34 *36 *38 *46


15.    Barbers  105.    Messenger Service *34 *36 *38 *46


16.    Beauty Shops *38 *46 106.    Reserved. -28 *34 *36 *38 *46


17.    Bicycles, New and Used, Retail Sales and Repairs *38 *46 107.    Milk Distributing Stations, Retail *34 *36 *38 *46


18.    Bingo, subject to a use permit *38 *46 108.    Milliners, Custom and Retail Sales *34 *36 *38 *46


19.    Bird Sales, Retail *38 *46 109.    Motor Freight Co., Offices Only *34 *36 *38 *46


20.    Bonding Companies *38 *46 110.    Musical instruments, equipment and related products,


21.    Booksellers and Rentals, except adult bookstores *38 *46 111.    Needlework *24 *34 *36 *38 *46


22.    Braces, Orthopedic, Sales Retail *38 *46 112.    Newspaper Advertising Sales Office *24 *34 *36 *38 *46


23.    Brokerage House *38 *46 113.    Nonchartered Financial Institutions,


24.    Building and Loan Associations *38 *46 114.    Newspaper Distribution Center with management offices, subject to the following 


25.    Butcher Shops (no slaughtering) *38 *46 115.    Notions, Retail Sales *24 *25 *34 *36 *38 *46


26.    Camera Shops *38 *46 116.    Novelties, Retail Sales *24 *25 *34 *36 *38 *46


27.    Candy Shops, Retail *38 *46 117.    Nursery School *24 *25 *34 *36 *38 *46


28.    Canvas Goods Sales, Retail *38 *46 118.    Nursing Home, subject to a use permit *24 *25 *34 *36 *38 *46


29.    Caterers *38 *46 119.    Nut Shop *24 *25 *34 *36 *38 *46


30.    Cesspool Builders and Service, Offices Only *38 *46 120.    Office Furniture Equipment and Supplies, Retail Sales and Showroom *24 *25 *34 


31.    Charitable Institutions, Offices Only *4 *38 *46 121.    Offices including those requiring use permits in R-5 *24 *25 *34 *36 *38 *46


32.    Christian Science Reading Rooms *38 *46 122.    W/ office complexes with a gross leasable area of 50,000 SF or more, a conf and reception centerhealth/recreation 


33.    Cleaning and Dyeing Outlet 123.    Outdoor Sales of Food Items:


34.    Clothing, Retail Sales *36 *38 *46 124.    Paint and Varnish, Retail Sales *21 *24 *25 *34 *36 *38 *46


35.    Coin Dealers *36 *38 *46 125.    Painting Equipment and Supplies, Retail Sales *21 *24 *25 *34 *36 *38 *46


36.    Collection Agencies *36 *38 *46 126.    Parking Lots, Customer (Section 702) *21 *24 *25 *34 *36 *38 *46


37.    Community Garden 127.    Pet Day Care Facility, Indoor Only,


38.    Confectioneries, Retail Sales *34 *36 *38 *46 128.    Pet Day Care Facility, With Outdoor Accessory Uses,


39.    Contractor’s Offices *34 *36 *38 *46 129.    Pet Care Facility, subject to the following limitations: +27 *34 *36 *38 *46


40.    Costume Rentals *34 *36 *38 *46 130.    Pet Grooming +27 *34 *36 *38 *46


41.    Crockery Sales, Retail *34 *36 *38 *46 131.    Pet Shops, Retail Sales Only *21 *24 *25 *27 *34 *36 *38 *46


42.    Curio Shops *34 *36 *38 *46 132.    Pharmacy 


43.    Dairies, Retail Sales of Products *34 *36 *38 *46 133.    Philatelist (Stamps) *21 *24 *25 *27 *34 *36 *38 *46


44.    Delicatessens *34 *36 *38 *46 134.    Phonograph Records, Sales, Retail *21 *24 *25 *27 *34 *36 *38 *46


45.    Delivery Service Office *34 *36 *38 *46 135.    Photographers, Commercial Studios *21 *24 *25 *27 *34 *36 *38 *46


46.    Department Stores *34 *36 *38 *46 136.    Photographic Equipment and Supplies, Retail Sales *21 *25 *27 *34 *36 *38 *46


47.    Desks, Sales, Retail *34 *36 *38 *46 137.    Picture Framing, Custom *21 *25 *27 *34 *36 *38 *46


48.    Detective Agencies *34 *36 *38 *46 138.    Pipe Line Companies, Offices Only *21 *25 *27 *34 *36 *38 *46


49.    Draperies, Sales *34 *36 *38 *46 139.    Plant Nurseries (permitted as an outdoor use subject to a use permit) *21 *25 *27 


50.    Dressmakers, Custom *34 *36 *38 *46 140.    Pottery, Retail Sales *21 *25 *27 *34 *36 *38 *46


51.    Driving Schools, Auto *34 *36 *38 *46 141.    Private clubs, lodges and community organizations qualifying by law as a nonprofit 


52.    Drugs, Retail Sales *34 *36 *38 *46 142.    Publicity Service *21 *25 *27 *34 *36 *37 *38 *46


53.    Dry Cleaning Outlet, Not Plants *34 *36 *38 *46 143.    Publishers’ Offices *21 *25 *27 *34 *36 *37 *38 *46


54.    Dry Goods  144.    Radio and Television, Retail Sales and Service *21 *25 *27 *34 *36 *37 *38 *46


55.    Electric Light and Power Company Offices *34 *36 *38 *46 145.    Railroad Agents *21 *25 *27 *34 *36 *37 *38 *46


56.    Electrical Appliances, Retail Sales and Service *34 *36 *38 *46 146.    Range and Stoves, Retail Sales and Service *21 *25 *27 *34 *36 *37 *38 *46


57.    Employment Agencies, not Including Day Labor Hiring and Transp. Centers  147.    Refrigerators, Retail Sales and Service 


58.    Entertainment Bureaus *34 *36 *38 *46 148.    Residential Care Center, subject to a use permit. +46


59.    Environmental Remediation Facility, subject to obtaining a use permit 149.    Restaurants, subject to the following conditions or limitations:


60.    Express Companies, Offices Only *34 *36 *38 *46 150.    Rug Sales *21 *25 *27 *29 *34 *36 *37 *38 *46


61.    Family Game Center, subject to a use permit *34 *36 *38 *46 151.    School for Mentally or Physically Handicapped *21 *25 *27 *29 *34 *36 *37 *38 *46


62.    Farmers Market, subject to the following conditions: +34 *36 *38 *46 152.    Schools: Barber, Beauty, Business, Dancing, Data Processing, Insurance, Martial 


63.    Finance Companies and Loan Offices *34 *36 *38 *46 153.    Second Hand or Used Merchandise Sales, 


64.    Fish Markets, Retail Sales *34 *36 *38 *46 154.    Self-Service Laundry *21 *25 *27 *29 *34 *36 *37 *38 *46


65.    Florists, Retail Sales *34 *36 *38 *46 155.    Service Stations, Automobile (corner lots only in C-1) *2 *21 *25 *27 *29 *34 *36 *37 


66.    Freight Traffic Service Offices *34 *36 *38 *46 156.    Sewing Machines, Household Sales and Service *21 *25 *27 *29 *34 *36 *37 *38 *46


67.    Furnaces, Display and Sales, Retail *34 *36 *38 *46 157.    Shoe Repairing *21 *25 *27 *29 *34 *36 *37 *38 *46


68.    Furniture, Display and Sales, Retail *34 *36 *38 *46 158.    Sporting Goods, Retail Sales *21 *25 *27 *29 *34 *36 *37 *38 *46


69.    Furs, Retail Sales and Repairing *34 *36 *38 *46 159.    Stamp Dealers *21 *25 *27 *29 *34 *36 *37 *38 *46


70.    Gas Appliances, Retail Sales and Service *34 *36 *38 *46 160.    Stationers, Retail Sales *21 *25 *27 *29 *34 *36 *37 *38 *46


71.    Gas Companies’ Offices *34 *36 *38 *46 161.    Surgical Supplies, Retail Sales *21 *25 *27 *29 *34 *36 *37 *38 *46


72.    Gas Stations with one closed automatic car wash bay  162.    Tailors, Custom 


73.    Gift Shops *34 *36 *38 *46 163.    Tanning Salon +7 *21 *25 *27 *29 *34 *36 *37 *38 *46


74.    Groceries, Retail Sales *34 *36 *38 *46 164.    Tapestries *21 *25 *27 *29 *34 *36 *37 *38 *46


75.    Hardware, Retail Sales (New) *34 *36 *38 *46 165.    Tea Room *21 *25 *27 *29 *34 *36 *37 *38 *46


76.    Hat Cleaners and Renovators *34 *36 *38 *46 166.    Teaching of Fine Arts *21 *25 *27 *29 *34 *36 *37 *38 *46


77.    Health Food Products, Retail Sales *34 *36 *38 *46 167.    Temporary Environmental Remediation Facilities subject to a use permit if within 


78.    Heating and Ventilating Sales, Retail *34 *36 *38 *46 168.    Tents and Awnings, Retail Sales *21 *25 *27 *29 *34 *36 *37 *38 *46


79.    Hemstitching *34 *36 *38 *46 169.    Theatrical Agencies *21 *25 *27 *29 *34 *36 *37 *38 *46


80.    Hobby Goods Stores *34 *36 *38 *46 170.    Toys, Retail Sales *21 *25 *27 *29 *34 *36 *37 *38 *46


81.    Hospice, subject to a use permit. +46 171.    Travel Bureau *21 *25 *27 *29 *34 *36 *37 *38 *46


82.    Hospital Service Organizations *34 *36 *38 *46 172.    Vacuum Cleaners, Retail Sales *21 *25 *27 *29 *34 *36 *37 *38 *46


83.    Hospital, subject to a use permit. 173.    Variety Stores, Retail *21 *25 *27 *29 *34 *36 *37 *38 *46


84.    House Furnishings, Retail Sales *34 *36 *38 *46 174.    Veterinary Offices, Indoors, subject to the following stipulations: *21 *25 *27 *29 *34 


85.    Ice, Package, Sales *34 *36 *38 *46 175.    Veterinary Offices,


86.    Ice Cream Shops *34 *36 *38 *46 176.    Wall Paper, Sales and Display *21 *25 *27 *29 *34 *36 *37 *38 *46


87.    Imported Goods, Retail Sales *34 *36 *38 *46 177.    Watches, Sales and Repairing *21 *25 *27 *29 *34 *36 *37 *38 *46


88.    Indexing Systems and Supplies, Retail Sales *34 *36 *38 *46 178.    Weaving, Handicraft, Custom *21 *25 *27 *29 *34 *36 *37 *38 *46


89.    Indian Goods, Retail Sales *34 *36 *38 *46 179.    Reserved. -28 *29 *34 *36 *37 *38 *46


90.    Interior Decorators, Display, Retail Sales and Fab, Custom 180.    Health Club, Fitness Center 


Businesses allowed under standard C1 zoning







This message and any attachments contain information which may be confidential and/or privileged and is intended for use only by the addressee(s) named on
this transmission. If you are not the intended recipient, or the employee or agent responsible for delivering the message to the intended recipient, you are
notified that any review, copying, distribution or use of this transmission is strictly prohibited. If you have received this transmission in error, please (i) notify the
sender immediately by e-mail or by telephone and (ii) destroy all copies of this message.

 

From: Farida, Renee 
Sent: Monday, June 25, 2018 3:28 PM
To: joshua.bednarek@phoenix.gov; alan.stephenson@phoenix.gov; DesertViewVPC@phoenix.gov; council.district.2@phoenix.gov;
kaelee.wilson@phoenix.gov
Cc: Farida, Renee
Subject: Storage Unit, PUD Z-22-18
Importance: High
 

Hello – I currently reside at   , Cave Creek AZ 85331.  I am not happy with a zoning change from C1 to a PUD
that would allow a self-storage warehouse. I purchased my home based on a friendly gated community adjacent to C1 zoning.
Attached is a list of all of the businesses allowed within standard C1 zoning which we reviewed before purchasing our home.
Developing the parcel with any of the attached C1 businesses would foster small and local business development on this parcel.
The 2015 Phoenix General Plan explicitly states that small and local businesses drive our economy. Why would we want to
remove an opportunity for these types of businesses and allow a national corporation to install a HUGE warehouse? Developing
this parcel within C1 zoning would meet community expectations, bolster our local economy and “fit” in our community. The list
of C1 businesses would also not have the size nor height of this proposed warehouse.  
 
Let’s forget about how a self-storage warehouse could meet a few of the goals of the 2015 Phoenix General Plan and look at the
abundance of ways a C1 business on this same parcel would better align with the 2015 Phoenix General Plan.
 
The proposal of a cell tower also does not make any sense on this parcel. Why not put the tower at Dynamite Park and keep the
revenue in city coffers? Why not put the cell tower near black mountain nursery where the nursery can serve as a buffer
between the adjacent neighborhood? Or why not put the dish on a be of the multiple APS transmission poles just north and
south of us? There is no need for another tower in our community when the APS poles would work and these poles are already
installed.
 
I request that Village Planning present how a cell phone tower would make any sense from a zoning perspective.
 
Thank you,

 .

RENEE FARIDA | CFO

HOUSEHOLDERGROUP
 | SCOTTSDALE, ARIZONA 85260

www.joinhouseholdergroup.com

http://www.myimpactmovie.com/householder_recruiting
http://www.joinhouseholdergroup.com/


This message and any attachments contain information which may be confidential and/or privileged and is intended for use only by the addressee(s) named on
this transmission. If you are not the intended recipient, or the employee or agent responsible for delivering the message to the intended recipient, you are
notified that any review, copying, distribution or use of this transmission is strictly prohibited. If you have received this transmission in error, please (i) notify the
sender immediately by e-mail or by telephone and (ii) destroy all copies of this message.
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From: Farida, Renee
To: Joshua Bednarek; Alan Stephenson; PDD Desert View VPC; Council District 2 PCC; Kaelee Wilson
Cc: Farida, Renee
Subject: Storage Unit, PUD Z-22-18
Date: Monday, June 25, 2018 3:27:57 PM
Attachments: image001.png

Businesses allowed per standard C1 zoning.pdf
Importance: High

Hello – I currently reside at   , Cave Creek AZ 85331.  I am not happy with a zoning change from C1 to a PUD
that would allow a self-storage warehouse. I purchased my home based on a friendly gated community adjacent to C1 zoning.
Attached is a list of all of the businesses allowed within standard C1 zoning which we reviewed before purchasing our home.
Developing the parcel with any of the attached C1 businesses would foster small and local business development on this parcel.
The 2015 Phoenix General Plan explicitly states that small and local businesses drive our economy. Why would we want to
remove an opportunity for these types of businesses and allow a national corporation to install a HUGE warehouse? Developing
this parcel within C1 zoning would meet community expectations, bolster our local economy and “fit” in our community. The list
of C1 businesses would also not have the size nor height of this proposed warehouse.  
 
Let’s forget about how a self-storage warehouse could meet a few of the goals of the 2015 Phoenix General Plan and look at the
abundance of ways a C1 business on this same parcel would better align with the 2015 Phoenix General Plan.
 
The proposal of a cell tower also does not make any sense on this parcel. Why not put the tower at Dynamite Park and keep the
revenue in city coffers? Why not put the cell tower near black mountain nursery where the nursery can serve as a buffer
between the adjacent neighborhood? Or why not put the dish on a be of the multiple APS transmission poles just north and
south of us? There is no need for another tower in our community when the APS poles would work and these poles are already
installed.
 
I request that Village Planning present how a cell phone tower would make any sense from a zoning perspective.
 
Thank you,

 .

RENEE FARIDA | CFO

HOUSEHOLDERGROUP
 | SCOTTSDALE, ARIZONA 85260

www.joinhouseholdergroup.com

This message and any attachments contain information which may be confidential and/or privileged and is intended for use only by the addressee(s) named on
this transmission. If you are not the intended recipient, or the employee or agent responsible for delivering the message to the intended recipient, you are
notified that any review, copying, distribution or use of this transmission is strictly prohibited. If you have received this transmission in error, please (i) notify the
sender immediately by e-mail or by telephone and (ii) destroy all copies of this message.
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1.    Adjusters, Insurance 91.    Jewelers, Retail Sales and Repairs, Gem Stone Repair and Cutting *34 *36 *37 *38 *46


2.    Adult Day Care Home and Center. +46 92.    Labor Unions, Offices *34 *36 *38 *46


3.    Antique Shop *46 93.    Laboratories, Clinical and Dental *34 *36 *38 *46


4.    Army and Navy Goods, Retail Sales, New *46 94.    Laundries, Collecting Shops *34 *36 *38 *46


5.    Art Gallery, Commercial Sales *46 95.    Laundries, Self-Help, Hand *34 *36 *38 *46


6.    Artist Supplies, Retail *46 96.    Lawn Furniture, Retail Sales *34 *36 *38 *46


7.    Assisted Living Center, subject to a use permit. +46 97.    Libraries, Private, Rental *34 *36 *38 *46


8.    Auctioneer’s Office (only) *46 98.    Linens, Retail Sales *34 *36 *38 *46


9.    Auto Title Loan Establishments 99.    Linoleum Sales, Retail *34 *36 *38 *46


10.    Automated Collection Center 100.    Liquor, Package Retail Sales, 


11.    Automobile Parts and Supplies, Retail *38 *46 101.    Lunch Rooms *34 *36 *38 *46


12.    Baby Shops *38 *46 102.    Magazines, Retail Sales, except adult bookstores *34 *36 *38 *46


13.    Bakers and Baked Goods, Retail Sales *38 *46 103.    Market, Stock and Bond *34 *36 *38 *46


14.    Banks and Trust Companies *38 *46 104.    Merchandise Brokers Office and Display *34 *36 *38 *46


15.    Barbers  105.    Messenger Service *34 *36 *38 *46


16.    Beauty Shops *38 *46 106.    Reserved. -28 *34 *36 *38 *46


17.    Bicycles, New and Used, Retail Sales and Repairs *38 *46 107.    Milk Distributing Stations, Retail *34 *36 *38 *46


18.    Bingo, subject to a use permit *38 *46 108.    Milliners, Custom and Retail Sales *34 *36 *38 *46


19.    Bird Sales, Retail *38 *46 109.    Motor Freight Co., Offices Only *34 *36 *38 *46


20.    Bonding Companies *38 *46 110.    Musical instruments, equipment and related products,


21.    Booksellers and Rentals, except adult bookstores *38 *46 111.    Needlework *24 *34 *36 *38 *46


22.    Braces, Orthopedic, Sales Retail *38 *46 112.    Newspaper Advertising Sales Office *24 *34 *36 *38 *46


23.    Brokerage House *38 *46 113.    Nonchartered Financial Institutions,


24.    Building and Loan Associations *38 *46 114.    Newspaper Distribution Center with management offices, subject to the following 


25.    Butcher Shops (no slaughtering) *38 *46 115.    Notions, Retail Sales *24 *25 *34 *36 *38 *46


26.    Camera Shops *38 *46 116.    Novelties, Retail Sales *24 *25 *34 *36 *38 *46


27.    Candy Shops, Retail *38 *46 117.    Nursery School *24 *25 *34 *36 *38 *46


28.    Canvas Goods Sales, Retail *38 *46 118.    Nursing Home, subject to a use permit *24 *25 *34 *36 *38 *46


29.    Caterers *38 *46 119.    Nut Shop *24 *25 *34 *36 *38 *46


30.    Cesspool Builders and Service, Offices Only *38 *46 120.    Office Furniture Equipment and Supplies, Retail Sales and Showroom *24 *25 *34 


31.    Charitable Institutions, Offices Only *4 *38 *46 121.    Offices including those requiring use permits in R-5 *24 *25 *34 *36 *38 *46


32.    Christian Science Reading Rooms *38 *46 122.    W/ office complexes with a gross leasable area of 50,000 SF or more, a conf and reception centerhealth/recreation 


33.    Cleaning and Dyeing Outlet 123.    Outdoor Sales of Food Items:


34.    Clothing, Retail Sales *36 *38 *46 124.    Paint and Varnish, Retail Sales *21 *24 *25 *34 *36 *38 *46


35.    Coin Dealers *36 *38 *46 125.    Painting Equipment and Supplies, Retail Sales *21 *24 *25 *34 *36 *38 *46


36.    Collection Agencies *36 *38 *46 126.    Parking Lots, Customer (Section 702) *21 *24 *25 *34 *36 *38 *46


37.    Community Garden 127.    Pet Day Care Facility, Indoor Only,


38.    Confectioneries, Retail Sales *34 *36 *38 *46 128.    Pet Day Care Facility, With Outdoor Accessory Uses,


39.    Contractor’s Offices *34 *36 *38 *46 129.    Pet Care Facility, subject to the following limitations: +27 *34 *36 *38 *46


40.    Costume Rentals *34 *36 *38 *46 130.    Pet Grooming +27 *34 *36 *38 *46


41.    Crockery Sales, Retail *34 *36 *38 *46 131.    Pet Shops, Retail Sales Only *21 *24 *25 *27 *34 *36 *38 *46


42.    Curio Shops *34 *36 *38 *46 132.    Pharmacy 


43.    Dairies, Retail Sales of Products *34 *36 *38 *46 133.    Philatelist (Stamps) *21 *24 *25 *27 *34 *36 *38 *46


44.    Delicatessens *34 *36 *38 *46 134.    Phonograph Records, Sales, Retail *21 *24 *25 *27 *34 *36 *38 *46


45.    Delivery Service Office *34 *36 *38 *46 135.    Photographers, Commercial Studios *21 *24 *25 *27 *34 *36 *38 *46


46.    Department Stores *34 *36 *38 *46 136.    Photographic Equipment and Supplies, Retail Sales *21 *25 *27 *34 *36 *38 *46


47.    Desks, Sales, Retail *34 *36 *38 *46 137.    Picture Framing, Custom *21 *25 *27 *34 *36 *38 *46


48.    Detective Agencies *34 *36 *38 *46 138.    Pipe Line Companies, Offices Only *21 *25 *27 *34 *36 *38 *46


49.    Draperies, Sales *34 *36 *38 *46 139.    Plant Nurseries (permitted as an outdoor use subject to a use permit) *21 *25 *27 


50.    Dressmakers, Custom *34 *36 *38 *46 140.    Pottery, Retail Sales *21 *25 *27 *34 *36 *38 *46


51.    Driving Schools, Auto *34 *36 *38 *46 141.    Private clubs, lodges and community organizations qualifying by law as a nonprofit 


52.    Drugs, Retail Sales *34 *36 *38 *46 142.    Publicity Service *21 *25 *27 *34 *36 *37 *38 *46


53.    Dry Cleaning Outlet, Not Plants *34 *36 *38 *46 143.    Publishers’ Offices *21 *25 *27 *34 *36 *37 *38 *46


54.    Dry Goods  144.    Radio and Television, Retail Sales and Service *21 *25 *27 *34 *36 *37 *38 *46


55.    Electric Light and Power Company Offices *34 *36 *38 *46 145.    Railroad Agents *21 *25 *27 *34 *36 *37 *38 *46


56.    Electrical Appliances, Retail Sales and Service *34 *36 *38 *46 146.    Range and Stoves, Retail Sales and Service *21 *25 *27 *34 *36 *37 *38 *46


57.    Employment Agencies, not Including Day Labor Hiring and Transp. Centers  147.    Refrigerators, Retail Sales and Service 


58.    Entertainment Bureaus *34 *36 *38 *46 148.    Residential Care Center, subject to a use permit. +46


59.    Environmental Remediation Facility, subject to obtaining a use permit 149.    Restaurants, subject to the following conditions or limitations:


60.    Express Companies, Offices Only *34 *36 *38 *46 150.    Rug Sales *21 *25 *27 *29 *34 *36 *37 *38 *46


61.    Family Game Center, subject to a use permit *34 *36 *38 *46 151.    School for Mentally or Physically Handicapped *21 *25 *27 *29 *34 *36 *37 *38 *46


62.    Farmers Market, subject to the following conditions: +34 *36 *38 *46 152.    Schools: Barber, Beauty, Business, Dancing, Data Processing, Insurance, Martial 


63.    Finance Companies and Loan Offices *34 *36 *38 *46 153.    Second Hand or Used Merchandise Sales, 


64.    Fish Markets, Retail Sales *34 *36 *38 *46 154.    Self-Service Laundry *21 *25 *27 *29 *34 *36 *37 *38 *46


65.    Florists, Retail Sales *34 *36 *38 *46 155.    Service Stations, Automobile (corner lots only in C-1) *2 *21 *25 *27 *29 *34 *36 *37 


66.    Freight Traffic Service Offices *34 *36 *38 *46 156.    Sewing Machines, Household Sales and Service *21 *25 *27 *29 *34 *36 *37 *38 *46


67.    Furnaces, Display and Sales, Retail *34 *36 *38 *46 157.    Shoe Repairing *21 *25 *27 *29 *34 *36 *37 *38 *46


68.    Furniture, Display and Sales, Retail *34 *36 *38 *46 158.    Sporting Goods, Retail Sales *21 *25 *27 *29 *34 *36 *37 *38 *46


69.    Furs, Retail Sales and Repairing *34 *36 *38 *46 159.    Stamp Dealers *21 *25 *27 *29 *34 *36 *37 *38 *46


70.    Gas Appliances, Retail Sales and Service *34 *36 *38 *46 160.    Stationers, Retail Sales *21 *25 *27 *29 *34 *36 *37 *38 *46


71.    Gas Companies’ Offices *34 *36 *38 *46 161.    Surgical Supplies, Retail Sales *21 *25 *27 *29 *34 *36 *37 *38 *46


72.    Gas Stations with one closed automatic car wash bay  162.    Tailors, Custom 


73.    Gift Shops *34 *36 *38 *46 163.    Tanning Salon +7 *21 *25 *27 *29 *34 *36 *37 *38 *46


74.    Groceries, Retail Sales *34 *36 *38 *46 164.    Tapestries *21 *25 *27 *29 *34 *36 *37 *38 *46


75.    Hardware, Retail Sales (New) *34 *36 *38 *46 165.    Tea Room *21 *25 *27 *29 *34 *36 *37 *38 *46


76.    Hat Cleaners and Renovators *34 *36 *38 *46 166.    Teaching of Fine Arts *21 *25 *27 *29 *34 *36 *37 *38 *46


77.    Health Food Products, Retail Sales *34 *36 *38 *46 167.    Temporary Environmental Remediation Facilities subject to a use permit if within 


78.    Heating and Ventilating Sales, Retail *34 *36 *38 *46 168.    Tents and Awnings, Retail Sales *21 *25 *27 *29 *34 *36 *37 *38 *46


79.    Hemstitching *34 *36 *38 *46 169.    Theatrical Agencies *21 *25 *27 *29 *34 *36 *37 *38 *46


80.    Hobby Goods Stores *34 *36 *38 *46 170.    Toys, Retail Sales *21 *25 *27 *29 *34 *36 *37 *38 *46


81.    Hospice, subject to a use permit. +46 171.    Travel Bureau *21 *25 *27 *29 *34 *36 *37 *38 *46


82.    Hospital Service Organizations *34 *36 *38 *46 172.    Vacuum Cleaners, Retail Sales *21 *25 *27 *29 *34 *36 *37 *38 *46


83.    Hospital, subject to a use permit. 173.    Variety Stores, Retail *21 *25 *27 *29 *34 *36 *37 *38 *46


84.    House Furnishings, Retail Sales *34 *36 *38 *46 174.    Veterinary Offices, Indoors, subject to the following stipulations: *21 *25 *27 *29 *34 


85.    Ice, Package, Sales *34 *36 *38 *46 175.    Veterinary Offices,


86.    Ice Cream Shops *34 *36 *38 *46 176.    Wall Paper, Sales and Display *21 *25 *27 *29 *34 *36 *37 *38 *46


87.    Imported Goods, Retail Sales *34 *36 *38 *46 177.    Watches, Sales and Repairing *21 *25 *27 *29 *34 *36 *37 *38 *46


88.    Indexing Systems and Supplies, Retail Sales *34 *36 *38 *46 178.    Weaving, Handicraft, Custom *21 *25 *27 *29 *34 *36 *37 *38 *46


89.    Indian Goods, Retail Sales *34 *36 *38 *46 179.    Reserved. -28 *29 *34 *36 *37 *38 *46


90.    Interior Decorators, Display, Retail Sales and Fab, Custom 180.    Health Club, Fitness Center 


Businesses allowed under standard C1 zoning







From: Farida, Renee
To: Joshua Bednarek; Alan Stephenson; PDD Desert View VPC; Council District 2 PCC; Kaelee Wilson
Cc: Farida, Renee
Subject: Storage Unit, PUD Z-22-18
Date: Friday, June 29, 2018 10:42:46 AM
Attachments: image001.png

image003.png
Importance: High

Hello – I am writing in reference to the current situation with the Storage Unit, PUD Z-22-18. I have a number of questions
which I hope somebody can answer.
 
At the end of our last meeting several of us requested copies of the 6 items.  Unfortunately, we have still not received.  I would
appreciate it if you could forward to me, or advise if and when this information can be provided or if public records requests will
be required.

1. Staff report for PUD Z-22-18
2. Review comments from second submission of PUD Z-22-18 (re submitted 6/13/18)
3. Date for the informational presentation at the Village Planning Meeting
4. Date for the Village Planning Meeting where the Village  will provide a recommendation
5. Date for the post application meeting for PUD Z-22-18
6. Has the staff determined the application to be complete, even with the missing Exhibits 12, 13 and 14?

Thank you
Renee Farida – 

  
Cave Creek, AZ 85331
 
Thank you,

 .

RENEE FARIDA | CFO

HOUSEHOLDERGROUP
OAD | SCOTTSDALE, ARIZONA 85260

www.joinhouseholdergroup.com

This message and any attachments contain information which may be confidential and/or privileged and is intended for use only by the addressee(s) named on
this transmission. If you are not the intended recipient, or the employee or agent responsible for delivering the message to the intended recipient, you are
notified that any review, copying, distribution or use of this transmission is strictly prohibited. If you have received this transmission in error, please (i) notify the
sender immediately by e-mail or by telephone and (ii) destroy all copies of this message.

 

From: Farida, Renee 
Sent: Thursday, June 28, 2018 11:36 AM
To: joshua.bednarek@phoenix.gov; alan.stephenson@phoenix.gov; DesertViewVPC@phoenix.gov; council.district.2@phoenix.gov;
kaelee.wilson@phoenix.gov

mailto:joshua.bednarek@phoenix.gov
mailto:alan.stephenson@phoenix.gov
mailto:desertviewvpc@phoenix.gov
mailto:council.district.2@phoenix.gov
mailto:kaelee.wilson@phoenix.gov
mailto:rfarida@householdergroup.com
http://www.joinhouseholdergroup.com/
http://www.myimpactmovie.com/householder_recruiting




Cc: Farida, Renee
Subject: RE: Storage Unit, PUD Z-22-18 - Will not strengthen our local economy
Importance: High
 
Want a win/win for a cell tower location.
 
The parcel just east of the fire station on Dynamite is owned by the City of Phx.  There is an existing powerline along the
southern edge of this parcel (some 30ft tall).
 
Why not put the cell tower on an existing pole and let the City recoup the obscene revenue as opposed to installing a
new pole in a community and a private developer getting all of the cash?  I've heard estimates of 5 figure revenues per
month!
 
I wouldn't put this in anyone's backyard.  I would keep it for the city.
 

 
 
Thank you,

 .

RENEE FARIDA | CFO

HOUSEHOLDERGROUP
 | SCOTTSDALE, ARIZONA 85260

www.joinhouseholdergroup.com

http://www.joinhouseholdergroup.com/


This message and any attachments contain information which may be confidential and/or privileged and is intended for use only by the addressee(s) named on
this transmission. If you are not the intended recipient, or the employee or agent responsible for delivering the message to the intended recipient, you are
notified that any review, copying, distribution or use of this transmission is strictly prohibited. If you have received this transmission in error, please (i) notify the
sender immediately by e-mail or by telephone and (ii) destroy all copies of this message.

 

From: Farida, Renee 
Sent: Wednesday, June 27, 2018 10:35 AM
To: joshua.bednarek@phoenix.gov; alan.stephenson@phoenix.gov; DesertViewVPC@phoenix.gov; council.district.2@phoenix.gov;
kaelee.wilson@phoenix.gov
Cc: Farida, Renee
Subject: Storage Unit, PUD Z-22-18 - Will not strengthen our local economy
Importance: High
 
When reading the Core Value of “Strengthen our local Economy” from the 2015 Phoenix General Plan, it becomes glaringly
obvious that developing the parcel at Tatum and Dynamite within standard C1 zoning would be far super to approving PUD z-
22-18 for several reasons.
1. Job creation. PUDZ-22-18 would employ one single person. The businesses already approved for C1 zoning would create
more jobs. In addition to sheer number of jobs, the type and quality of jobs created by these businesses would be superior.
Banks, Trust Companies, Bonding Companies, Brokerage Houses, Building and Loan Associations, Contractors/Power/Gas
Companies ‘Offices, Finance and Loan Companies. These are jobs that align with the 2015 Phoenix General Plan and our
community.
 
2. Local & Small business. Very powerful statements on page 90 of the 2015 Phoenix General Plan. Allowing this parcel to be
developed per PUD Z-22-18 would be in complete conflict with this subsection. 1784 Capital Holdings boasts of being a national
investment firm. Allowing a C1 businesses on this parcel would be in complete alignment with this goal.
 
3. Entrepreneurs, Emerging Enterprises. Entrepreneurs need access to small businesses and suppliers. Several C1 businesses
would fulfill this need.
 
4. Highly Skilled Workforce- the storage warehouse would not develop a highly skilled workforce. But look at what some of the
allowable C1 businesses could do! Schools for business, data processing and insurance. Libraries. Driving schools. These
businesses would help train a work force.
 
5. Tourism Facilities. How would a storage warehouse support tourism? Yet, an allowable C1 business is a travel bureau.
Multiple arts related businesses are already allowed under standard C1 zoning. A 3 story monstrosity would not support
tourism, or may people wanting to move away.
 
6. Review the summary for prosperity, Health and Environment on page 103 of the Phoenix General Plan. Prosperity- expand
education and training; Health - counties with a higher concentration of small, locally owned businesses have healthier
populations. Multiple C1 businesses align with these goals. A self-storage warehouse does not.
 
In conclusion, how can we justify allowing a self-storage warehouse on this parcel?  Are we going to allow a Developer to
prosper at the expense of our community? Developing within standard C1 zoning makes good sense and it’s what the
community wants and needs.
 
Thank you,

http://www.myimpactmovie.com/householder_recruiting
mailto:joshua.bednarek@phoenix.gov
mailto:alan.stephenson@phoenix.gov
mailto:DesertViewVPC@phoenix.gov
mailto:council.district.2@phoenix.gov
mailto:kaelee.wilson@phoenix.gov


 .

RENEE FARIDA | CFO

HOUSEHOLDERGROUP
 | SCOTTSDALE, ARIZONA 85260

www.joinhouseholdergroup.com

This message and any attachments contain information which may be confidential and/or privileged and is intended for use only by the addressee(s) named on
this transmission. If you are not the intended recipient, or the employee or agent responsible for delivering the message to the intended recipient, you are
notified that any review, copying, distribution or use of this transmission is strictly prohibited. If you have received this transmission in error, please (i) notify the
sender immediately by e-mail or by telephone and (ii) destroy all copies of this message.

 

From: Farida, Renee 
Sent: Monday, June 25, 2018 3:28 PM
To: joshua.bednarek@phoenix.gov; alan.stephenson@phoenix.gov; DesertViewVPC@phoenix.gov; council.district.2@phoenix.gov;
kaelee.wilson@phoenix.gov
Cc: Farida, Renee
Subject: Storage Unit, PUD Z-22-18
Importance: High
 

Hello – I currently reside at   , Cave Creek AZ 85331.  I am not happy with a zoning change from C1 to a PUD
that would allow a self-storage warehouse. I purchased my home based on a friendly gated community adjacent to C1 zoning.
Attached is a list of all of the businesses allowed within standard C1 zoning which we reviewed before purchasing our home.
Developing the parcel with any of the attached C1 businesses would foster small and local business development on this parcel.
The 2015 Phoenix General Plan explicitly states that small and local businesses drive our economy. Why would we want to
remove an opportunity for these types of businesses and allow a national corporation to install a HUGE warehouse? Developing
this parcel within C1 zoning would meet community expectations, bolster our local economy and “fit” in our community. The list
of C1 businesses would also not have the size nor height of this proposed warehouse.  
 
Let’s forget about how a self-storage warehouse could meet a few of the goals of the 2015 Phoenix General Plan and look at the
abundance of ways a C1 business on this same parcel would better align with the 2015 Phoenix General Plan.
 
The proposal of a cell tower also does not make any sense on this parcel. Why not put the tower at Dynamite Park and keep the
revenue in city coffers? Why not put the cell tower near black mountain nursery where the nursery can serve as a buffer
between the adjacent neighborhood? Or why not put the dish on a be of the multiple APS transmission poles just north and
south of us? There is no need for another tower in our community when the APS poles would work and these poles are already
installed.
 
I request that Village Planning present how a cell phone tower would make any sense from a zoning perspective.
 
Thank you,

http://www.joinhouseholdergroup.com/
http://www.myimpactmovie.com/householder_recruiting
mailto:joshua.bednarek@phoenix.gov
mailto:alan.stephenson@phoenix.gov
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mailto:kaelee.wilson@phoenix.gov


 .

RENEE FARIDA | CFO

HOUSEHOLDERGROUP
 | SCOTTSDALE, ARIZONA 85260

www.joinhouseholdergroup.com

This message and any attachments contain information which may be confidential and/or privileged and is intended for use only by the addressee(s) named on
this transmission. If you are not the intended recipient, or the employee or agent responsible for delivering the message to the intended recipient, you are
notified that any review, copying, distribution or use of this transmission is strictly prohibited. If you have received this transmission in error, please (i) notify the
sender immediately by e-mail or by telephone and (ii) destroy all copies of this message.
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From: Farida, Renee
To: Kaelee Wilson; Joshua Bednarek; Alan Stephenson; PDD Desert View VPC; Council District 2 PCC
Cc: Farida, Renee
Subject: RE: Storage Unit, PUD Z-22-18 - Will not strengthen our local economy
Date: Monday, July 02, 2018 1:14:39 PM
Attachments: image002.png

image004.png
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Importance: High

Thank you Kaelee - I appreciate the response.  But my questions haven’t been answered. We are in a “trust but verify” situation.
Can I please get answers to all my questions (some with back up to substantiate). Our community is on the verge of being
forever altered and as such, statements without back up don’t hold much water. The Developer has eroded our trust and until
we get specific answers to our questions, the City is starting to do the same.
 
Thank you,

 .

RENEE FARIDA | CFO

HOUSEHOLDERGROUP
 | SCOTTSDALE, ARIZONA 85260

www.joinhouseholdergroup.com

This message and any attachments contain information which may be confidential and/or privileged and is intended for use only by the addressee(s) named on
this transmission. If you are not the intended recipient, or the employee or agent responsible for delivering the message to the intended recipient, you are
notified that any review, copying, distribution or use of this transmission is strictly prohibited. If you have received this transmission in error, please (i) notify the
sender immediately by e-mail or by telephone and (ii) destroy all copies of this message.

 

From: Kaelee Wilson [mailto:kaelee.wilson@phoenix.gov] 
Sent: Monday, July 2, 2018 9:58 AM
To: Farida, Renee; Joshua Bednarek; Alan Stephenson; PDD Desert View VPC; Council District 2 PCC
Subject: RE: Storage Unit, PUD Z-22-18 - Will not strengthen our local economy
 
Renee,
 
Thank you for your comments regarding the Tatum and Dynamite PUD request. Staff is still analyzing the request and the full
land use analysis will be provided within the staff report, which will be provided prior to the case going to the Desert View VPC
for action. Staff has deemed the application complete and the applicant has complied with the PUD process guidelines thus far.
As a point of clarification, the applicant is not proposing a cell tower. Cell towers are currently allowed in the C-1 zoning district
and staff asked the applicant to provide additional design guidelines to better camouflage any potential cell tower.
 
The case is on schedule to be heard at the August 7, 2018 Desert View VPC meeting. This is for information only, no action will
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RE: Storage Unit, PUD Z-22-18

		From

		Farida, Renee

		To

		Joshua Bednarek; Alan Stephenson; PDD Desert View VPC; Council District 2 PCC; Kaelee Wilson

		Cc

		Farida, Renee

		Recipients

		joshua.bednarek@phoenix.gov; alan.stephenson@phoenix.gov; desertviewvpc@phoenix.gov; council.district.2@phoenix.gov; kaelee.wilson@phoenix.gov; rfarida@householdergroup.com



Can the City answer the following questions? The community would like to gain clarity on the process and outcomes needed for this PUD to be denied or approved.





 





1. Is the attached list of 13 Desert View Village Planners correct and complete?





2. Steven Bowser will abstain from voting on PUD Z-22-18, correct?





3. This would mean a majority, in regards to PUD Z-22-18, would be based on 12 members, correct?





3. Does a quorum have to be reached for the Village to issue a recommendation?





               a. Would this mean 7 of the remaining 12 village planners would have to vote in favor of  recommending the approval PUD Z-22-18 in order for the PUD to proceed to the planning commission?





               b. What happens if a majority of the 12 village planners do not vote in favor of approving this PUD?





4. Will the PUD advance to the planning commission, regardless of the Village Planning recommendation?





5. Will the PUD advance to the City Council meeting, regardless of the recommendation of the planning commission? 





 





Your responses will be greatly appreciated.  Please advise as to when the City might be able to provide these answers so that the Community can understand when they might expect these answers.





 





Thank you 





Renee Farida 





27828 N 47th Street





Cave Creek, AZ 85331





 





 





Thank you, 





 .





RENEE FARIDA | CFO





HOUSEHOLDERGROUP





8985 E BELL ROAD | SCOTTSDALE, ARIZONA 85260





P| 602 604 0600 EXT 263





P| 480 346 2063   F| 480 473 4831





www.joinhouseholdergroup.com











This message and any attachments contain information which may be confidential and/or privileged and is intended for use only by the addressee(s) named on this transmission. If you are not the intended recipient, or the employee or agent responsible for delivering the message to the intended recipient, you are notified that any review, copying, distribution or use of this transmission is strictly prohibited. If you have received this transmission in error, please (i) notify the sender immediately by e-mail or by telephone and (ii) destroy all copies of this message. 





 





From: Farida, Renee 
Sent: Friday, June 29, 2018 10:43 AM
To: joshua.bednarek@phoenix.gov; alan.stephenson@phoenix.gov; DesertViewVPC@phoenix.gov; council.district.2@phoenix.gov; kaelee.wilson@phoenix.gov
Cc: Farida, Renee
Subject: Storage Unit, PUD Z-22-18
Importance: High





 





Hello – I am writing in reference to the current situation with the Storage Unit, PUD Z-22-18. I have a number of questions which I hope somebody can answer.





 





At the end of our last meeting several of us requested copies of the 6 items.  Unfortunately, we have still not received.  I would appreciate it if you could forward to me, or advise if and when this information can be provided or if public records requests will be required.





1.	Staff report for PUD Z-22-18


2.	Review comments from second submission of PUD Z-22-18 (re submitted 6/13/18)


3.	Date for the informational presentation at the Village Planning Meeting


4.	Date for the Village Planning Meeting where the Village  will provide a recommendation


5.	Date for the post application meeting for PUD Z-22-18


6.	Has the staff determined the application to be complete, even with the missing Exhibits 12, 13 and 14?





Thank you





Renee Farida – 248-910-1617





24828 N 47th Street





Cave Creek, AZ 85331





 





Thank you, 





 .





RENEE FARIDA | CFO





HOUSEHOLDERGROUP





8985 E BELL ROAD | SCOTTSDALE, ARIZONA 85260





P| 602 604 0600 EXT 263





P| 480 346 2063   F| 480 473 4831





www.joinhouseholdergroup.com











This message and any attachments contain information which may be confidential and/or privileged and is intended for use only by the addressee(s) named on this transmission. If you are not the intended recipient, or the employee or agent responsible for delivering the message to the intended recipient, you are notified that any review, copying, distribution or use of this transmission is strictly prohibited. If you have received this transmission in error, please (i) notify the sender immediately by e-mail or by telephone and (ii) destroy all copies of this message. 





 





From: Farida, Renee 
Sent: Thursday, June 28, 2018 11:36 AM
To: joshua.bednarek@phoenix.gov; alan.stephenson@phoenix.gov; DesertViewVPC@phoenix.gov; council.district.2@phoenix.gov; kaelee.wilson@phoenix.gov
Cc: Farida, Renee
Subject: RE: Storage Unit, PUD Z-22-18 - Will not strengthen our local economy
Importance: High





 





Want a win/win for a cell tower location.





 





The parcel just east of the fire station on Dynamite is owned by the City of Phx.  There is an existing powerline along the southern edge of this parcel (some 30ft tall).





 





Why not put the cell tower on an existing pole and let the City recoup the obscene revenue as opposed to installing a new pole in a community and a private developer getting all of the cash?  I've heard estimates of 5 figure revenues per month!





 





I wouldn't put this in anyone's backyard.  I would keep it for the city.





 











 





 





Thank you, 





 .





RENEE FARIDA | CFO





HOUSEHOLDERGROUP





8985 E BELL ROAD | SCOTTSDALE, ARIZONA 85260





P| 602 604 0600 EXT 263





P| 480 346 2063   F| 480 473 4831





www.joinhouseholdergroup.com











This message and any attachments contain information which may be confidential and/or privileged and is intended for use only by the addressee(s) named on this transmission. If you are not the intended recipient, or the employee or agent responsible for delivering the message to the intended recipient, you are notified that any review, copying, distribution or use of this transmission is strictly prohibited. If you have received this transmission in error, please (i) notify the sender immediately by e-mail or by telephone and (ii) destroy all copies of this message. 





 





From: Farida, Renee 
Sent: Wednesday, June 27, 2018 10:35 AM
To: joshua.bednarek@phoenix.gov; alan.stephenson@phoenix.gov; DesertViewVPC@phoenix.gov; council.district.2@phoenix.gov; kaelee.wilson@phoenix.gov
Cc: Farida, Renee
Subject: Storage Unit, PUD Z-22-18 - Will not strengthen our local economy
Importance: High





 





When reading the Core Value of “Strengthen our local Economy” from the 2015 Phoenix General Plan, it becomes glaringly obvious that developing the parcel at Tatum and Dynamite within standard C1 zoning would be far super to approving PUD z-22-18 for several reasons.





1. Job creation. PUDZ-22-18 would employ one single person. The businesses already approved for C1 zoning would create more jobs. In addition to sheer number of jobs, the type and quality of jobs created by these businesses would be superior. Banks, Trust Companies, Bonding Companies, Brokerage Houses, Building and Loan Associations, Contractors/Power/Gas Companies ‘Offices, Finance and Loan Companies. These are jobs that align with the 2015 Phoenix General Plan and our community.





 





2. Local & Small business. Very powerful statements on page 90 of the 2015 Phoenix General Plan. Allowing this parcel to be developed per PUD Z-22-18 would be in complete conflict with this subsection. 1784 Capital Holdings boasts of being a national investment firm. Allowing a C1 businesses on this parcel would be in complete alignment with this goal.





 





3. Entrepreneurs, Emerging Enterprises. Entrepreneurs need access to small businesses and suppliers. Several C1 businesses would fulfill this need. 





 





4. Highly Skilled Workforce- the storage warehouse would not develop a highly skilled workforce. But look at what some of the allowable C1 businesses could do! Schools for business, data processing and insurance. Libraries. Driving schools. These businesses would help train a work force.





 





5. Tourism Facilities. How would a storage warehouse support tourism? Yet, an allowable C1 business is a travel bureau. Multiple arts related businesses are already allowed under standard C1 zoning. A 3 story monstrosity would not support tourism, or may people wanting to move away.





 





6. Review the summary for prosperity, Health and Environment on page 103 of the Phoenix General Plan. Prosperity- expand education and training; Health - counties with a higher concentration of small, locally owned businesses have healthier populations. Multiple C1 businesses align with these goals. A self-storage warehouse does not.





 





In conclusion, how can we justify allowing a self-storage warehouse on this parcel?  Are we going to allow a Developer to prosper at the expense of our community? Developing within standard C1 zoning makes good sense and it’s what the community wants and needs.





 





Thank you, 





 .





RENEE FARIDA | CFO





HOUSEHOLDERGROUP





8985 E BELL ROAD | SCOTTSDALE, ARIZONA 85260





P| 602 604 0600 EXT 263





P| 480 346 2063   F| 480 473 4831





www.joinhouseholdergroup.com











This message and any attachments contain information which may be confidential and/or privileged and is intended for use only by the addressee(s) named on this transmission. If you are not the intended recipient, or the employee or agent responsible for delivering the message to the intended recipient, you are notified that any review, copying, distribution or use of this transmission is strictly prohibited. If you have received this transmission in error, please (i) notify the sender immediately by e-mail or by telephone and (ii) destroy all copies of this message. 





 





From: Farida, Renee 
Sent: Monday, June 25, 2018 3:28 PM
To: joshua.bednarek@phoenix.gov; alan.stephenson@phoenix.gov; DesertViewVPC@phoenix.gov; council.district.2@phoenix.gov; kaelee.wilson@phoenix.gov
Cc: Farida, Renee
Subject: Storage Unit, PUD Z-22-18
Importance: High





 





Hello – I currently reside at 27828 N 47th Street, Cave Creek AZ 85331.  I am not happy with a zoning change from C1 to a PUD that would allow a self-storage warehouse. I purchased my home based on a friendly gated community adjacent to C1 zoning. Attached is a list of all of the businesses allowed within standard C1 zoning which we reviewed before purchasing our home. Developing the parcel with any of the attached C1 businesses would foster small and local business development on this parcel. The 2015 Phoenix General Plan explicitly states that small and local businesses drive our economy. Why would we want to remove an opportunity for these types of businesses and allow a national corporation to install a HUGE warehouse? Developing this parcel within C1 zoning would meet community expectations, bolster our local economy and “fit” in our community. The list of C1 businesses would also not have the size nor height of this proposed warehouse.  





 





Let’s forget about how a self-storage warehouse could meet a few of the goals of the 2015 Phoenix General Plan and look at the abundance of ways a C1 business on this same parcel would better align with the 2015 Phoenix General Plan.





 





The proposal of a cell tower also does not make any sense on this parcel. Why not put the tower at Dynamite Park and keep the revenue in city coffers? Why not put the cell tower near black mountain nursery where the nursery can serve as a buffer between the adjacent neighborhood? Or why not put the dish on a be of the multiple APS transmission poles just north and south of us? There is no need for another tower in our community when the APS poles would work and these poles are already installed. 





 





I request that Village Planning present how a cell phone tower would make any sense from a zoning perspective.





 





Thank you, 





 .





RENEE FARIDA | CFO





HOUSEHOLDERGROUP





8985 E BELL ROAD | SCOTTSDALE, ARIZONA 85260





P| 602 604 0600 EXT 263





P| 480 346 2063   F| 480 473 4831





www.joinhouseholdergroup.com











This message and any attachments contain information which may be confidential and/or privileged and is intended for use only by the addressee(s) named on this transmission. If you are not the intended recipient, or the employee or agent responsible for delivering the message to the intended recipient, you are notified that any review, copying, distribution or use of this transmission is strictly prohibited. If you have received this transmission in error, please (i) notify the sender immediately by e-mail or by telephone and (ii) destroy all copies of this message. 
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Storage Unit, PUD Z-22-18

		From

		Farida, Renee

		To

		Joshua Bednarek; Alan Stephenson; PDD Desert View VPC; Council District 2 PCC; Kaelee Wilson

		Cc

		Farida, Renee

		Recipients

		joshua.bednarek@phoenix.gov; alan.stephenson@phoenix.gov; desertviewvpc@phoenix.gov; council.district.2@phoenix.gov; kaelee.wilson@phoenix.gov; rfarida@householdergroup.com



Hello – I am writing in reference to the current situation with the Storage Unit, PUD Z-22-18. I have a number of questions which I hope somebody can answer.





 





At the end of our last meeting several of us requested copies of the 6 items.  Unfortunately, we have still not received.  I would appreciate it if you could forward to me, or advise if and when this information can be provided or if public records requests will be required.





1.	Staff report for PUD Z-22-18


2.	Review comments from second submission of PUD Z-22-18 (re submitted 6/13/18)


3.	Date for the informational presentation at the Village Planning Meeting


4.	Date for the Village Planning Meeting where the Village  will provide a recommendation


5.	Date for the post application meeting for PUD Z-22-18


6.	Has the staff determined the application to be complete, even with the missing Exhibits 12, 13 and 14?





Thank you





Renee Farida – 248-910-1617





24828 N 47th Street





Cave Creek, AZ 85331





 





Thank you, 





 .





RENEE FARIDA | CFO





HOUSEHOLDERGROUP





8985 E BELL ROAD | SCOTTSDALE, ARIZONA 85260





P| 602 604 0600 EXT 263





P| 480 346 2063   F| 480 473 4831





www.joinhouseholdergroup.com











This message and any attachments contain information which may be confidential and/or privileged and is intended for use only by the addressee(s) named on this transmission. If you are not the intended recipient, or the employee or agent responsible for delivering the message to the intended recipient, you are notified that any review, copying, distribution or use of this transmission is strictly prohibited. If you have received this transmission in error, please (i) notify the sender immediately by e-mail or by telephone and (ii) destroy all copies of this message. 





 





From: Farida, Renee 
Sent: Thursday, June 28, 2018 11:36 AM
To: joshua.bednarek@phoenix.gov; alan.stephenson@phoenix.gov; DesertViewVPC@phoenix.gov; council.district.2@phoenix.gov; kaelee.wilson@phoenix.gov
Cc: Farida, Renee
Subject: RE: Storage Unit, PUD Z-22-18 - Will not strengthen our local economy
Importance: High





 





Want a win/win for a cell tower location.





 





The parcel just east of the fire station on Dynamite is owned by the City of Phx.  There is an existing powerline along the southern edge of this parcel (some 30ft tall).





 





Why not put the cell tower on an existing pole and let the City recoup the obscene revenue as opposed to installing a new pole in a community and a private developer getting all of the cash?  I've heard estimates of 5 figure revenues per month!





 





I wouldn't put this in anyone's backyard.  I would keep it for the city.





 











 





 





Thank you, 





 .





RENEE FARIDA | CFO





HOUSEHOLDERGROUP





8985 E BELL ROAD | SCOTTSDALE, ARIZONA 85260





P| 602 604 0600 EXT 263





P| 480 346 2063   F| 480 473 4831





www.joinhouseholdergroup.com











This message and any attachments contain information which may be confidential and/or privileged and is intended for use only by the addressee(s) named on this transmission. If you are not the intended recipient, or the employee or agent responsible for delivering the message to the intended recipient, you are notified that any review, copying, distribution or use of this transmission is strictly prohibited. If you have received this transmission in error, please (i) notify the sender immediately by e-mail or by telephone and (ii) destroy all copies of this message. 





 





From: Farida, Renee 
Sent: Wednesday, June 27, 2018 10:35 AM
To: joshua.bednarek@phoenix.gov; alan.stephenson@phoenix.gov; DesertViewVPC@phoenix.gov; council.district.2@phoenix.gov; kaelee.wilson@phoenix.gov
Cc: Farida, Renee
Subject: Storage Unit, PUD Z-22-18 - Will not strengthen our local economy
Importance: High





 





When reading the Core Value of “Strengthen our local Economy” from the 2015 Phoenix General Plan, it becomes glaringly obvious that developing the parcel at Tatum and Dynamite within standard C1 zoning would be far super to approving PUD z-22-18 for several reasons.





1. Job creation. PUDZ-22-18 would employ one single person. The businesses already approved for C1 zoning would create more jobs. In addition to sheer number of jobs, the type and quality of jobs created by these businesses would be superior. Banks, Trust Companies, Bonding Companies, Brokerage Houses, Building and Loan Associations, Contractors/Power/Gas Companies ‘Offices, Finance and Loan Companies. These are jobs that align with the 2015 Phoenix General Plan and our community.





 





2. Local & Small business. Very powerful statements on page 90 of the 2015 Phoenix General Plan. Allowing this parcel to be developed per PUD Z-22-18 would be in complete conflict with this subsection. 1784 Capital Holdings boasts of being a national investment firm. Allowing a C1 businesses on this parcel would be in complete alignment with this goal.





 





3. Entrepreneurs, Emerging Enterprises. Entrepreneurs need access to small businesses and suppliers. Several C1 businesses would fulfill this need. 





 





4. Highly Skilled Workforce- the storage warehouse would not develop a highly skilled workforce. But look at what some of the allowable C1 businesses could do! Schools for business, data processing and insurance. Libraries. Driving schools. These businesses would help train a work force.





 





5. Tourism Facilities. How would a storage warehouse support tourism? Yet, an allowable C1 business is a travel bureau. Multiple arts related businesses are already allowed under standard C1 zoning. A 3 story monstrosity would not support tourism, or may people wanting to move away.





 





6. Review the summary for prosperity, Health and Environment on page 103 of the Phoenix General Plan. Prosperity- expand education and training; Health - counties with a higher concentration of small, locally owned businesses have healthier populations. Multiple C1 businesses align with these goals. A self-storage warehouse does not.





 





In conclusion, how can we justify allowing a self-storage warehouse on this parcel?  Are we going to allow a Developer to prosper at the expense of our community? Developing within standard C1 zoning makes good sense and it’s what the community wants and needs.





 





Thank you, 





 .





RENEE FARIDA | CFO





HOUSEHOLDERGROUP





8985 E BELL ROAD | SCOTTSDALE, ARIZONA 85260





P| 602 604 0600 EXT 263





P| 480 346 2063   F| 480 473 4831





www.joinhouseholdergroup.com











This message and any attachments contain information which may be confidential and/or privileged and is intended for use only by the addressee(s) named on this transmission. If you are not the intended recipient, or the employee or agent responsible for delivering the message to the intended recipient, you are notified that any review, copying, distribution or use of this transmission is strictly prohibited. If you have received this transmission in error, please (i) notify the sender immediately by e-mail or by telephone and (ii) destroy all copies of this message. 





 





From: Farida, Renee 
Sent: Monday, June 25, 2018 3:28 PM
To: joshua.bednarek@phoenix.gov; alan.stephenson@phoenix.gov; DesertViewVPC@phoenix.gov; council.district.2@phoenix.gov; kaelee.wilson@phoenix.gov
Cc: Farida, Renee
Subject: Storage Unit, PUD Z-22-18
Importance: High





 





Hello – I currently reside at 27828 N 47th Street, Cave Creek AZ 85331.  I am not happy with a zoning change from C1 to a PUD that would allow a self-storage warehouse. I purchased my home based on a friendly gated community adjacent to C1 zoning. Attached is a list of all of the businesses allowed within standard C1 zoning which we reviewed before purchasing our home. Developing the parcel with any of the attached C1 businesses would foster small and local business development on this parcel. The 2015 Phoenix General Plan explicitly states that small and local businesses drive our economy. Why would we want to remove an opportunity for these types of businesses and allow a national corporation to install a HUGE warehouse? Developing this parcel within C1 zoning would meet community expectations, bolster our local economy and “fit” in our community. The list of C1 businesses would also not have the size nor height of this proposed warehouse.  





 





Let’s forget about how a self-storage warehouse could meet a few of the goals of the 2015 Phoenix General Plan and look at the abundance of ways a C1 business on this same parcel would better align with the 2015 Phoenix General Plan.





 





The proposal of a cell tower also does not make any sense on this parcel. Why not put the tower at Dynamite Park and keep the revenue in city coffers? Why not put the cell tower near black mountain nursery where the nursery can serve as a buffer between the adjacent neighborhood? Or why not put the dish on a be of the multiple APS transmission poles just north and south of us? There is no need for another tower in our community when the APS poles would work and these poles are already installed. 





 





I request that Village Planning present how a cell phone tower would make any sense from a zoning perspective.





 





Thank you, 





 .





RENEE FARIDA | CFO





HOUSEHOLDERGROUP





8985 E BELL ROAD | SCOTTSDALE, ARIZONA 85260





P| 602 604 0600 EXT 263





P| 480 346 2063   F| 480 473 4831





www.joinhouseholdergroup.com











This message and any attachments contain information which may be confidential and/or privileged and is intended for use only by the addressee(s) named on this transmission. If you are not the intended recipient, or the employee or agent responsible for delivering the message to the intended recipient, you are notified that any review, copying, distribution or use of this transmission is strictly prohibited. If you have received this transmission in error, please (i) notify the sender immediately by e-mail or by telephone and (ii) destroy all copies of this message. 
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RE: Storage Unit, PUD Z-22-18 - Will not strengthen our local economy

		From

		Farida, Renee

		To

		Joshua Bednarek; Alan Stephenson; PDD Desert View VPC; Council District 2 PCC; Kaelee Wilson

		Cc

		Farida, Renee

		Recipients

		joshua.bednarek@phoenix.gov; alan.stephenson@phoenix.gov; desertviewvpc@phoenix.gov; council.district.2@phoenix.gov; kaelee.wilson@phoenix.gov; rfarida@householdergroup.com



Want a win/win for a cell tower location.





 





The parcel just east of the fire station on Dynamite is owned by the City of Phx.  There is an existing powerline along the southern edge of this parcel (some 30ft tall).





 





Why not put the cell tower on an existing pole and let the City recoup the obscene revenue as opposed to installing a new pole in a community and a private developer getting all of the cash?  I've heard estimates of 5 figure revenues per month!





 





I wouldn't put this in anyone's backyard.  I would keep it for the city.





 











 





 





Thank you, 





 .





RENEE FARIDA | CFO





HOUSEHOLDERGROUP





8985 E BELL ROAD | SCOTTSDALE, ARIZONA 85260





P| 602 604 0600 EXT 263





P| 480 346 2063   F| 480 473 4831





www.joinhouseholdergroup.com











This message and any attachments contain information which may be confidential and/or privileged and is intended for use only by the addressee(s) named on this transmission. If you are not the intended recipient, or the employee or agent responsible for delivering the message to the intended recipient, you are notified that any review, copying, distribution or use of this transmission is strictly prohibited. If you have received this transmission in error, please (i) notify the sender immediately by e-mail or by telephone and (ii) destroy all copies of this message. 





 





From: Farida, Renee 
Sent: Wednesday, June 27, 2018 10:35 AM
To: joshua.bednarek@phoenix.gov; alan.stephenson@phoenix.gov; DesertViewVPC@phoenix.gov; council.district.2@phoenix.gov; kaelee.wilson@phoenix.gov
Cc: Farida, Renee
Subject: Storage Unit, PUD Z-22-18 - Will not strengthen our local economy
Importance: High





 





When reading the Core Value of “Strengthen our local Economy” from the 2015 Phoenix General Plan, it becomes glaringly obvious that developing the parcel at Tatum and Dynamite within standard C1 zoning would be far super to approving PUD z-22-18 for several reasons.





1. Job creation. PUDZ-22-18 would employ one single person. The businesses already approved for C1 zoning would create more jobs. In addition to sheer number of jobs, the type and quality of jobs created by these businesses would be superior. Banks, Trust Companies, Bonding Companies, Brokerage Houses, Building and Loan Associations, Contractors/Power/Gas Companies ‘Offices, Finance and Loan Companies. These are jobs that align with the 2015 Phoenix General Plan and our community.





 





2. Local & Small business. Very powerful statements on page 90 of the 2015 Phoenix General Plan. Allowing this parcel to be developed per PUD Z-22-18 would be in complete conflict with this subsection. 1784 Capital Holdings boasts of being a national investment firm. Allowing a C1 businesses on this parcel would be in complete alignment with this goal.





 





3. Entrepreneurs, Emerging Enterprises. Entrepreneurs need access to small businesses and suppliers. Several C1 businesses would fulfill this need. 





 





4. Highly Skilled Workforce- the storage warehouse would not develop a highly skilled workforce. But look at what some of the allowable C1 businesses could do! Schools for business, data processing and insurance. Libraries. Driving schools. These businesses would help train a work force.





 





5. Tourism Facilities. How would a storage warehouse support tourism? Yet, an allowable C1 business is a travel bureau. Multiple arts related businesses are already allowed under standard C1 zoning. A 3 story monstrosity would not support tourism, or may people wanting to move away.





 





6. Review the summary for prosperity, Health and Environment on page 103 of the Phoenix General Plan. Prosperity- expand education and training; Health - counties with a higher concentration of small, locally owned businesses have healthier populations. Multiple C1 businesses align with these goals. A self-storage warehouse does not.





 





In conclusion, how can we justify allowing a self-storage warehouse on this parcel?  Are we going to allow a Developer to prosper at the expense of our community? Developing within standard C1 zoning makes good sense and it’s what the community wants and needs.





 





Thank you, 





 .





RENEE FARIDA | CFO





HOUSEHOLDERGROUP





8985 E BELL ROAD | SCOTTSDALE, ARIZONA 85260





P| 602 604 0600 EXT 263





P| 480 346 2063   F| 480 473 4831





www.joinhouseholdergroup.com











This message and any attachments contain information which may be confidential and/or privileged and is intended for use only by the addressee(s) named on this transmission. If you are not the intended recipient, or the employee or agent responsible for delivering the message to the intended recipient, you are notified that any review, copying, distribution or use of this transmission is strictly prohibited. If you have received this transmission in error, please (i) notify the sender immediately by e-mail or by telephone and (ii) destroy all copies of this message. 





 





From: Farida, Renee 
Sent: Monday, June 25, 2018 3:28 PM
To: joshua.bednarek@phoenix.gov; alan.stephenson@phoenix.gov; DesertViewVPC@phoenix.gov; council.district.2@phoenix.gov; kaelee.wilson@phoenix.gov
Cc: Farida, Renee
Subject: Storage Unit, PUD Z-22-18
Importance: High





 





Hello – I currently reside at 27828 N 47th Street, Cave Creek AZ 85331.  I am not happy with a zoning change from C1 to a PUD that would allow a self-storage warehouse. I purchased my home based on a friendly gated community adjacent to C1 zoning. Attached is a list of all of the businesses allowed within standard C1 zoning which we reviewed before purchasing our home. Developing the parcel with any of the attached C1 businesses would foster small and local business development on this parcel. The 2015 Phoenix General Plan explicitly states that small and local businesses drive our economy. Why would we want to remove an opportunity for these types of businesses and allow a national corporation to install a HUGE warehouse? Developing this parcel within C1 zoning would meet community expectations, bolster our local economy and “fit” in our community. The list of C1 businesses would also not have the size nor height of this proposed warehouse.  





 





Let’s forget about how a self-storage warehouse could meet a few of the goals of the 2015 Phoenix General Plan and look at the abundance of ways a C1 business on this same parcel would better align with the 2015 Phoenix General Plan.





 





The proposal of a cell tower also does not make any sense on this parcel. Why not put the tower at Dynamite Park and keep the revenue in city coffers? Why not put the cell tower near black mountain nursery where the nursery can serve as a buffer between the adjacent neighborhood? Or why not put the dish on a be of the multiple APS transmission poles just north and south of us? There is no need for another tower in our community when the APS poles would work and these poles are already installed. 





 





I request that Village Planning present how a cell phone tower would make any sense from a zoning perspective.





 





Thank you, 





 .





RENEE FARIDA | CFO





HOUSEHOLDERGROUP





8985 E BELL ROAD | SCOTTSDALE, ARIZONA 85260





P| 602 604 0600 EXT 263





P| 480 346 2063   F| 480 473 4831





www.joinhouseholdergroup.com











This message and any attachments contain information which may be confidential and/or privileged and is intended for use only by the addressee(s) named on this transmission. If you are not the intended recipient, or the employee or agent responsible for delivering the message to the intended recipient, you are notified that any review, copying, distribution or use of this transmission is strictly prohibited. If you have received this transmission in error, please (i) notify the sender immediately by e-mail or by telephone and (ii) destroy all copies of this message. 
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Storage Unit, PUD Z-22-18 - Will not strengthen our local economy

		From

		Farida, Renee

		To

		Joshua Bednarek; Alan Stephenson; PDD Desert View VPC; Council District 2 PCC; Kaelee Wilson

		Cc

		Farida, Renee

		Recipients

		joshua.bednarek@phoenix.gov; alan.stephenson@phoenix.gov; desertviewvpc@phoenix.gov; council.district.2@phoenix.gov; kaelee.wilson@phoenix.gov; rfarida@householdergroup.com



When reading the Core Value of “Strengthen our local Economy” from the 2015 Phoenix General Plan, it becomes glaringly obvious that developing the parcel at Tatum and Dynamite within standard C1 zoning would be far super to approving PUD z-22-18 for several reasons.





1. Job creation. PUDZ-22-18 would employ one single person. The businesses already approved for C1 zoning would create more jobs. In addition to sheer number of jobs, the type and quality of jobs created by these businesses would be superior. Banks, Trust Companies, Bonding Companies, Brokerage Houses, Building and Loan Associations, Contractors/Power/Gas Companies ‘Offices, Finance and Loan Companies. These are jobs that align with the 2015 Phoenix General Plan and our community.





 





2. Local & Small business. Very powerful statements on page 90 of the 2015 Phoenix General Plan. Allowing this parcel to be developed per PUD Z-22-18 would be in complete conflict with this subsection. 1784 Capital Holdings boasts of being a national investment firm. Allowing a C1 businesses on this parcel would be in complete alignment with this goal.





 





3. Entrepreneurs, Emerging Enterprises. Entrepreneurs need access to small businesses and suppliers. Several C1 businesses would fulfill this need. 





 





4. Highly Skilled Workforce- the storage warehouse would not develop a highly skilled workforce. But look at what some of the allowable C1 businesses could do! Schools for business, data processing and insurance. Libraries. Driving schools. These businesses would help train a work force.





 





5. Tourism Facilities. How would a storage warehouse support tourism? Yet, an allowable C1 business is a travel bureau. Multiple arts related businesses are already allowed under standard C1 zoning. A 3 story monstrosity would not support tourism, or may people wanting to move away.





 





6. Review the summary for prosperity, Health and Environment on page 103 of the Phoenix General Plan. Prosperity- expand education and training; Health - counties with a higher concentration of small, locally owned businesses have healthier populations. Multiple C1 businesses align with these goals. A self-storage warehouse does not.





 





In conclusion, how can we justify allowing a self-storage warehouse on this parcel?  Are we going to allow a Developer to prosper at the expense of our community? Developing within standard C1 zoning makes good sense and it’s what the community wants and needs.





 





Thank you, 





 .





RENEE FARIDA | CFO
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This message and any attachments contain information which may be confidential and/or privileged and is intended for use only by the addressee(s) named on this transmission. If you are not the intended recipient, or the employee or agent responsible for delivering the message to the intended recipient, you are notified that any review, copying, distribution or use of this transmission is strictly prohibited. If you have received this transmission in error, please (i) notify the sender immediately by e-mail or by telephone and (ii) destroy all copies of this message. 





 





From: Farida, Renee 
Sent: Monday, June 25, 2018 3:28 PM
To: joshua.bednarek@phoenix.gov; alan.stephenson@phoenix.gov; DesertViewVPC@phoenix.gov; council.district.2@phoenix.gov; kaelee.wilson@phoenix.gov
Cc: Farida, Renee
Subject: Storage Unit, PUD Z-22-18
Importance: High





 





Hello – I currently reside at 27828 N 47th Street, Cave Creek AZ 85331.  I am not happy with a zoning change from C1 to a PUD that would allow a self-storage warehouse. I purchased my home based on a friendly gated community adjacent to C1 zoning. Attached is a list of all of the businesses allowed within standard C1 zoning which we reviewed before purchasing our home. Developing the parcel with any of the attached C1 businesses would foster small and local business development on this parcel. The 2015 Phoenix General Plan explicitly states that small and local businesses drive our economy. Why would we want to remove an opportunity for these types of businesses and allow a national corporation to install a HUGE warehouse? Developing this parcel within C1 zoning would meet community expectations, bolster our local economy and “fit” in our community. The list of C1 businesses would also not have the size nor height of this proposed warehouse.  





 





Let’s forget about how a self-storage warehouse could meet a few of the goals of the 2015 Phoenix General Plan and look at the abundance of ways a C1 business on this same parcel would better align with the 2015 Phoenix General Plan.





 





The proposal of a cell tower also does not make any sense on this parcel. Why not put the tower at Dynamite Park and keep the revenue in city coffers? Why not put the cell tower near black mountain nursery where the nursery can serve as a buffer between the adjacent neighborhood? Or why not put the dish on a be of the multiple APS transmission poles just north and south of us? There is no need for another tower in our community when the APS poles would work and these poles are already installed. 





 





I request that Village Planning present how a cell phone tower would make any sense from a zoning perspective.





 





Thank you, 





 .





RENEE FARIDA | CFO





HOUSEHOLDERGROUP





8985 E BELL ROAD | SCOTTSDALE, ARIZONA 85260





P| 602 604 0600 EXT 263





P| 480 346 2063   F| 480 473 4831





www.joinhouseholdergroup.com











This message and any attachments contain information which may be confidential and/or privileged and is intended for use only by the addressee(s) named on this transmission. If you are not the intended recipient, or the employee or agent responsible for delivering the message to the intended recipient, you are notified that any review, copying, distribution or use of this transmission is strictly prohibited. If you have received this transmission in error, please (i) notify the sender immediately by e-mail or by telephone and (ii) destroy all copies of this message. 
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Businesses allowed per standard C1 zoning.pdf

Businesses allowed per standard C1 zoning.pdf




1.    Adjusters, Insurance 91.    Jewelers, Retail Sales and Repairs, Gem Stone Repair and Cutting *34 *36 *37 *38 *46



2.    Adult Day Care Home and Center. +46 92.    Labor Unions, Offices *34 *36 *38 *46



3.    Antique Shop *46 93.    Laboratories, Clinical and Dental *34 *36 *38 *46



4.    Army and Navy Goods, Retail Sales, New *46 94.    Laundries, Collecting Shops *34 *36 *38 *46



5.    Art Gallery, Commercial Sales *46 95.    Laundries, Self-Help, Hand *34 *36 *38 *46



6.    Artist Supplies, Retail *46 96.    Lawn Furniture, Retail Sales *34 *36 *38 *46



7.    Assisted Living Center, subject to a use permit. +46 97.    Libraries, Private, Rental *34 *36 *38 *46



8.    Auctioneer’s Office (only) *46 98.    Linens, Retail Sales *34 *36 *38 *46



9.    Auto Title Loan Establishments 99.    Linoleum Sales, Retail *34 *36 *38 *46



10.    Automated Collection Center 100.    Liquor, Package Retail Sales, 



11.    Automobile Parts and Supplies, Retail *38 *46 101.    Lunch Rooms *34 *36 *38 *46



12.    Baby Shops *38 *46 102.    Magazines, Retail Sales, except adult bookstores *34 *36 *38 *46



13.    Bakers and Baked Goods, Retail Sales *38 *46 103.    Market, Stock and Bond *34 *36 *38 *46



14.    Banks and Trust Companies *38 *46 104.    Merchandise Brokers Office and Display *34 *36 *38 *46



15.    Barbers  105.    Messenger Service *34 *36 *38 *46



16.    Beauty Shops *38 *46 106.    Reserved. -28 *34 *36 *38 *46



17.    Bicycles, New and Used, Retail Sales and Repairs *38 *46 107.    Milk Distributing Stations, Retail *34 *36 *38 *46



18.    Bingo, subject to a use permit *38 *46 108.    Milliners, Custom and Retail Sales *34 *36 *38 *46



19.    Bird Sales, Retail *38 *46 109.    Motor Freight Co., Offices Only *34 *36 *38 *46



20.    Bonding Companies *38 *46 110.    Musical instruments, equipment and related products,



21.    Booksellers and Rentals, except adult bookstores *38 *46 111.    Needlework *24 *34 *36 *38 *46



22.    Braces, Orthopedic, Sales Retail *38 *46 112.    Newspaper Advertising Sales Office *24 *34 *36 *38 *46



23.    Brokerage House *38 *46 113.    Nonchartered Financial Institutions,



24.    Building and Loan Associations *38 *46 114.    Newspaper Distribution Center with management offices, subject to the following 



25.    Butcher Shops (no slaughtering) *38 *46 115.    Notions, Retail Sales *24 *25 *34 *36 *38 *46



26.    Camera Shops *38 *46 116.    Novelties, Retail Sales *24 *25 *34 *36 *38 *46



27.    Candy Shops, Retail *38 *46 117.    Nursery School *24 *25 *34 *36 *38 *46



28.    Canvas Goods Sales, Retail *38 *46 118.    Nursing Home, subject to a use permit *24 *25 *34 *36 *38 *46



29.    Caterers *38 *46 119.    Nut Shop *24 *25 *34 *36 *38 *46



30.    Cesspool Builders and Service, Offices Only *38 *46 120.    Office Furniture Equipment and Supplies, Retail Sales and Showroom *24 *25 *34 



31.    Charitable Institutions, Offices Only *4 *38 *46 121.    Offices including those requiring use permits in R-5 *24 *25 *34 *36 *38 *46



32.    Christian Science Reading Rooms *38 *46 122.    W/ office complexes with a gross leasable area of 50,000 SF or more, a conf and reception centerhealth/recreation 



33.    Cleaning and Dyeing Outlet 123.    Outdoor Sales of Food Items:



34.    Clothing, Retail Sales *36 *38 *46 124.    Paint and Varnish, Retail Sales *21 *24 *25 *34 *36 *38 *46



35.    Coin Dealers *36 *38 *46 125.    Painting Equipment and Supplies, Retail Sales *21 *24 *25 *34 *36 *38 *46



36.    Collection Agencies *36 *38 *46 126.    Parking Lots, Customer (Section 702) *21 *24 *25 *34 *36 *38 *46



37.    Community Garden 127.    Pet Day Care Facility, Indoor Only,



38.    Confectioneries, Retail Sales *34 *36 *38 *46 128.    Pet Day Care Facility, With Outdoor Accessory Uses,



39.    Contractor’s Offices *34 *36 *38 *46 129.    Pet Care Facility, subject to the following limitations: +27 *34 *36 *38 *46



40.    Costume Rentals *34 *36 *38 *46 130.    Pet Grooming +27 *34 *36 *38 *46



41.    Crockery Sales, Retail *34 *36 *38 *46 131.    Pet Shops, Retail Sales Only *21 *24 *25 *27 *34 *36 *38 *46



42.    Curio Shops *34 *36 *38 *46 132.    Pharmacy 



43.    Dairies, Retail Sales of Products *34 *36 *38 *46 133.    Philatelist (Stamps) *21 *24 *25 *27 *34 *36 *38 *46



44.    Delicatessens *34 *36 *38 *46 134.    Phonograph Records, Sales, Retail *21 *24 *25 *27 *34 *36 *38 *46



45.    Delivery Service Office *34 *36 *38 *46 135.    Photographers, Commercial Studios *21 *24 *25 *27 *34 *36 *38 *46



46.    Department Stores *34 *36 *38 *46 136.    Photographic Equipment and Supplies, Retail Sales *21 *25 *27 *34 *36 *38 *46



47.    Desks, Sales, Retail *34 *36 *38 *46 137.    Picture Framing, Custom *21 *25 *27 *34 *36 *38 *46



48.    Detective Agencies *34 *36 *38 *46 138.    Pipe Line Companies, Offices Only *21 *25 *27 *34 *36 *38 *46



49.    Draperies, Sales *34 *36 *38 *46 139.    Plant Nurseries (permitted as an outdoor use subject to a use permit) *21 *25 *27 



50.    Dressmakers, Custom *34 *36 *38 *46 140.    Pottery, Retail Sales *21 *25 *27 *34 *36 *38 *46



51.    Driving Schools, Auto *34 *36 *38 *46 141.    Private clubs, lodges and community organizations qualifying by law as a nonprofit 



52.    Drugs, Retail Sales *34 *36 *38 *46 142.    Publicity Service *21 *25 *27 *34 *36 *37 *38 *46



53.    Dry Cleaning Outlet, Not Plants *34 *36 *38 *46 143.    Publishers’ Offices *21 *25 *27 *34 *36 *37 *38 *46



54.    Dry Goods  144.    Radio and Television, Retail Sales and Service *21 *25 *27 *34 *36 *37 *38 *46



55.    Electric Light and Power Company Offices *34 *36 *38 *46 145.    Railroad Agents *21 *25 *27 *34 *36 *37 *38 *46



56.    Electrical Appliances, Retail Sales and Service *34 *36 *38 *46 146.    Range and Stoves, Retail Sales and Service *21 *25 *27 *34 *36 *37 *38 *46



57.    Employment Agencies, not Including Day Labor Hiring and Transp. Centers  147.    Refrigerators, Retail Sales and Service 



58.    Entertainment Bureaus *34 *36 *38 *46 148.    Residential Care Center, subject to a use permit. +46



59.    Environmental Remediation Facility, subject to obtaining a use permit 149.    Restaurants, subject to the following conditions or limitations:



60.    Express Companies, Offices Only *34 *36 *38 *46 150.    Rug Sales *21 *25 *27 *29 *34 *36 *37 *38 *46



61.    Family Game Center, subject to a use permit *34 *36 *38 *46 151.    School for Mentally or Physically Handicapped *21 *25 *27 *29 *34 *36 *37 *38 *46



62.    Farmers Market, subject to the following conditions: +34 *36 *38 *46 152.    Schools: Barber, Beauty, Business, Dancing, Data Processing, Insurance, Martial 



63.    Finance Companies and Loan Offices *34 *36 *38 *46 153.    Second Hand or Used Merchandise Sales, 



64.    Fish Markets, Retail Sales *34 *36 *38 *46 154.    Self-Service Laundry *21 *25 *27 *29 *34 *36 *37 *38 *46



65.    Florists, Retail Sales *34 *36 *38 *46 155.    Service Stations, Automobile (corner lots only in C-1) *2 *21 *25 *27 *29 *34 *36 *37 



66.    Freight Traffic Service Offices *34 *36 *38 *46 156.    Sewing Machines, Household Sales and Service *21 *25 *27 *29 *34 *36 *37 *38 *46



67.    Furnaces, Display and Sales, Retail *34 *36 *38 *46 157.    Shoe Repairing *21 *25 *27 *29 *34 *36 *37 *38 *46



68.    Furniture, Display and Sales, Retail *34 *36 *38 *46 158.    Sporting Goods, Retail Sales *21 *25 *27 *29 *34 *36 *37 *38 *46



69.    Furs, Retail Sales and Repairing *34 *36 *38 *46 159.    Stamp Dealers *21 *25 *27 *29 *34 *36 *37 *38 *46



70.    Gas Appliances, Retail Sales and Service *34 *36 *38 *46 160.    Stationers, Retail Sales *21 *25 *27 *29 *34 *36 *37 *38 *46



71.    Gas Companies’ Offices *34 *36 *38 *46 161.    Surgical Supplies, Retail Sales *21 *25 *27 *29 *34 *36 *37 *38 *46



72.    Gas Stations with one closed automatic car wash bay  162.    Tailors, Custom 



73.    Gift Shops *34 *36 *38 *46 163.    Tanning Salon +7 *21 *25 *27 *29 *34 *36 *37 *38 *46



74.    Groceries, Retail Sales *34 *36 *38 *46 164.    Tapestries *21 *25 *27 *29 *34 *36 *37 *38 *46



75.    Hardware, Retail Sales (New) *34 *36 *38 *46 165.    Tea Room *21 *25 *27 *29 *34 *36 *37 *38 *46



76.    Hat Cleaners and Renovators *34 *36 *38 *46 166.    Teaching of Fine Arts *21 *25 *27 *29 *34 *36 *37 *38 *46



77.    Health Food Products, Retail Sales *34 *36 *38 *46 167.    Temporary Environmental Remediation Facilities subject to a use permit if within 



78.    Heating and Ventilating Sales, Retail *34 *36 *38 *46 168.    Tents and Awnings, Retail Sales *21 *25 *27 *29 *34 *36 *37 *38 *46



79.    Hemstitching *34 *36 *38 *46 169.    Theatrical Agencies *21 *25 *27 *29 *34 *36 *37 *38 *46



80.    Hobby Goods Stores *34 *36 *38 *46 170.    Toys, Retail Sales *21 *25 *27 *29 *34 *36 *37 *38 *46



81.    Hospice, subject to a use permit. +46 171.    Travel Bureau *21 *25 *27 *29 *34 *36 *37 *38 *46



82.    Hospital Service Organizations *34 *36 *38 *46 172.    Vacuum Cleaners, Retail Sales *21 *25 *27 *29 *34 *36 *37 *38 *46



83.    Hospital, subject to a use permit. 173.    Variety Stores, Retail *21 *25 *27 *29 *34 *36 *37 *38 *46



84.    House Furnishings, Retail Sales *34 *36 *38 *46 174.    Veterinary Offices, Indoors, subject to the following stipulations: *21 *25 *27 *29 *34 



85.    Ice, Package, Sales *34 *36 *38 *46 175.    Veterinary Offices,



86.    Ice Cream Shops *34 *36 *38 *46 176.    Wall Paper, Sales and Display *21 *25 *27 *29 *34 *36 *37 *38 *46



87.    Imported Goods, Retail Sales *34 *36 *38 *46 177.    Watches, Sales and Repairing *21 *25 *27 *29 *34 *36 *37 *38 *46



88.    Indexing Systems and Supplies, Retail Sales *34 *36 *38 *46 178.    Weaving, Handicraft, Custom *21 *25 *27 *29 *34 *36 *37 *38 *46



89.    Indian Goods, Retail Sales *34 *36 *38 *46 179.    Reserved. -28 *29 *34 *36 *37 *38 *46



90.    Interior Decorators, Display, Retail Sales and Fab, Custom 180.    Health Club, Fitness Center 



Businesses allowed under standard C1 zoning













Storage Unit, PUD Z-22-18

		From

		Farida, Renee

		To

		Joshua Bednarek; Alan Stephenson; PDD Desert View VPC; Council District 2 PCC; Kaelee Wilson

		Cc

		Farida, Renee

		Recipients

		joshua.bednarek@phoenix.gov; alan.stephenson@phoenix.gov; desertviewvpc@phoenix.gov; council.district.2@phoenix.gov; kaelee.wilson@phoenix.gov; rfarida@householdergroup.com



Hello – I currently reside at 27828 N 47th Street, Cave Creek AZ 85331.  I am not happy with a zoning change from C1 to a PUD that would allow a self-storage warehouse. I purchased my home based on a friendly gated community adjacent to C1 zoning. Attached is a list of all of the businesses allowed within standard C1 zoning which we reviewed before purchasing our home. Developing the parcel with any of the attached C1 businesses would foster small and local business development on this parcel. The 2015 Phoenix General Plan explicitly states that small and local businesses drive our economy. Why would we want to remove an opportunity for these types of businesses and allow a national corporation to install a HUGE warehouse? Developing this parcel within C1 zoning would meet community expectations, bolster our local economy and “fit” in our community. The list of C1 businesses would also not have the size nor height of this proposed warehouse.  





 





Let’s forget about how a self-storage warehouse could meet a few of the goals of the 2015 Phoenix General Plan and look at the abundance of ways a C1 business on this same parcel would better align with the 2015 Phoenix General Plan.





 





The proposal of a cell tower also does not make any sense on this parcel. Why not put the tower at Dynamite Park and keep the revenue in city coffers? Why not put the cell tower near black mountain nursery where the nursery can serve as a buffer between the adjacent neighborhood? Or why not put the dish on a be of the multiple APS transmission poles just north and south of us? There is no need for another tower in our community when the APS poles would work and these poles are already installed. 





 





I request that Village Planning present how a cell phone tower would make any sense from a zoning perspective.





 





Thank you, 





 .





RENEE FARIDA | CFO





HOUSEHOLDERGROUP





8985 E BELL ROAD | SCOTTSDALE, ARIZONA 85260





P| 602 604 0600 EXT 263





P| 480 346 2063   F| 480 473 4831





www.joinhouseholdergroup.com











This message and any attachments contain information which may be confidential and/or privileged and is intended for use only by the addressee(s) named on this transmission. If you are not the intended recipient, or the employee or agent responsible for delivering the message to the intended recipient, you are notified that any review, copying, distribution or use of this transmission is strictly prohibited. If you have received this transmission in error, please (i) notify the sender immediately by e-mail or by telephone and (ii) destroy all copies of this message. 
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Businesses allowed per standard C1 zoning.pdf




1.    Adjusters, Insurance 91.    Jewelers, Retail Sales and Repairs, Gem Stone Repair and Cutting *34 *36 *37 *38 *46



2.    Adult Day Care Home and Center. +46 92.    Labor Unions, Offices *34 *36 *38 *46



3.    Antique Shop *46 93.    Laboratories, Clinical and Dental *34 *36 *38 *46



4.    Army and Navy Goods, Retail Sales, New *46 94.    Laundries, Collecting Shops *34 *36 *38 *46



5.    Art Gallery, Commercial Sales *46 95.    Laundries, Self-Help, Hand *34 *36 *38 *46



6.    Artist Supplies, Retail *46 96.    Lawn Furniture, Retail Sales *34 *36 *38 *46



7.    Assisted Living Center, subject to a use permit. +46 97.    Libraries, Private, Rental *34 *36 *38 *46



8.    Auctioneer’s Office (only) *46 98.    Linens, Retail Sales *34 *36 *38 *46



9.    Auto Title Loan Establishments 99.    Linoleum Sales, Retail *34 *36 *38 *46



10.    Automated Collection Center 100.    Liquor, Package Retail Sales, 



11.    Automobile Parts and Supplies, Retail *38 *46 101.    Lunch Rooms *34 *36 *38 *46



12.    Baby Shops *38 *46 102.    Magazines, Retail Sales, except adult bookstores *34 *36 *38 *46



13.    Bakers and Baked Goods, Retail Sales *38 *46 103.    Market, Stock and Bond *34 *36 *38 *46



14.    Banks and Trust Companies *38 *46 104.    Merchandise Brokers Office and Display *34 *36 *38 *46



15.    Barbers  105.    Messenger Service *34 *36 *38 *46



16.    Beauty Shops *38 *46 106.    Reserved. -28 *34 *36 *38 *46



17.    Bicycles, New and Used, Retail Sales and Repairs *38 *46 107.    Milk Distributing Stations, Retail *34 *36 *38 *46



18.    Bingo, subject to a use permit *38 *46 108.    Milliners, Custom and Retail Sales *34 *36 *38 *46



19.    Bird Sales, Retail *38 *46 109.    Motor Freight Co., Offices Only *34 *36 *38 *46



20.    Bonding Companies *38 *46 110.    Musical instruments, equipment and related products,



21.    Booksellers and Rentals, except adult bookstores *38 *46 111.    Needlework *24 *34 *36 *38 *46



22.    Braces, Orthopedic, Sales Retail *38 *46 112.    Newspaper Advertising Sales Office *24 *34 *36 *38 *46



23.    Brokerage House *38 *46 113.    Nonchartered Financial Institutions,



24.    Building and Loan Associations *38 *46 114.    Newspaper Distribution Center with management offices, subject to the following 



25.    Butcher Shops (no slaughtering) *38 *46 115.    Notions, Retail Sales *24 *25 *34 *36 *38 *46



26.    Camera Shops *38 *46 116.    Novelties, Retail Sales *24 *25 *34 *36 *38 *46



27.    Candy Shops, Retail *38 *46 117.    Nursery School *24 *25 *34 *36 *38 *46



28.    Canvas Goods Sales, Retail *38 *46 118.    Nursing Home, subject to a use permit *24 *25 *34 *36 *38 *46



29.    Caterers *38 *46 119.    Nut Shop *24 *25 *34 *36 *38 *46



30.    Cesspool Builders and Service, Offices Only *38 *46 120.    Office Furniture Equipment and Supplies, Retail Sales and Showroom *24 *25 *34 



31.    Charitable Institutions, Offices Only *4 *38 *46 121.    Offices including those requiring use permits in R-5 *24 *25 *34 *36 *38 *46



32.    Christian Science Reading Rooms *38 *46 122.    W/ office complexes with a gross leasable area of 50,000 SF or more, a conf and reception centerhealth/recreation 



33.    Cleaning and Dyeing Outlet 123.    Outdoor Sales of Food Items:



34.    Clothing, Retail Sales *36 *38 *46 124.    Paint and Varnish, Retail Sales *21 *24 *25 *34 *36 *38 *46



35.    Coin Dealers *36 *38 *46 125.    Painting Equipment and Supplies, Retail Sales *21 *24 *25 *34 *36 *38 *46



36.    Collection Agencies *36 *38 *46 126.    Parking Lots, Customer (Section 702) *21 *24 *25 *34 *36 *38 *46



37.    Community Garden 127.    Pet Day Care Facility, Indoor Only,



38.    Confectioneries, Retail Sales *34 *36 *38 *46 128.    Pet Day Care Facility, With Outdoor Accessory Uses,



39.    Contractor’s Offices *34 *36 *38 *46 129.    Pet Care Facility, subject to the following limitations: +27 *34 *36 *38 *46



40.    Costume Rentals *34 *36 *38 *46 130.    Pet Grooming +27 *34 *36 *38 *46



41.    Crockery Sales, Retail *34 *36 *38 *46 131.    Pet Shops, Retail Sales Only *21 *24 *25 *27 *34 *36 *38 *46



42.    Curio Shops *34 *36 *38 *46 132.    Pharmacy 



43.    Dairies, Retail Sales of Products *34 *36 *38 *46 133.    Philatelist (Stamps) *21 *24 *25 *27 *34 *36 *38 *46



44.    Delicatessens *34 *36 *38 *46 134.    Phonograph Records, Sales, Retail *21 *24 *25 *27 *34 *36 *38 *46



45.    Delivery Service Office *34 *36 *38 *46 135.    Photographers, Commercial Studios *21 *24 *25 *27 *34 *36 *38 *46



46.    Department Stores *34 *36 *38 *46 136.    Photographic Equipment and Supplies, Retail Sales *21 *25 *27 *34 *36 *38 *46



47.    Desks, Sales, Retail *34 *36 *38 *46 137.    Picture Framing, Custom *21 *25 *27 *34 *36 *38 *46



48.    Detective Agencies *34 *36 *38 *46 138.    Pipe Line Companies, Offices Only *21 *25 *27 *34 *36 *38 *46



49.    Draperies, Sales *34 *36 *38 *46 139.    Plant Nurseries (permitted as an outdoor use subject to a use permit) *21 *25 *27 



50.    Dressmakers, Custom *34 *36 *38 *46 140.    Pottery, Retail Sales *21 *25 *27 *34 *36 *38 *46



51.    Driving Schools, Auto *34 *36 *38 *46 141.    Private clubs, lodges and community organizations qualifying by law as a nonprofit 



52.    Drugs, Retail Sales *34 *36 *38 *46 142.    Publicity Service *21 *25 *27 *34 *36 *37 *38 *46



53.    Dry Cleaning Outlet, Not Plants *34 *36 *38 *46 143.    Publishers’ Offices *21 *25 *27 *34 *36 *37 *38 *46



54.    Dry Goods  144.    Radio and Television, Retail Sales and Service *21 *25 *27 *34 *36 *37 *38 *46



55.    Electric Light and Power Company Offices *34 *36 *38 *46 145.    Railroad Agents *21 *25 *27 *34 *36 *37 *38 *46



56.    Electrical Appliances, Retail Sales and Service *34 *36 *38 *46 146.    Range and Stoves, Retail Sales and Service *21 *25 *27 *34 *36 *37 *38 *46



57.    Employment Agencies, not Including Day Labor Hiring and Transp. Centers  147.    Refrigerators, Retail Sales and Service 



58.    Entertainment Bureaus *34 *36 *38 *46 148.    Residential Care Center, subject to a use permit. +46



59.    Environmental Remediation Facility, subject to obtaining a use permit 149.    Restaurants, subject to the following conditions or limitations:



60.    Express Companies, Offices Only *34 *36 *38 *46 150.    Rug Sales *21 *25 *27 *29 *34 *36 *37 *38 *46



61.    Family Game Center, subject to a use permit *34 *36 *38 *46 151.    School for Mentally or Physically Handicapped *21 *25 *27 *29 *34 *36 *37 *38 *46



62.    Farmers Market, subject to the following conditions: +34 *36 *38 *46 152.    Schools: Barber, Beauty, Business, Dancing, Data Processing, Insurance, Martial 



63.    Finance Companies and Loan Offices *34 *36 *38 *46 153.    Second Hand or Used Merchandise Sales, 



64.    Fish Markets, Retail Sales *34 *36 *38 *46 154.    Self-Service Laundry *21 *25 *27 *29 *34 *36 *37 *38 *46



65.    Florists, Retail Sales *34 *36 *38 *46 155.    Service Stations, Automobile (corner lots only in C-1) *2 *21 *25 *27 *29 *34 *36 *37 



66.    Freight Traffic Service Offices *34 *36 *38 *46 156.    Sewing Machines, Household Sales and Service *21 *25 *27 *29 *34 *36 *37 *38 *46



67.    Furnaces, Display and Sales, Retail *34 *36 *38 *46 157.    Shoe Repairing *21 *25 *27 *29 *34 *36 *37 *38 *46



68.    Furniture, Display and Sales, Retail *34 *36 *38 *46 158.    Sporting Goods, Retail Sales *21 *25 *27 *29 *34 *36 *37 *38 *46



69.    Furs, Retail Sales and Repairing *34 *36 *38 *46 159.    Stamp Dealers *21 *25 *27 *29 *34 *36 *37 *38 *46



70.    Gas Appliances, Retail Sales and Service *34 *36 *38 *46 160.    Stationers, Retail Sales *21 *25 *27 *29 *34 *36 *37 *38 *46



71.    Gas Companies’ Offices *34 *36 *38 *46 161.    Surgical Supplies, Retail Sales *21 *25 *27 *29 *34 *36 *37 *38 *46



72.    Gas Stations with one closed automatic car wash bay  162.    Tailors, Custom 



73.    Gift Shops *34 *36 *38 *46 163.    Tanning Salon +7 *21 *25 *27 *29 *34 *36 *37 *38 *46



74.    Groceries, Retail Sales *34 *36 *38 *46 164.    Tapestries *21 *25 *27 *29 *34 *36 *37 *38 *46



75.    Hardware, Retail Sales (New) *34 *36 *38 *46 165.    Tea Room *21 *25 *27 *29 *34 *36 *37 *38 *46



76.    Hat Cleaners and Renovators *34 *36 *38 *46 166.    Teaching of Fine Arts *21 *25 *27 *29 *34 *36 *37 *38 *46



77.    Health Food Products, Retail Sales *34 *36 *38 *46 167.    Temporary Environmental Remediation Facilities subject to a use permit if within 



78.    Heating and Ventilating Sales, Retail *34 *36 *38 *46 168.    Tents and Awnings, Retail Sales *21 *25 *27 *29 *34 *36 *37 *38 *46



79.    Hemstitching *34 *36 *38 *46 169.    Theatrical Agencies *21 *25 *27 *29 *34 *36 *37 *38 *46



80.    Hobby Goods Stores *34 *36 *38 *46 170.    Toys, Retail Sales *21 *25 *27 *29 *34 *36 *37 *38 *46



81.    Hospice, subject to a use permit. +46 171.    Travel Bureau *21 *25 *27 *29 *34 *36 *37 *38 *46



82.    Hospital Service Organizations *34 *36 *38 *46 172.    Vacuum Cleaners, Retail Sales *21 *25 *27 *29 *34 *36 *37 *38 *46



83.    Hospital, subject to a use permit. 173.    Variety Stores, Retail *21 *25 *27 *29 *34 *36 *37 *38 *46



84.    House Furnishings, Retail Sales *34 *36 *38 *46 174.    Veterinary Offices, Indoors, subject to the following stipulations: *21 *25 *27 *29 *34 



85.    Ice, Package, Sales *34 *36 *38 *46 175.    Veterinary Offices,



86.    Ice Cream Shops *34 *36 *38 *46 176.    Wall Paper, Sales and Display *21 *25 *27 *29 *34 *36 *37 *38 *46



87.    Imported Goods, Retail Sales *34 *36 *38 *46 177.    Watches, Sales and Repairing *21 *25 *27 *29 *34 *36 *37 *38 *46



88.    Indexing Systems and Supplies, Retail Sales *34 *36 *38 *46 178.    Weaving, Handicraft, Custom *21 *25 *27 *29 *34 *36 *37 *38 *46



89.    Indian Goods, Retail Sales *34 *36 *38 *46 179.    Reserved. -28 *29 *34 *36 *37 *38 *46



90.    Interior Decorators, Display, Retail Sales and Fab, Custom 180.    Health Club, Fitness Center 



Businesses allowed under standard C1 zoning














take place at this meeting.
 
Your email will be added to the case file, attached to the staff report, and will follow the case through the public hearing
process. In addition, staff is compiling a list of email addresses of residents to inform via email once a public hearing date is
solidified.
 
Please don’t hesitate to contact me with any further questions,
 
Thanks,
 

Kaelee Wilson
Village Planner – Deer Valley, North Gateway, Desert View and Rio Vista
 
City of Phoenix
Planning and Development Department
200 West Washington Street, 3rd Floor
Phoenix, Arizona 85003
Office: (602) 534-7696
 
 

From: Farida, Renee [ ] 
Sent: Thursday, June 28, 2018 11:36 AM
To: Joshua Bednarek <joshua.bednarek@phoenix.gov>; Alan Stephenson <alan.stephenson@phoenix.gov>; PDD Desert View
VPC <desertviewvpc@phoenix.gov>; Council District 2 PCC <council.district.2@phoenix.gov>; Kaelee Wilson
<kaelee.wilson@phoenix.gov>
Cc: Farida, Renee < >
Subject: RE: Storage Unit, PUD Z-22-18 - Will not strengthen our local economy
Importance: High
 
Want a win/win for a cell tower location.
 
The parcel just east of the fire station on Dynamite is owned by the City of Phx.  There is an existing powerline along the
southern edge of this parcel (some 30ft tall).
 
Why not put the cell tower on an existing pole and let the City recoup the obscene revenue as opposed to installing a
new pole in a community and a private developer getting all of the cash?  I've heard estimates of 5 figure revenues per
month!
 
I wouldn't put this in anyone's backyard.  I would keep it for the city.
 

mailto:joshua.bednarek@phoenix.gov
mailto:alan.stephenson@phoenix.gov
mailto:desertviewvpc@phoenix.gov
mailto:council.district.2@phoenix.gov
mailto:kaelee.wilson@phoenix.gov


 
 
Thank you,

 .

RENEE FARIDA | CFO

HOUSEHOLDERGROUP
 | SCOTTSDALE, ARIZONA 85260

www.joinhouseholdergroup.com

This message and any attachments contain information which may be confidential and/or privileged and is intended for use only by the addressee(s) named on
this transmission. If you are not the intended recipient, or the employee or agent responsible for delivering the message to the intended recipient, you are
notified that any review, copying, distribution or use of this transmission is strictly prohibited. If you have received this transmission in error, please (i) notify the
sender immediately by e-mail or by telephone and (ii) destroy all copies of this message.

 

From: Farida, Renee 
Sent: Wednesday, June 27, 2018 10:35 AM
To: joshua.bednarek@phoenix.gov; alan.stephenson@phoenix.gov; DesertViewVPC@phoenix.gov; council.district.2@phoenix.gov;
kaelee.wilson@phoenix.gov
Cc: Farida, Renee
Subject: Storage Unit, PUD Z-22-18 - Will not strengthen our local economy
Importance: High

http://www.joinhouseholdergroup.com/
http://www.myimpactmovie.com/householder_recruiting
mailto:joshua.bednarek@phoenix.gov
mailto:alan.stephenson@phoenix.gov
mailto:DesertViewVPC@phoenix.gov
mailto:council.district.2@phoenix.gov
mailto:kaelee.wilson@phoenix.gov


 
When reading the Core Value of “Strengthen our local Economy” from the 2015 Phoenix General Plan, it becomes glaringly
obvious that developing the parcel at Tatum and Dynamite within standard C1 zoning would be far super to approving PUD z-
22-18 for several reasons.
1. Job creation. PUDZ-22-18 would employ one single person. The businesses already approved for C1 zoning would create
more jobs. In addition to sheer number of jobs, the type and quality of jobs created by these businesses would be superior.
Banks, Trust Companies, Bonding Companies, Brokerage Houses, Building and Loan Associations, Contractors/Power/Gas
Companies ‘Offices, Finance and Loan Companies. These are jobs that align with the 2015 Phoenix General Plan and our
community.
 
2. Local & Small business. Very powerful statements on page 90 of the 2015 Phoenix General Plan. Allowing this parcel to be
developed per PUD Z-22-18 would be in complete conflict with this subsection. 1784 Capital Holdings boasts of being a national
investment firm. Allowing a C1 businesses on this parcel would be in complete alignment with this goal.
 
3. Entrepreneurs, Emerging Enterprises. Entrepreneurs need access to small businesses and suppliers. Several C1 businesses
would fulfill this need.
 
4. Highly Skilled Workforce- the storage warehouse would not develop a highly skilled workforce. But look at what some of the
allowable C1 businesses could do! Schools for business, data processing and insurance. Libraries. Driving schools. These
businesses would help train a work force.
 
5. Tourism Facilities. How would a storage warehouse support tourism? Yet, an allowable C1 business is a travel bureau.
Multiple arts related businesses are already allowed under standard C1 zoning. A 3 story monstrosity would not support
tourism, or may people wanting to move away.
 
6. Review the summary for prosperity, Health and Environment on page 103 of the Phoenix General Plan. Prosperity- expand
education and training; Health - counties with a higher concentration of small, locally owned businesses have healthier
populations. Multiple C1 businesses align with these goals. A self-storage warehouse does not.
 
In conclusion, how can we justify allowing a self-storage warehouse on this parcel?  Are we going to allow a Developer to
prosper at the expense of our community? Developing within standard C1 zoning makes good sense and it’s what the
community wants and needs.
 
Thank you,

 .

RENEE FARIDA | CFO

HOUSEHOLDERGROUP
 | SCOTTSDALE, ARIZONA 85260

www.joinhouseholdergroup.com

http://www.joinhouseholdergroup.com/
http://www.myimpactmovie.com/householder_recruiting


This message and any attachments contain information which may be confidential and/or privileged and is intended for use only by the addressee(s) named on
this transmission. If you are not the intended recipient, or the employee or agent responsible for delivering the message to the intended recipient, you are
notified that any review, copying, distribution or use of this transmission is strictly prohibited. If you have received this transmission in error, please (i) notify the
sender immediately by e-mail or by telephone and (ii) destroy all copies of this message.

 

From: Farida, Renee 
Sent: Monday, June 25, 2018 3:28 PM
To: joshua.bednarek@phoenix.gov; alan.stephenson@phoenix.gov; DesertViewVPC@phoenix.gov; council.district.2@phoenix.gov;
kaelee.wilson@phoenix.gov
Cc: Farida, Renee
Subject: Storage Unit, PUD Z-22-18
Importance: High
 

Hello – I currently reside at   , Cave Creek AZ 85331.  I am not happy with a zoning change from C1 to a PUD
that would allow a self-storage warehouse. I purchased my home based on a friendly gated community adjacent to C1 zoning.
Attached is a list of all of the businesses allowed within standard C1 zoning which we reviewed before purchasing our home.
Developing the parcel with any of the attached C1 businesses would foster small and local business development on this parcel.
The 2015 Phoenix General Plan explicitly states that small and local businesses drive our economy. Why would we want to
remove an opportunity for these types of businesses and allow a national corporation to install a HUGE warehouse? Developing
this parcel within C1 zoning would meet community expectations, bolster our local economy and “fit” in our community. The list
of C1 businesses would also not have the size nor height of this proposed warehouse.  
 
Let’s forget about how a self-storage warehouse could meet a few of the goals of the 2015 Phoenix General Plan and look at the
abundance of ways a C1 business on this same parcel would better align with the 2015 Phoenix General Plan.
 
The proposal of a cell tower also does not make any sense on this parcel. Why not put the tower at Dynamite Park and keep the
revenue in city coffers? Why not put the cell tower near black mountain nursery where the nursery can serve as a buffer
between the adjacent neighborhood? Or why not put the dish on a be of the multiple APS transmission poles just north and
south of us? There is no need for another tower in our community when the APS poles would work and these poles are already
installed.
 
I request that Village Planning present how a cell phone tower would make any sense from a zoning perspective.
 
Thank you,

 .

RENEE FARIDA | CFO

HOUSEHOLDERGROUP
 | SCOTTSDALE, ARIZONA 85260

www.joinhouseholdergroup.com

This message and any attachments contain information which may be confidential and/or privileged and is intended for use only by the addressee(s) named on
this transmission. If you are not the intended recipient, or the employee or agent responsible for delivering the message to the intended recipient, you are

mailto:joshua.bednarek@phoenix.gov
mailto:alan.stephenson@phoenix.gov
mailto:DesertViewVPC@phoenix.gov
mailto:council.district.2@phoenix.gov
mailto:kaelee.wilson@phoenix.gov
http://www.joinhouseholdergroup.com/
http://www.myimpactmovie.com/householder_recruiting


notified that any review, copying, distribution or use of this transmission is strictly prohibited. If you have received this transmission in error, please (i) notify the
sender immediately by e-mail or by telephone and (ii) destroy all copies of this message.

 



From: Kaelee Wilson
To: Farida, Renee; Joshua Bednarek; Alan Stephenson; PDD Desert View VPC; Council District 2 PCC
Subject: RE: Storage Unit, PUD Z-22-18
Date: Friday, July 06, 2018 10:00:41 AM
Attachments: image001.png

image003.png

Renee,
Per my voicemail yesterday, I look forward to speaking with you regarding your concerns. Please give me a call at your earliest
convenience.
 
Thanks,

Kaelee Wilson
Village Planner – Deer Valley, North Gateway, Desert View and Rio Vista
 
City of Phoenix
Planning and Development Department
200 West Washington Street, 3rd Floor
Phoenix, Arizona 85003
Office: (602) 534-7696
 
 
 
 

From: Farida, Renee [ ] 
Sent: Tuesday, July 03, 2018 1:44 PM
To: Kaelee Wilson <kaelee.wilson@phoenix.gov>; Joshua Bednarek <joshua.bednarek@phoenix.gov>; Alan Stephenson
<alan.stephenson@phoenix.gov>; PDD Desert View VPC <desertviewvpc@phoenix.gov>; Council District 2 PCC
<council.district.2@phoenix.gov>
Cc: Farida, Renee 
Subject: RE: Storage Unit, PUD Z-22-18
 
After reviewing the North Land Use Plan (NLUP), a few key points emerge and demonstrate how developing the parcel
in question, within standard C1 zoning, would be much more in alignment with the NLUP compared to allowing a 3
story, 120k SF warehouse to be placed on this same parcel.  The issues that drove the development of the NLUP further
illustrate why developing this parcel within C1 zoning would be superior to PUD Z-22-18:
 

1. Preservation – While the parcel itself is not in a preservation, the views of the nearby protected mountains would be
eliminated. A business allowed by standard C1 zoning would not have the height or SF of this warehouse and the visual
impact to preserved lands would be minimized, if not eliminated altogether. Homes were purchased with views. Homes
were purchased based on adjacent zoning that would not impact these views.  Can anyone provide a valid reason why
these views should be eliminated through a PUD and a zoning change?  Can anyone provide a scenario where a C1
business would provide this kind of visual impact? Please help us understand. 

2. Rural Character-“Many existing residents commented that they had moved to this area for the rural lifestyle.” –
quote from NLUP, page 6 These comments remain very prevalent to this day.  Residents in this community moved
further from the 101 for the rural character. We did not move here hoping warehouses would follow us. We moved here
for the skyline. Mountain views. Open desert. The proposed warehouse would be a complete contradiction to the values
and beliefs of our community.

3. Density – this parcel is located within the lowest density shown on the North Land Use Map on page 2 of the NLUP.  This
area is meant to be open with natural skylines. Not a skyline dominated by a warehouse.

4. Growth Corridors – Through the maps in the NLUP, this parcel is not located in a growth corridor. We moved away from
these sites.

 
 
Thank you,
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From: Farida, Renee 
Sent: Tuesday, July 3, 2018 11:41 AM
To: Kaelee Wilson; Joshua Bednarek; Alan Stephenson; PDD Desert View VPC; Council District 2 PCC
Cc: Farida, Renee
Subject: RE: Storage Unit, PUD Z-22-18
Importance: High
 
Hi Kaelee,
Thank you for your response.
 
You bring up a good point and a subsequent question:
 
Is the quorum based off of 12 members, regardless of meeting attendance?
Or is the quorum based off a majority of however many members are in attendance?
If the quorum is based off attendance, is there a minimum number attendees in attendance to make a recommendation?
If the quorum is based off attendance, is there a minimum number of "votes" in alignment with each other to make a
recommendation?
 
I understand there will not be a vote at the August 7th meeting. I truly just want to understand the details and be able to share
these details with the community. I hope that if I can provide these answers to the community, you won't receive multiple
emails on this same subject.  And, more than anything, I want the community to understand the rules of engagement before
the meeting where the actual voting does take place.  If the quorum is to deny the application, there won't be any complaints
from the neighborhood. If the quorum is otherwise, it would best serve all involved that attendees are educated on the rules
before the verdict is read.
 
Thank you again Kaelee, we appreciate your responses.
 
 
Thank you,
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From: Kaelee Wilson [mailto:kaelee.wilson@phoenix.gov] 
Sent: Monday, July 2, 2018 3:20 PM
To: Farida, Renee; Joshua Bednarek; Alan Stephenson; PDD Desert View VPC; Council District 2 PCC
Subject: RE: Storage Unit, PUD Z-22-18
 
Renee,
Please see my responses below in red. Please let me know if you have any further questions.
 
 

Kaelee Wilson
Village Planner – Deer Valley, North Gateway, Desert View and Rio Vista
 
City of Phoenix
Planning and Development Department
200 West Washington Street, 3rd Floor
Phoenix, Arizona 85003
Office: (602) 534-7696
 
 
 

From: Farida, Renee [ ] 
Sent: Monday, July 02, 2018 10:02 AM
To: Joshua Bednarek <joshua.bednarek@phoenix.gov>; Alan Stephenson <alan.stephenson@phoenix.gov>; PDD Desert View
VPC <desertviewvpc@phoenix.gov>; Council District 2 PCC <council.district.2@phoenix.gov>; Kaelee Wilson
<kaelee.wilson@phoenix.gov>
Cc: Farida, Renee < >
Subject: RE: Storage Unit, PUD Z-22-18
 
Can the City answer the following questions? The community would like to gain clarity on the process and outcomes needed for
this PUD to be denied or approved.

http://www.joinhouseholdergroup.com/
http://www.myimpactmovie.com/householder_recruiting
mailto:kaelee.wilson@phoenix.gov
mailto:joshua.bednarek@phoenix.gov
mailto:alan.stephenson@phoenix.gov
mailto:desertviewvpc@phoenix.gov
mailto:council.district.2@phoenix.gov
mailto:kaelee.wilson@phoenix.gov


 
1. Is the attached list of 13 Desert View Village Planners correct and complete? Yes, it is.
2. Steven Bowser will abstain from voting on PUD Z-22-18, correct? Yes, he will and has already declared a conflict.
3. This would mean a majority, in regards to PUD Z-22-18, would be based on 12 members, correct? If 12 members are in
attendance at the meeting, yes.
3. Does a quorum have to be reached for the Village to issue a recommendation? Yes.
               a. Would this mean 7 of the remaining 12 village planners would have to vote in favor of  recommending the approval
PUD Z-22-18 in order for the PUD to proceed to the planning commission? Correct.
               b. What happens if a majority of the 12 village planners do not vote in favor of approving this PUD? The case will move
forward with a recommendation of denial, if they vote that way.
4. Will the PUD advance to the planning commission, regardless of the Village Planning recommendation? Yes.
5. Will the PUD advance to the City Council meeting, regardless of the recommendation of the planning commission? Yes.
 
Your responses will be greatly appreciated.  Please advise as to when the City might be able to provide these answers so that
the Community can understand when they might expect these answers.
 
Thank you
Renee Farida

  
Cave Creek, AZ 85331
 
 
Thank you,
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From: Farida, Renee 
Sent: Friday, June 29, 2018 10:43 AM
To: joshua.bednarek@phoenix.gov; alan.stephenson@phoenix.gov; DesertViewVPC@phoenix.gov; council.district.2@phoenix.gov;
kaelee.wilson@phoenix.gov
Cc: Farida, Renee
Subject: Storage Unit, PUD Z-22-18
Importance: High
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Hello – I am writing in reference to the current situation with the Storage Unit, PUD Z-22-18. I have a number of questions
which I hope somebody can answer.
 
At the end of our last meeting several of us requested copies of the 6 items.  Unfortunately, we have still not received.  I would
appreciate it if you could forward to me, or advise if and when this information can be provided or if public records requests will
be required.

1. Staff report for PUD Z-22-18
2. Review comments from second submission of PUD Z-22-18 (re submitted 6/13/18)
3. Date for the informational presentation at the Village Planning Meeting
4. Date for the Village Planning Meeting where the Village  will provide a recommendation
5. Date for the post application meeting for PUD Z-22-18
6. Has the staff determined the application to be complete, even with the missing Exhibits 12, 13 and 14?

Thank you
Renee Farida – 248-910-1617

  
Cave Creek, AZ 85331
 
Thank you,
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From: Farida, Renee 
Sent: Thursday, June 28, 2018 11:36 AM
To: joshua.bednarek@phoenix.gov; alan.stephenson@phoenix.gov; DesertViewVPC@phoenix.gov; council.district.2@phoenix.gov;
kaelee.wilson@phoenix.gov
Cc: Farida, Renee
Subject: RE: Storage Unit, PUD Z-22-18 - Will not strengthen our local economy
Importance: High
 
Want a win/win for a cell tower location.
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The parcel just east of the fire station on Dynamite is owned by the City of Phx.  There is an existing powerline along the
southern edge of this parcel (some 30ft tall).
 
Why not put the cell tower on an existing pole and let the City recoup the obscene revenue as opposed to installing a
new pole in a community and a private developer getting all of the cash?  I've heard estimates of 5 figure revenues per
month!
 
I wouldn't put this in anyone's backyard.  I would keep it for the city.
 

 
 
Thank you,
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From: Farida, Renee 
Sent: Wednesday, June 27, 2018 10:35 AM
To: joshua.bednarek@phoenix.gov; alan.stephenson@phoenix.gov; DesertViewVPC@phoenix.gov; council.district.2@phoenix.gov;
kaelee.wilson@phoenix.gov
Cc: Farida, Renee
Subject: Storage Unit, PUD Z-22-18 - Will not strengthen our local economy
Importance: High
 
When reading the Core Value of “Strengthen our local Economy” from the 2015 Phoenix General Plan, it becomes glaringly
obvious that developing the parcel at Tatum and Dynamite within standard C1 zoning would be far super to approving PUD z-
22-18 for several reasons.
1. Job creation. PUDZ-22-18 would employ one single person. The businesses already approved for C1 zoning would create
more jobs. In addition to sheer number of jobs, the type and quality of jobs created by these businesses would be superior.
Banks, Trust Companies, Bonding Companies, Brokerage Houses, Building and Loan Associations, Contractors/Power/Gas
Companies ‘Offices, Finance and Loan Companies. These are jobs that align with the 2015 Phoenix General Plan and our
community.
 
2. Local & Small business. Very powerful statements on page 90 of the 2015 Phoenix General Plan. Allowing this parcel to be
developed per PUD Z-22-18 would be in complete conflict with this subsection. 1784 Capital Holdings boasts of being a national
investment firm. Allowing a C1 businesses on this parcel would be in complete alignment with this goal.
 
3. Entrepreneurs, Emerging Enterprises. Entrepreneurs need access to small businesses and suppliers. Several C1 businesses
would fulfill this need.
 
4. Highly Skilled Workforce- the storage warehouse would not develop a highly skilled workforce. But look at what some of the
allowable C1 businesses could do! Schools for business, data processing and insurance. Libraries. Driving schools. These
businesses would help train a work force.
 
5. Tourism Facilities. How would a storage warehouse support tourism? Yet, an allowable C1 business is a travel bureau.
Multiple arts related businesses are already allowed under standard C1 zoning. A 3 story monstrosity would not support
tourism, or may people wanting to move away.
 
6. Review the summary for prosperity, Health and Environment on page 103 of the Phoenix General Plan. Prosperity- expand
education and training; Health - counties with a higher concentration of small, locally owned businesses have healthier
populations. Multiple C1 businesses align with these goals. A self-storage warehouse does not.
 
In conclusion, how can we justify allowing a self-storage warehouse on this parcel?  Are we going to allow a Developer to
prosper at the expense of our community? Developing within standard C1 zoning makes good sense and it’s what the
community wants and needs.
 
Thank you,

 .

RENEE FARIDA | CFO

HOUSEHOLDERGROUP
 | SCOTTSDALE, ARIZONA 85260

www.joinhouseholdergroup.com

mailto:joshua.bednarek@phoenix.gov
mailto:alan.stephenson@phoenix.gov
mailto:DesertViewVPC@phoenix.gov
mailto:council.district.2@phoenix.gov
mailto:kaelee.wilson@phoenix.gov
http://www.joinhouseholdergroup.com/


This message and any attachments contain information which may be confidential and/or privileged and is intended for use only by the addressee(s) named on
this transmission. If you are not the intended recipient, or the employee or agent responsible for delivering the message to the intended recipient, you are
notified that any review, copying, distribution or use of this transmission is strictly prohibited. If you have received this transmission in error, please (i) notify the
sender immediately by e-mail or by telephone and (ii) destroy all copies of this message.

 

From: Farida, Renee 
Sent: Monday, June 25, 2018 3:28 PM
To: joshua.bednarek@phoenix.gov; alan.stephenson@phoenix.gov; DesertViewVPC@phoenix.gov; council.district.2@phoenix.gov;
kaelee.wilson@phoenix.gov
Cc: Farida, Renee
Subject: Storage Unit, PUD Z-22-18
Importance: High
 

Hello – I currently reside at   , Cave Creek AZ 85331.  I am not happy with a zoning change from C1 to a PUD
that would allow a self-storage warehouse. I purchased my home based on a friendly gated community adjacent to C1 zoning.
Attached is a list of all of the businesses allowed within standard C1 zoning which we reviewed before purchasing our home.
Developing the parcel with any of the attached C1 businesses would foster small and local business development on this parcel.
The 2015 Phoenix General Plan explicitly states that small and local businesses drive our economy. Why would we want to
remove an opportunity for these types of businesses and allow a national corporation to install a HUGE warehouse? Developing
this parcel within C1 zoning would meet community expectations, bolster our local economy and “fit” in our community. The
list of C1 businesses would also not have the size nor height of this proposed warehouse.  
 
Let’s forget about how a self-storage warehouse could meet a few of the goals of the 2015 Phoenix General Plan and look at the
abundance of ways a C1 business on this same parcel would better align with the 2015 Phoenix General Plan.
 
The proposal of a cell tower also does not make any sense on this parcel. Why not put the tower at Dynamite Park and keep the
revenue in city coffers? Why not put the cell tower near black mountain nursery where the nursery can serve as a buffer
between the adjacent neighborhood? Or why not put the dish on a be of the multiple APS transmission poles just north and
south of us? There is no need for another tower in our community when the APS poles would work and these poles are already
installed.
 
I request that Village Planning present how a cell phone tower would make any sense from a zoning perspective.
 
Thank you,
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From: Stacy 
To: Mayor Williams; jim@jimwaring.com; Council District 2 PCC; Joshua Bednarek; Angie Holdsworth; PDD Desert

View VPC; NSD NSD; investigators@abc15.com; 3oys@azfamily.com; FoxPhoenixPress@foxtv.com;
wes@sonorannews.com; news@ktar.com; JALLEN@azleg.gov; HCARTER@azleg.gov; NBARTO@azleg.gov

Subject: Retaliation against City of Phoenix/Diamond Creek Residents?
Date: Thursday, August 23, 2018 12:21:45 PM

All: 

I am writing to bring your attention to a very serious matter in my community (technically in
Phoenix with a Cave Creek address).  My neighbors and I have been actively involved in a
rezoning case at Tatum & Dynamite in Desert View Village (PUD Z-22-18). 

My neighbors that border the property in question and are most actively engaged in the
rezoning informed me that they believe they are facing retaliation for their actions.  (And I
agree with them.) It is so incredibly disturbing to me. Is this the community we live in? 

Examples of retaliation:

City of Phx Water Department - Complaint that a resident was dumping chemicals over the
fence, backwashing the pool over the fence, and had drainage holes in fence to the property.  
Inspector noted there was no sign of chemicals being dumped over, no sign of pool being
backwashed over (they have a drain for backwash), and there are no holes in the fence.  These
were all complete lies.

City of Phoenix Planning and Development Department - Code Violation - Complaint that
a resident is currently raising their fence without a permit.  There was no construction and the
inspector closed the case. 

City of Phoenix Neighborhood Services Department - Complaint received that the
resident's rear fence is over 6' high.  They are sending an inspector out and if it is over 6' high
they will be responsible for bringing it down or for getting a permit and going through
zoning. They have done no construction since purchasing the home 2 years ago.  It sounds like
another fabricated complaint. 

City of Phoenix Planning and Development Department - Code Violation  A second
resident who has lived in their house since 2007 have never added anything to the back wall.
They received the same inspection noted above.  The inspector came to the same conclusion at
the house and closed the complaint/violation notice. 

City of Phoenix Neighborhood Services Department - JUST YESTERDAY: a second
notice and a second inspection was completed TODAY on the same fence.   This department
(Neighborhood Services) inspects blighted properties. This is a waste of their time, time away
from work, and a waste of taxpayer dollars. 

Additionally, the subject property owner and/or developer has threatened neighbors, come to
their houses, and attempted to get one of my neighbors fired from his job. 

What do you think about this behavior? 

Respectfully,
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-----------------------------------
Stacy 
Diamond Creek
Cave Creek, (City of Phoenix)



From: Susanne Oakley
To: Joshua Bednarek; Alan Stephenson; PDD Desert View VPC; Council District 2 PCC; Kaelee Wilson;

wr@berryriddell.com
Subject: Proposal PUD Z-22-18
Date: Thursday, June 28, 2018 2:51:54 PM
Attachments: archive.zip

Good afternoon Mr. Waring,
 
I currently reside at  in Cave Creek, Arizona.  Along with other local residents, I have been
actively engaged in trying to understand the proposed rezoning at Tatum and Dynamite included in Proposal PUD Z-
22-18.
 
After reviewing PUD Z-22-18, resubmitted on June 13, 2018, several key concerns arise. Two of the most significant
concerns are as follows:
 

1)       Number of stories: by City of Phoenix definition, this is a 3 story facility, NOT a “basement plus two
story” facility.  The difference has an impact on setbacks as well as public perception. In this submission,
the finished floor has been raised several feet, the main building is again larger, and the largest floor is the

3rd floor. These factors further remove and restrict residents’ mountain views.
2)       Hours of operations/access: since January, the community has asked for certain stipulations and
definitions around hours of operations and access. These have not been addressed.

 
Detailed questions and concerns based on a review of PUD Z-22-18 are listed below with key items in red font for
clarity. We ask for your assistance to determine when these questions and requests can be addressed for our
community.
 

1)       Page 5: The proposal states: “…for the development of a new secured and climate-controlled Self-Service
Warehouse…” (emphasis added)

a)       While the proposal states that the building is secure, the site will not be secure.
b)       We request that the Developer provide a plan to secure the site, not just the building itself.

 
2)       Page 7: The proposal states in the 2nd paragraph “…the building will include one basement level and two
stories above grade…”

a)       Based on the definition of a story and basement, the description included in the submission
is incorrect.

i)         Definition of a basement, as determined by finished floor and natural grade, is listed on the
attachment.
ii)       Finished Floor is now listed at ELEV 41 for the entire floor.
iii)      Natural grade is between ELEV 30.5 and 35 under this main building
iv)      These differences exceed the 4.5 ft. delta and the definition of a basement.

b)       We request that the Developer correct all references in this proposal to reflect a 3-story building
instead of a basement plus 2 stories.
c)       We request that the Developer update and correct all required setbacks to reflect a 3-story
building instead of a 2-story building.

 
3)       Page 7: The proposal states in the 4th paragraph “In response to neighborhood input, the internal loading
garage has been reoriented to face West.”

a)       This is incorrect according to the drawings at Exhibit C – Conceptual Site Plan, the internal loading
garage does not face west.
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b)       We request that the Developer correct this error and clarify where the internal loading garage
will be located.

 
4)       Page 7: The proposal states in the 4th paragraph “…although the Site will be monitored for security
purposes throughout the day and overnight, the storage units will only be accessible during the day…”

a)       The term “day” is quite ambiguous and undefined.  The residents have requested a definition for
“day” since January.
b)       In April, the community proposed the following definition (for access during the) “day” to the
Developer:

i)         The facility would only be accessible for deliveries and patrons, between 8:00AM and 4:30 PM,
Monday through Friday.  The facility would only be accessible between 9:00AM and 4:30 PM, Saturday
and Sunday.  No access would be allowed on Holidays observed by the City of Phoenix.
ii)       We request that the Developer incorporate these definitions to replace the term “day”.

 
5)       Page 9 “General Plan Conformance”

a)       Community members believe developing this parcel within standard C1 zoning would be far superior
to this PUD.
b)       Community members have shared and will continue to share this viewpoint with you.

 
6)       Page 13: The proposal states “…building height shall be measured from the finish floor elevation to the
top of roofline…”

a)       Zoning standards require building height to be calculated from finished grade, not finished floor.
b)       We request that the Developer calculate and provide finished grades and building heights
calculated from finished grades to allow for accurate comparison to zoning standards referenced.

 
7)       Page 15: With respect to the “Wireless Communication Facilities” (“WCF”) discussion:

a)       The WCF discussion provides NO location, height or setbacks.
b)       We request that the Developer provide WCF location, height and setbacks in a table and/or in
drawings.

 
8)       Page 17 “Sustainability” – We have several requests:

a)       We request that the Developer add Stipulation that the Developer will complete baseline studies
on light, noise and odor at property lines prior to construction and the Developer will not exceed these
values during construction or operations.
b)       We request that the Developer add Stipulation that the residents will be provided a simple way
to measure compliance with baseline light, noise and odor levels and receive monetary remedy if these
baseline values are exceeded.  Include a table to clearly identify increments over baseline and
corresponding fines due to the community.  Measure compliance on a weekly basis.
c)       We request that the Developer add Stipulation that the Developer will provide actual traffic
counts from other storage facilities this Developer owns and operates, equate these values to this
proposed SF and number of units to provide an anticipated traffic count based on actual traffic counts
instead of theoretical values.
d)       We request that the Developer add Stipulation that the community will be provided data on the
actual traffic counts during operations; and, if these traffic counts exceed those proposed, the
community receives monetary remedy. Include a table to clearly identify increments over anticipated
traffic count and corresponding fines due to the community. Measure compliance on a weekly basis.
 

9)       Page 18: The proposal states “..a cross-access easement between the Site, the Primrose parcel and the
CVS parcel allows for circulation throughout the commercial center…” This easement discussion is new to the



proposal.
a)       We are pleased to see that the perimeter road around the main building has been removed.
b)       We request that the Developer confirm whether this also indicates that the paved surface behind
Primrose will be eliminated.

 
10)   Exhibit C – Conceptual Site Plan; RKAA# 17189.50, SP-1

a)       Note J states “ALL ROOFTOP EQUIPMENT AND SATELLITES DISHES SHALL BE SCREENED TO THE
HEIGHT OF THE TALLEST EQUIPMENT”

i)         We request that the Developer confirm whether the equipment will be relocated to the NE
corner of the building to mitigate view impacts.
ii)       We request that the Developer confirm whether the parapet wall can be minimized in height
on the South and West sides, at a minimum, and ideally on the East and North sides as well.
iii)      We request that the Developer confirm whether the screening height can be customized to
each individual piece of equipment to adequately shield the equipment without unnecessarily
blocking view lines (in areas of smaller equipment).

 
b)       Note K states “ALL SERVICE AREAS SHALL BE SCREENED TO CONCEAL TRASH CONTAINERS, LOADING
DOCKS, TRANSFORMERS, BACKFLOW PREVENTERS AND OTHER MECHANICAL OR ELECTRICAL EQUIPMENT
FROM EYE LEVEL ADJACENT TO ALL PUBLIC STREETS.”

i)         We request that the Developer revise this note to also state these same items shall be
shielded from the view of the neighborhood.

 
c)       Note P states “AVERAGE NOISE LEVEL, MEASURED AT THE PROPERTY LINE, SHALL NOT EXCEED 55dB
(1dn)
WHEN MEASURED ON AN "A WEIGHTED" SOUND LEVEL METER AND ACCORDING TO THE PROCEDURES OF
THE ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION AGENCY.

i)         We request that the Developer revise this note to state, no noise increase will be allowed at
the property lines, and, not to exceed 55 dB in any circumstance.

 
d)       The drawing states the main building finished floor is now ELEV 41.0.

i)         Height is such a contentious issue; why was the finished floor elevation raised so drastically?
(1)     Average finished floor in the March proposal was “4 ft. below” the Primrose finished
floor. We request that the Developer address why the finished floor was RAISED 4 feet.
(2)     Helix drawing from the March proposal lists finished floor at the following elevations:

(a)     33.5 (1 ft. above outfall in SW corner)
(b)     36.5 (1 ft. above high grade NE corner)
(c)     We request that the Developer address why the finished floor is now at 41, 6.5 feet
higher in the SW corner and 3.5 feet higher in the NE corner.

ii)       This is a foot per foot reduction of the mountain views that Desert View Village aims to
protect.
 

e)       Building size is now proposed to be 117,285 square feet. Why has the building gotten larger with
every submittal?

i)         We request that the Developer address why the SF in the main building has increased from
105k SF, to 115k SF to now 117k SF?
ii)       We request that the Developer address why the largest floor, now at 42k SF, is on top?
iii)      This is a SF by SF reduction of mountain views that Desert View Village aims to protect.

 
f)        We are pleased with the improvement of the location of the parking and office.



 
g)       Building B and adjacent office/storage.

i)         No heights were provided.
ii)       We request that the Developer provide the heights of these buildings.

 
11)   Exhibit E – Conceptual Elevations vs. Exhibit K – Comparative Standards Zoning Table

a)       Height is a very significant concern of the residents.
i)         We request that the Developer address why the elevations (Exhibit E) show a roof height of
25’-4” but the tables (Exhibit K) reserve the right to to have a maximum height of 28 ft.
ii)       We request that the Developer address whether the height will be increased to 28 ft., and, if
so, we ask the Phoenix City Council whether this will require resubmittal and require the
Developer to go through the process again.
 

12)   Overall Comment: We believe the proposal is missing Exhibits required per PUD Procedures, page 16/54)
a)       Exhibit 12 – Thematic Street Cross Sections
b)       Exhibit 13 – Circulation Plan
c)       Exhibit 14 – Sign Plan
d)       Other PUD proposals that have been reviewed by Desert View Planning have had these submittals.
e)       We request that the Developer resubmit the proposal with these Exhibits.

 

Respectfully,

Susanne Oakley

Remember to think of one good thing today....



From: Shelley Meyer-Arnold
To: Council District 2 PCC; PDD Desert View VPC
Subject: Proposed Storage Unit at Tatum and Dynamite
Date: Thursday, May 31, 2018 9:27:57 PM

Hello,

Tonight was the third meeting regarding the proposed storage facility at Tatum and
Dynamite.  I have attended the last two meetings and I'm extremely disappointed with the
organizers.  As an opponent to the proposition I hoped to have my questions answered and
fully understand the owner's approach to rezoning this parcel.  Many questions posed to the
developer at these meetings remain unanswered to the community.  The developer never
answered one question I had which was, what C-1 zoned business were considered and
discarded in favor of a storage facility.  They seem to provide a list of business options used as
a scare tactic against the community.

There are several storage facilities in this area so I am formally submitting my formal
opposition to the request to rezone this parcel for a new storage facility.  This group of people
have used scare tactics regarding the types of possible businesses in an effort to coerce the
community to agree to this change.

Regards,
Shelley Arnold

mailto:council.district.2@phoenix.gov
mailto:desertviewvpc@phoenix.gov


From: Stacy LaFrance
To: Joshua Bednarek; Alan Stephenson; PDD Desert View VPC; Council District 2 PCC; Kaelee Wilson
Subject: Storage Unit, PUD Z-22-18
Date: Wednesday, June 27, 2018 8:14:22 AM
Attachments: Businesses allowed per standard C1 zoning.pdf

Good morning,

I currently reside at , Cave Creek AZ 85331.  I am very unhappy with a
proposed zoning change from C1 to a PUD that would allow a self-storage warehouse. I purchased
my home based on a friendly gated community adjacent to C1 zoning. Attached is a list of all of the
businesses allowed within standard C1 zoning. Developing the parcel with any of the attached C1
businesses would foster small and local business development on this parcel. The 2015 Phoenix
General Plan explicitly states that small and local businesses drive our economy. Why would we want
to remove an opportunity for these types of businesses and allow a national corporation to install a
HUGE warehouse? Developing this parcel within C1 zoning would meet community expectations,
bolster our local economy and “fit” in our community. The list of C1 businesses would also not have
the size nor height of this proposed warehouse. 

Let’s forget about how a self-storage warehouse could meet a few of the goals of the 2015 Phoenix
General Plan and look at the abundance of ways a C1 business on this same parcel would better
align with the 2015 Phoenix General Plan.

The proposal of a cell tower also does not make any sense on this parcel. Why not put the tower at
Dynamite Park and keep the revenue in city coffers? Why not put the cell tower near Black Mountain
nursery where the nursery can serve as a buffer between the adjacent neighborhood? Or why not
put the dish on one of the multiple APS transmission poles just north and south of us? There is no
need for another tower in our community when the APS poles would work and these poles are
already installed.

I request that Village Planning present how a cell phone tower would make any sense from a zoning
perspective.

Respectfully,

Stacy LaFrance

mailto:joshua.bednarek@phoenix.gov
mailto:alan.stephenson@phoenix.gov
mailto:desertviewvpc@phoenix.gov
mailto:council.district.2@phoenix.gov
mailto:kaelee.wilson@phoenix.gov



1.    Adjusters, Insurance 91.    Jewelers, Retail Sales and Repairs, Gem Stone Repair and Cutting *34 *36 *37 *38 *46


2.    Adult Day Care Home and Center. +46 92.    Labor Unions, Offices *34 *36 *38 *46


3.    Antique Shop *46 93.    Laboratories, Clinical and Dental *34 *36 *38 *46


4.    Army and Navy Goods, Retail Sales, New *46 94.    Laundries, Collecting Shops *34 *36 *38 *46


5.    Art Gallery, Commercial Sales *46 95.    Laundries, Self-Help, Hand *34 *36 *38 *46


6.    Artist Supplies, Retail *46 96.    Lawn Furniture, Retail Sales *34 *36 *38 *46


7.    Assisted Living Center, subject to a use permit. +46 97.    Libraries, Private, Rental *34 *36 *38 *46


8.    Auctioneer’s Office (only) *46 98.    Linens, Retail Sales *34 *36 *38 *46


9.    Auto Title Loan Establishments 99.    Linoleum Sales, Retail *34 *36 *38 *46


10.    Automated Collection Center 100.    Liquor, Package Retail Sales, 


11.    Automobile Parts and Supplies, Retail *38 *46 101.    Lunch Rooms *34 *36 *38 *46


12.    Baby Shops *38 *46 102.    Magazines, Retail Sales, except adult bookstores *34 *36 *38 *46


13.    Bakers and Baked Goods, Retail Sales *38 *46 103.    Market, Stock and Bond *34 *36 *38 *46


14.    Banks and Trust Companies *38 *46 104.    Merchandise Brokers Office and Display *34 *36 *38 *46


15.    Barbers  105.    Messenger Service *34 *36 *38 *46


16.    Beauty Shops *38 *46 106.    Reserved. -28 *34 *36 *38 *46


17.    Bicycles, New and Used, Retail Sales and Repairs *38 *46 107.    Milk Distributing Stations, Retail *34 *36 *38 *46


18.    Bingo, subject to a use permit *38 *46 108.    Milliners, Custom and Retail Sales *34 *36 *38 *46


19.    Bird Sales, Retail *38 *46 109.    Motor Freight Co., Offices Only *34 *36 *38 *46


20.    Bonding Companies *38 *46 110.    Musical instruments, equipment and related products,


21.    Booksellers and Rentals, except adult bookstores *38 *46 111.    Needlework *24 *34 *36 *38 *46


22.    Braces, Orthopedic, Sales Retail *38 *46 112.    Newspaper Advertising Sales Office *24 *34 *36 *38 *46


23.    Brokerage House *38 *46 113.    Nonchartered Financial Institutions,


24.    Building and Loan Associations *38 *46 114.    Newspaper Distribution Center with management offices, subject to the following 


25.    Butcher Shops (no slaughtering) *38 *46 115.    Notions, Retail Sales *24 *25 *34 *36 *38 *46


26.    Camera Shops *38 *46 116.    Novelties, Retail Sales *24 *25 *34 *36 *38 *46


27.    Candy Shops, Retail *38 *46 117.    Nursery School *24 *25 *34 *36 *38 *46


28.    Canvas Goods Sales, Retail *38 *46 118.    Nursing Home, subject to a use permit *24 *25 *34 *36 *38 *46


29.    Caterers *38 *46 119.    Nut Shop *24 *25 *34 *36 *38 *46


30.    Cesspool Builders and Service, Offices Only *38 *46 120.    Office Furniture Equipment and Supplies, Retail Sales and Showroom *24 *25 *34 


31.    Charitable Institutions, Offices Only *4 *38 *46 121.    Offices including those requiring use permits in R-5 *24 *25 *34 *36 *38 *46


32.    Christian Science Reading Rooms *38 *46 122.    W/ office complexes with a gross leasable area of 50,000 SF or more, a conf and reception centerhealth/recreation 


33.    Cleaning and Dyeing Outlet 123.    Outdoor Sales of Food Items:


34.    Clothing, Retail Sales *36 *38 *46 124.    Paint and Varnish, Retail Sales *21 *24 *25 *34 *36 *38 *46


35.    Coin Dealers *36 *38 *46 125.    Painting Equipment and Supplies, Retail Sales *21 *24 *25 *34 *36 *38 *46


36.    Collection Agencies *36 *38 *46 126.    Parking Lots, Customer (Section 702) *21 *24 *25 *34 *36 *38 *46


37.    Community Garden 127.    Pet Day Care Facility, Indoor Only,


38.    Confectioneries, Retail Sales *34 *36 *38 *46 128.    Pet Day Care Facility, With Outdoor Accessory Uses,


39.    Contractor’s Offices *34 *36 *38 *46 129.    Pet Care Facility, subject to the following limitations: +27 *34 *36 *38 *46


40.    Costume Rentals *34 *36 *38 *46 130.    Pet Grooming +27 *34 *36 *38 *46


41.    Crockery Sales, Retail *34 *36 *38 *46 131.    Pet Shops, Retail Sales Only *21 *24 *25 *27 *34 *36 *38 *46


42.    Curio Shops *34 *36 *38 *46 132.    Pharmacy 


43.    Dairies, Retail Sales of Products *34 *36 *38 *46 133.    Philatelist (Stamps) *21 *24 *25 *27 *34 *36 *38 *46


44.    Delicatessens *34 *36 *38 *46 134.    Phonograph Records, Sales, Retail *21 *24 *25 *27 *34 *36 *38 *46


45.    Delivery Service Office *34 *36 *38 *46 135.    Photographers, Commercial Studios *21 *24 *25 *27 *34 *36 *38 *46


46.    Department Stores *34 *36 *38 *46 136.    Photographic Equipment and Supplies, Retail Sales *21 *25 *27 *34 *36 *38 *46


47.    Desks, Sales, Retail *34 *36 *38 *46 137.    Picture Framing, Custom *21 *25 *27 *34 *36 *38 *46


48.    Detective Agencies *34 *36 *38 *46 138.    Pipe Line Companies, Offices Only *21 *25 *27 *34 *36 *38 *46


49.    Draperies, Sales *34 *36 *38 *46 139.    Plant Nurseries (permitted as an outdoor use subject to a use permit) *21 *25 *27 


50.    Dressmakers, Custom *34 *36 *38 *46 140.    Pottery, Retail Sales *21 *25 *27 *34 *36 *38 *46


51.    Driving Schools, Auto *34 *36 *38 *46 141.    Private clubs, lodges and community organizations qualifying by law as a nonprofit 


52.    Drugs, Retail Sales *34 *36 *38 *46 142.    Publicity Service *21 *25 *27 *34 *36 *37 *38 *46


53.    Dry Cleaning Outlet, Not Plants *34 *36 *38 *46 143.    Publishers’ Offices *21 *25 *27 *34 *36 *37 *38 *46


54.    Dry Goods  144.    Radio and Television, Retail Sales and Service *21 *25 *27 *34 *36 *37 *38 *46


55.    Electric Light and Power Company Offices *34 *36 *38 *46 145.    Railroad Agents *21 *25 *27 *34 *36 *37 *38 *46


56.    Electrical Appliances, Retail Sales and Service *34 *36 *38 *46 146.    Range and Stoves, Retail Sales and Service *21 *25 *27 *34 *36 *37 *38 *46


57.    Employment Agencies, not Including Day Labor Hiring and Transp. Centers  147.    Refrigerators, Retail Sales and Service 


58.    Entertainment Bureaus *34 *36 *38 *46 148.    Residential Care Center, subject to a use permit. +46


59.    Environmental Remediation Facility, subject to obtaining a use permit 149.    Restaurants, subject to the following conditions or limitations:


60.    Express Companies, Offices Only *34 *36 *38 *46 150.    Rug Sales *21 *25 *27 *29 *34 *36 *37 *38 *46


61.    Family Game Center, subject to a use permit *34 *36 *38 *46 151.    School for Mentally or Physically Handicapped *21 *25 *27 *29 *34 *36 *37 *38 *46


62.    Farmers Market, subject to the following conditions: +34 *36 *38 *46 152.    Schools: Barber, Beauty, Business, Dancing, Data Processing, Insurance, Martial 


63.    Finance Companies and Loan Offices *34 *36 *38 *46 153.    Second Hand or Used Merchandise Sales, 


64.    Fish Markets, Retail Sales *34 *36 *38 *46 154.    Self-Service Laundry *21 *25 *27 *29 *34 *36 *37 *38 *46


65.    Florists, Retail Sales *34 *36 *38 *46 155.    Service Stations, Automobile (corner lots only in C-1) *2 *21 *25 *27 *29 *34 *36 *37 


66.    Freight Traffic Service Offices *34 *36 *38 *46 156.    Sewing Machines, Household Sales and Service *21 *25 *27 *29 *34 *36 *37 *38 *46


67.    Furnaces, Display and Sales, Retail *34 *36 *38 *46 157.    Shoe Repairing *21 *25 *27 *29 *34 *36 *37 *38 *46


68.    Furniture, Display and Sales, Retail *34 *36 *38 *46 158.    Sporting Goods, Retail Sales *21 *25 *27 *29 *34 *36 *37 *38 *46


69.    Furs, Retail Sales and Repairing *34 *36 *38 *46 159.    Stamp Dealers *21 *25 *27 *29 *34 *36 *37 *38 *46


70.    Gas Appliances, Retail Sales and Service *34 *36 *38 *46 160.    Stationers, Retail Sales *21 *25 *27 *29 *34 *36 *37 *38 *46


71.    Gas Companies’ Offices *34 *36 *38 *46 161.    Surgical Supplies, Retail Sales *21 *25 *27 *29 *34 *36 *37 *38 *46


72.    Gas Stations with one closed automatic car wash bay  162.    Tailors, Custom 


73.    Gift Shops *34 *36 *38 *46 163.    Tanning Salon +7 *21 *25 *27 *29 *34 *36 *37 *38 *46


74.    Groceries, Retail Sales *34 *36 *38 *46 164.    Tapestries *21 *25 *27 *29 *34 *36 *37 *38 *46


75.    Hardware, Retail Sales (New) *34 *36 *38 *46 165.    Tea Room *21 *25 *27 *29 *34 *36 *37 *38 *46


76.    Hat Cleaners and Renovators *34 *36 *38 *46 166.    Teaching of Fine Arts *21 *25 *27 *29 *34 *36 *37 *38 *46


77.    Health Food Products, Retail Sales *34 *36 *38 *46 167.    Temporary Environmental Remediation Facilities subject to a use permit if within 


78.    Heating and Ventilating Sales, Retail *34 *36 *38 *46 168.    Tents and Awnings, Retail Sales *21 *25 *27 *29 *34 *36 *37 *38 *46


79.    Hemstitching *34 *36 *38 *46 169.    Theatrical Agencies *21 *25 *27 *29 *34 *36 *37 *38 *46


80.    Hobby Goods Stores *34 *36 *38 *46 170.    Toys, Retail Sales *21 *25 *27 *29 *34 *36 *37 *38 *46


81.    Hospice, subject to a use permit. +46 171.    Travel Bureau *21 *25 *27 *29 *34 *36 *37 *38 *46


82.    Hospital Service Organizations *34 *36 *38 *46 172.    Vacuum Cleaners, Retail Sales *21 *25 *27 *29 *34 *36 *37 *38 *46


83.    Hospital, subject to a use permit. 173.    Variety Stores, Retail *21 *25 *27 *29 *34 *36 *37 *38 *46


84.    House Furnishings, Retail Sales *34 *36 *38 *46 174.    Veterinary Offices, Indoors, subject to the following stipulations: *21 *25 *27 *29 *34 


85.    Ice, Package, Sales *34 *36 *38 *46 175.    Veterinary Offices,


86.    Ice Cream Shops *34 *36 *38 *46 176.    Wall Paper, Sales and Display *21 *25 *27 *29 *34 *36 *37 *38 *46


87.    Imported Goods, Retail Sales *34 *36 *38 *46 177.    Watches, Sales and Repairing *21 *25 *27 *29 *34 *36 *37 *38 *46


88.    Indexing Systems and Supplies, Retail Sales *34 *36 *38 *46 178.    Weaving, Handicraft, Custom *21 *25 *27 *29 *34 *36 *37 *38 *46


89.    Indian Goods, Retail Sales *34 *36 *38 *46 179.    Reserved. -28 *29 *34 *36 *37 *38 *46


90.    Interior Decorators, Display, Retail Sales and Fab, Custom 180.    Health Club, Fitness Center 


Businesses allowed under standard C1 zoning







From: Stacy LaFrance
To: Joshua Bednarek; Alan Stephenson; PDD Desert View VPC; Council District 2 PCC; Kaelee Wilson
Subject: Storage Unit, PUD Z-22-18 - Will not strengthen our local economy
Date: Wednesday, June 27, 2018 12:14:41 PM
Attachments: Businesses allowed per standard C1 zoning.pdf

Good afternoon,

I currently reside in Diamond Creek at , Cave Creek AZ 85331. 

When reading the Core Value of “Strengthen our local Economy” from the 2015 Phoenix General
Plan, it becomes obvious that developing the parcel at Tatum and Dynamite within standard C1
zoning would be superior to approving PUD z-22-18 for several reasons:

1.       Job creation. PUDZ-22-18 would employ one single person. The businesses already
approved for C1 zoning would create more jobs.  In addition to the number of jobs, the type
and quality of jobs created by these businesses would be superior.  Banks, Trust Companies,
Bonding Companies, Brokerage Houses, Building and Loan Associations,
Contractors/Power/Gas Companies ‘Offices, Finance and Loan Companies. These are jobs
that align with the 2015 Phoenix General Plan and our community.
 
2.       Local & Small business. Very powerful statements on page 90 of the 2015 Phoenix
General Plan. Allowing this parcel to be developed per PUD Z-22-18 would be in complete
conflict with this subsection. 1784 Capital Holdings boasts of being a national investment
firm. Allowing a C1 businesses on this parcel would be in complete alignment with this goal.
 
3.       Entrepreneurs, Emerging Enterprises. Entrepreneurs need access to small businesses
and suppliers. Several C1 businesses would fulfill this need.

 
4.       Highly Skilled Workforce. The storage warehouse would not develop a highly skilled
workforce. But look at what some of the allowable C1 businesses could do!  Schools for
business, data processing and insurance. Libraries. Driving schools. These businesses would
help train a work force.

 
5.       Tourism Facilities. How would a storage warehouse support tourism? Yet, an allowable
C1 business is a travel bureau. Multiple arts related businesses are already allowed under
standard C1 zoning. A 3 story monstrosity would not support tourism, or may people
wanting to move away.
 
6.       Review the summary for prosperity, Health and Environment on page 103 of the
Phoenix General Plan.  Prosperity - expand education and training; Health - counties with a
higher concentration of small, locally owned businesses have healthier populations. Multiple
C1 businesses align with these goals. A self-storage warehouse does not.

 

In conclusion, how can we justify allowing a self-storage warehouse on this parcel?  Are we going to
allow a Developer to prosper at the expense of our community? Developing within standard C1
zoning makes good sense and it’s what the community wants and needs.

 

Respectfully,

Stacy LaFrance

mailto:joshua.bednarek@phoenix.gov
mailto:alan.stephenson@phoenix.gov
mailto:desertviewvpc@phoenix.gov
mailto:council.district.2@phoenix.gov
mailto:kaelee.wilson@phoenix.gov



1.    Adjusters, Insurance 91.    Jewelers, Retail Sales and Repairs, Gem Stone Repair and Cutting *34 *36 *37 *38 *46


2.    Adult Day Care Home and Center. +46 92.    Labor Unions, Offices *34 *36 *38 *46


3.    Antique Shop *46 93.    Laboratories, Clinical and Dental *34 *36 *38 *46


4.    Army and Navy Goods, Retail Sales, New *46 94.    Laundries, Collecting Shops *34 *36 *38 *46


5.    Art Gallery, Commercial Sales *46 95.    Laundries, Self-Help, Hand *34 *36 *38 *46


6.    Artist Supplies, Retail *46 96.    Lawn Furniture, Retail Sales *34 *36 *38 *46


7.    Assisted Living Center, subject to a use permit. +46 97.    Libraries, Private, Rental *34 *36 *38 *46


8.    Auctioneer’s Office (only) *46 98.    Linens, Retail Sales *34 *36 *38 *46


9.    Auto Title Loan Establishments 99.    Linoleum Sales, Retail *34 *36 *38 *46


10.    Automated Collection Center 100.    Liquor, Package Retail Sales, 


11.    Automobile Parts and Supplies, Retail *38 *46 101.    Lunch Rooms *34 *36 *38 *46


12.    Baby Shops *38 *46 102.    Magazines, Retail Sales, except adult bookstores *34 *36 *38 *46


13.    Bakers and Baked Goods, Retail Sales *38 *46 103.    Market, Stock and Bond *34 *36 *38 *46


14.    Banks and Trust Companies *38 *46 104.    Merchandise Brokers Office and Display *34 *36 *38 *46


15.    Barbers  105.    Messenger Service *34 *36 *38 *46


16.    Beauty Shops *38 *46 106.    Reserved. -28 *34 *36 *38 *46


17.    Bicycles, New and Used, Retail Sales and Repairs *38 *46 107.    Milk Distributing Stations, Retail *34 *36 *38 *46


18.    Bingo, subject to a use permit *38 *46 108.    Milliners, Custom and Retail Sales *34 *36 *38 *46


19.    Bird Sales, Retail *38 *46 109.    Motor Freight Co., Offices Only *34 *36 *38 *46


20.    Bonding Companies *38 *46 110.    Musical instruments, equipment and related products,


21.    Booksellers and Rentals, except adult bookstores *38 *46 111.    Needlework *24 *34 *36 *38 *46


22.    Braces, Orthopedic, Sales Retail *38 *46 112.    Newspaper Advertising Sales Office *24 *34 *36 *38 *46


23.    Brokerage House *38 *46 113.    Nonchartered Financial Institutions,


24.    Building and Loan Associations *38 *46 114.    Newspaper Distribution Center with management offices, subject to the following 


25.    Butcher Shops (no slaughtering) *38 *46 115.    Notions, Retail Sales *24 *25 *34 *36 *38 *46


26.    Camera Shops *38 *46 116.    Novelties, Retail Sales *24 *25 *34 *36 *38 *46


27.    Candy Shops, Retail *38 *46 117.    Nursery School *24 *25 *34 *36 *38 *46


28.    Canvas Goods Sales, Retail *38 *46 118.    Nursing Home, subject to a use permit *24 *25 *34 *36 *38 *46


29.    Caterers *38 *46 119.    Nut Shop *24 *25 *34 *36 *38 *46


30.    Cesspool Builders and Service, Offices Only *38 *46 120.    Office Furniture Equipment and Supplies, Retail Sales and Showroom *24 *25 *34 


31.    Charitable Institutions, Offices Only *4 *38 *46 121.    Offices including those requiring use permits in R-5 *24 *25 *34 *36 *38 *46


32.    Christian Science Reading Rooms *38 *46 122.    W/ office complexes with a gross leasable area of 50,000 SF or more, a conf and reception centerhealth/recreation 


33.    Cleaning and Dyeing Outlet 123.    Outdoor Sales of Food Items:


34.    Clothing, Retail Sales *36 *38 *46 124.    Paint and Varnish, Retail Sales *21 *24 *25 *34 *36 *38 *46


35.    Coin Dealers *36 *38 *46 125.    Painting Equipment and Supplies, Retail Sales *21 *24 *25 *34 *36 *38 *46


36.    Collection Agencies *36 *38 *46 126.    Parking Lots, Customer (Section 702) *21 *24 *25 *34 *36 *38 *46


37.    Community Garden 127.    Pet Day Care Facility, Indoor Only,


38.    Confectioneries, Retail Sales *34 *36 *38 *46 128.    Pet Day Care Facility, With Outdoor Accessory Uses,


39.    Contractor’s Offices *34 *36 *38 *46 129.    Pet Care Facility, subject to the following limitations: +27 *34 *36 *38 *46


40.    Costume Rentals *34 *36 *38 *46 130.    Pet Grooming +27 *34 *36 *38 *46


41.    Crockery Sales, Retail *34 *36 *38 *46 131.    Pet Shops, Retail Sales Only *21 *24 *25 *27 *34 *36 *38 *46


42.    Curio Shops *34 *36 *38 *46 132.    Pharmacy 


43.    Dairies, Retail Sales of Products *34 *36 *38 *46 133.    Philatelist (Stamps) *21 *24 *25 *27 *34 *36 *38 *46


44.    Delicatessens *34 *36 *38 *46 134.    Phonograph Records, Sales, Retail *21 *24 *25 *27 *34 *36 *38 *46


45.    Delivery Service Office *34 *36 *38 *46 135.    Photographers, Commercial Studios *21 *24 *25 *27 *34 *36 *38 *46


46.    Department Stores *34 *36 *38 *46 136.    Photographic Equipment and Supplies, Retail Sales *21 *25 *27 *34 *36 *38 *46


47.    Desks, Sales, Retail *34 *36 *38 *46 137.    Picture Framing, Custom *21 *25 *27 *34 *36 *38 *46


48.    Detective Agencies *34 *36 *38 *46 138.    Pipe Line Companies, Offices Only *21 *25 *27 *34 *36 *38 *46


49.    Draperies, Sales *34 *36 *38 *46 139.    Plant Nurseries (permitted as an outdoor use subject to a use permit) *21 *25 *27 


50.    Dressmakers, Custom *34 *36 *38 *46 140.    Pottery, Retail Sales *21 *25 *27 *34 *36 *38 *46


51.    Driving Schools, Auto *34 *36 *38 *46 141.    Private clubs, lodges and community organizations qualifying by law as a nonprofit 


52.    Drugs, Retail Sales *34 *36 *38 *46 142.    Publicity Service *21 *25 *27 *34 *36 *37 *38 *46


53.    Dry Cleaning Outlet, Not Plants *34 *36 *38 *46 143.    Publishers’ Offices *21 *25 *27 *34 *36 *37 *38 *46


54.    Dry Goods  144.    Radio and Television, Retail Sales and Service *21 *25 *27 *34 *36 *37 *38 *46


55.    Electric Light and Power Company Offices *34 *36 *38 *46 145.    Railroad Agents *21 *25 *27 *34 *36 *37 *38 *46


56.    Electrical Appliances, Retail Sales and Service *34 *36 *38 *46 146.    Range and Stoves, Retail Sales and Service *21 *25 *27 *34 *36 *37 *38 *46


57.    Employment Agencies, not Including Day Labor Hiring and Transp. Centers  147.    Refrigerators, Retail Sales and Service 


58.    Entertainment Bureaus *34 *36 *38 *46 148.    Residential Care Center, subject to a use permit. +46


59.    Environmental Remediation Facility, subject to obtaining a use permit 149.    Restaurants, subject to the following conditions or limitations:


60.    Express Companies, Offices Only *34 *36 *38 *46 150.    Rug Sales *21 *25 *27 *29 *34 *36 *37 *38 *46


61.    Family Game Center, subject to a use permit *34 *36 *38 *46 151.    School for Mentally or Physically Handicapped *21 *25 *27 *29 *34 *36 *37 *38 *46


62.    Farmers Market, subject to the following conditions: +34 *36 *38 *46 152.    Schools: Barber, Beauty, Business, Dancing, Data Processing, Insurance, Martial 


63.    Finance Companies and Loan Offices *34 *36 *38 *46 153.    Second Hand or Used Merchandise Sales, 


64.    Fish Markets, Retail Sales *34 *36 *38 *46 154.    Self-Service Laundry *21 *25 *27 *29 *34 *36 *37 *38 *46


65.    Florists, Retail Sales *34 *36 *38 *46 155.    Service Stations, Automobile (corner lots only in C-1) *2 *21 *25 *27 *29 *34 *36 *37 


66.    Freight Traffic Service Offices *34 *36 *38 *46 156.    Sewing Machines, Household Sales and Service *21 *25 *27 *29 *34 *36 *37 *38 *46


67.    Furnaces, Display and Sales, Retail *34 *36 *38 *46 157.    Shoe Repairing *21 *25 *27 *29 *34 *36 *37 *38 *46


68.    Furniture, Display and Sales, Retail *34 *36 *38 *46 158.    Sporting Goods, Retail Sales *21 *25 *27 *29 *34 *36 *37 *38 *46


69.    Furs, Retail Sales and Repairing *34 *36 *38 *46 159.    Stamp Dealers *21 *25 *27 *29 *34 *36 *37 *38 *46


70.    Gas Appliances, Retail Sales and Service *34 *36 *38 *46 160.    Stationers, Retail Sales *21 *25 *27 *29 *34 *36 *37 *38 *46


71.    Gas Companies’ Offices *34 *36 *38 *46 161.    Surgical Supplies, Retail Sales *21 *25 *27 *29 *34 *36 *37 *38 *46


72.    Gas Stations with one closed automatic car wash bay  162.    Tailors, Custom 


73.    Gift Shops *34 *36 *38 *46 163.    Tanning Salon +7 *21 *25 *27 *29 *34 *36 *37 *38 *46


74.    Groceries, Retail Sales *34 *36 *38 *46 164.    Tapestries *21 *25 *27 *29 *34 *36 *37 *38 *46


75.    Hardware, Retail Sales (New) *34 *36 *38 *46 165.    Tea Room *21 *25 *27 *29 *34 *36 *37 *38 *46


76.    Hat Cleaners and Renovators *34 *36 *38 *46 166.    Teaching of Fine Arts *21 *25 *27 *29 *34 *36 *37 *38 *46


77.    Health Food Products, Retail Sales *34 *36 *38 *46 167.    Temporary Environmental Remediation Facilities subject to a use permit if within 


78.    Heating and Ventilating Sales, Retail *34 *36 *38 *46 168.    Tents and Awnings, Retail Sales *21 *25 *27 *29 *34 *36 *37 *38 *46


79.    Hemstitching *34 *36 *38 *46 169.    Theatrical Agencies *21 *25 *27 *29 *34 *36 *37 *38 *46


80.    Hobby Goods Stores *34 *36 *38 *46 170.    Toys, Retail Sales *21 *25 *27 *29 *34 *36 *37 *38 *46


81.    Hospice, subject to a use permit. +46 171.    Travel Bureau *21 *25 *27 *29 *34 *36 *37 *38 *46


82.    Hospital Service Organizations *34 *36 *38 *46 172.    Vacuum Cleaners, Retail Sales *21 *25 *27 *29 *34 *36 *37 *38 *46


83.    Hospital, subject to a use permit. 173.    Variety Stores, Retail *21 *25 *27 *29 *34 *36 *37 *38 *46


84.    House Furnishings, Retail Sales *34 *36 *38 *46 174.    Veterinary Offices, Indoors, subject to the following stipulations: *21 *25 *27 *29 *34 


85.    Ice, Package, Sales *34 *36 *38 *46 175.    Veterinary Offices,


86.    Ice Cream Shops *34 *36 *38 *46 176.    Wall Paper, Sales and Display *21 *25 *27 *29 *34 *36 *37 *38 *46


87.    Imported Goods, Retail Sales *34 *36 *38 *46 177.    Watches, Sales and Repairing *21 *25 *27 *29 *34 *36 *37 *38 *46


88.    Indexing Systems and Supplies, Retail Sales *34 *36 *38 *46 178.    Weaving, Handicraft, Custom *21 *25 *27 *29 *34 *36 *37 *38 *46


89.    Indian Goods, Retail Sales *34 *36 *38 *46 179.    Reserved. -28 *29 *34 *36 *37 *38 *46


90.    Interior Decorators, Display, Retail Sales and Fab, Custom 180.    Health Club, Fitness Center 


Businesses allowed under standard C1 zoning







From: Stacy LaFrance
To: Kaelee Wilson; Council District 2 PCC; wr@berryriddell.com; PDD Desert View VPC
Subject: Tatum & Dynamite Storage Facilty - Comments
Date: Monday, May 07, 2018 5:18:17 PM

Good afternoon,

Let me start by saying this is not a form letter copied from someone. While those are effective
in summarizing the most important viewpoints and I sent one the first time we dealt with this
issue, I chose to send a personal note this time around. This letter is my own. 

I am a resident in Diamond Creek; I do not border the proposed location for the new storage
facility.  However, I have visited the site and viewed the location personally both from
Dynamite and from within the community.  I'm curious how many of you and your staff have
physically visited the site? 

The location is an odd shape and is bordered 1) on one side by the backyards of residents
whose homes have been there for nearly 20 years. (I understand that Diamond Creek was built
in 1999-2000) 2) by an open view fence that is visible from an entire block of Diamond Creek
homes 3) the side yard of one resident of Diamond Creek.  The facility will be set back from
that row of homes so it is almost behind them, further into this residential community than
they are 4) a preschool.  I understand that the owner of the preschool is the owner of the
property being sold to the developer. Is the preschool owner concerned about this facility next
to a preschool? 

From what I have learned, the footprint is 2.5 times larger than the CVS on the corner with the
square feet of the proposed facility seven times larger than the CVS.  It approximates the size
of the average Costco. I keep hearing that because it is 3 stories instead of the one story
Costco, the square footage is not comparable.  I suppose that is one way to look at it.  Another
way to look at it is that you are considering allowing someone to build something with the
square footage of a Costco in the space of 2.5 times a CVS literally INSIDE of a neighborhood
that has been there for nearly 20 years.  

Please let that sink in.  A 2-3 story warehouse the size of a Costco nestled into a neighborhood
occupying the land that 2.5 CVS's would reside.  Would you like to live next door to that? 
Ms. Wilson - would you?  Mr. Waring - would you?  If you purchased a home zoned one
way (C-1) would you be happy that 20 years later it could be changed to C-2 (or C-1 with a
storage facility exception, which frankly insults my intelligence to suggest that is NOT a
zoning change)?  Would you be happy?  The residents are NOT happy. 

I'm not a land elevation or geographic expert, but we are in a federally marked flood zone.  I
know this because I am required to pay flood insurance on my home.  In the desert.  Smarter
people than me decided that it was a flood zone.  It would seem that building a Costco size
building with plans to sink 1/3 of it underground in a flood zone is irresponsible. Terribly
irresponsible and can only harm those around the area.  Are they going to have to blast down
to do this?  Would you like to live next door to a blast zone in a flood zone with 1/3 of a
Costco size building underground?  Ms. Wilson - would you?  Mr. Waring - would you? 

As I mentioned, I don't live in the neighboring lots. I feel terribly for those that do. However, I
did buy my home 1 year ago at a price dictated by recent activity in the surrounding Diamond
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Creek neighborhood. While some undoubtedly purchased their home at the height of the
market in ~2006 and are finally recovering, I am certain many purchased their home earlier.  If
those bordering residents sell their homes (and I wouldn't blame them if they did) they will
absolutely sell their homes for LESS than I paid one year ago. (I certainly wouldn't pay the
same price for my house if it were next to a 2-3 story building the size of a Costco.) And
because we have such a stable community with limited activity, their sales (which may or may
not be a loss to them) will be a HUGE loss to me.  Would you like to see 10%, 20%, 30% of
the value of your home disappear overnight? Would you?  Ms. Wilson - would you?  Mr. Waring
- would you?  

If you vote for or allow this zoning change, I invite you to purchase one of those homes at the
same price I paid for my home one year ago and live next door to the construction of a Costco
sized building complete with blasting down to bury 1/3 of the square footage in the flood zone
we live in.   Please let that sink in. 

I ask that you prevent this from taking place. 

Respectfully, 
-----------------------------------
Stacy LaFrance



From: Stacy LaFrance
To: Joshua Bednarek; Alan Stephenson; PDD Desert View VPC; Council District 2 PCC; Kaelee Wilson
Subject: Storage Unit, PUD Z-22-18
Date: Wednesday, June 27, 2018 8:14:22 AM
Attachments: Businesses allowed per standard C1 zoning.pdf

Good morning,

I currently reside at , Cave Creek AZ 85331.  I am very unhappy with a
proposed zoning change from C1 to a PUD that would allow a self-storage warehouse. I purchased
my home based on a friendly gated community adjacent to C1 zoning. Attached is a list of all of the
businesses allowed within standard C1 zoning. Developing the parcel with any of the attached C1
businesses would foster small and local business development on this parcel. The 2015 Phoenix
General Plan explicitly states that small and local businesses drive our economy. Why would we want
to remove an opportunity for these types of businesses and allow a national corporation to install a
HUGE warehouse? Developing this parcel within C1 zoning would meet community expectations,
bolster our local economy and “fit” in our community. The list of C1 businesses would also not have
the size nor height of this proposed warehouse. 

Let’s forget about how a self-storage warehouse could meet a few of the goals of the 2015 Phoenix
General Plan and look at the abundance of ways a C1 business on this same parcel would better
align with the 2015 Phoenix General Plan.

The proposal of a cell tower also does not make any sense on this parcel. Why not put the tower at
Dynamite Park and keep the revenue in city coffers? Why not put the cell tower near Black Mountain
nursery where the nursery can serve as a buffer between the adjacent neighborhood? Or why not
put the dish on one of the multiple APS transmission poles just north and south of us? There is no
need for another tower in our community when the APS poles would work and these poles are
already installed.

I request that Village Planning present how a cell phone tower would make any sense from a zoning
perspective.

Respectfully,

Stacy LaFrance
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1.    Adjusters, Insurance 91.    Jewelers, Retail Sales and Repairs, Gem Stone Repair and Cutting *34 *36 *37 *38 *46


2.    Adult Day Care Home and Center. +46 92.    Labor Unions, Offices *34 *36 *38 *46


3.    Antique Shop *46 93.    Laboratories, Clinical and Dental *34 *36 *38 *46


4.    Army and Navy Goods, Retail Sales, New *46 94.    Laundries, Collecting Shops *34 *36 *38 *46


5.    Art Gallery, Commercial Sales *46 95.    Laundries, Self-Help, Hand *34 *36 *38 *46


6.    Artist Supplies, Retail *46 96.    Lawn Furniture, Retail Sales *34 *36 *38 *46


7.    Assisted Living Center, subject to a use permit. +46 97.    Libraries, Private, Rental *34 *36 *38 *46


8.    Auctioneer’s Office (only) *46 98.    Linens, Retail Sales *34 *36 *38 *46


9.    Auto Title Loan Establishments 99.    Linoleum Sales, Retail *34 *36 *38 *46


10.    Automated Collection Center 100.    Liquor, Package Retail Sales, 


11.    Automobile Parts and Supplies, Retail *38 *46 101.    Lunch Rooms *34 *36 *38 *46


12.    Baby Shops *38 *46 102.    Magazines, Retail Sales, except adult bookstores *34 *36 *38 *46


13.    Bakers and Baked Goods, Retail Sales *38 *46 103.    Market, Stock and Bond *34 *36 *38 *46


14.    Banks and Trust Companies *38 *46 104.    Merchandise Brokers Office and Display *34 *36 *38 *46


15.    Barbers  105.    Messenger Service *34 *36 *38 *46


16.    Beauty Shops *38 *46 106.    Reserved. -28 *34 *36 *38 *46


17.    Bicycles, New and Used, Retail Sales and Repairs *38 *46 107.    Milk Distributing Stations, Retail *34 *36 *38 *46


18.    Bingo, subject to a use permit *38 *46 108.    Milliners, Custom and Retail Sales *34 *36 *38 *46


19.    Bird Sales, Retail *38 *46 109.    Motor Freight Co., Offices Only *34 *36 *38 *46


20.    Bonding Companies *38 *46 110.    Musical instruments, equipment and related products,


21.    Booksellers and Rentals, except adult bookstores *38 *46 111.    Needlework *24 *34 *36 *38 *46


22.    Braces, Orthopedic, Sales Retail *38 *46 112.    Newspaper Advertising Sales Office *24 *34 *36 *38 *46


23.    Brokerage House *38 *46 113.    Nonchartered Financial Institutions,


24.    Building and Loan Associations *38 *46 114.    Newspaper Distribution Center with management offices, subject to the following 


25.    Butcher Shops (no slaughtering) *38 *46 115.    Notions, Retail Sales *24 *25 *34 *36 *38 *46


26.    Camera Shops *38 *46 116.    Novelties, Retail Sales *24 *25 *34 *36 *38 *46


27.    Candy Shops, Retail *38 *46 117.    Nursery School *24 *25 *34 *36 *38 *46


28.    Canvas Goods Sales, Retail *38 *46 118.    Nursing Home, subject to a use permit *24 *25 *34 *36 *38 *46


29.    Caterers *38 *46 119.    Nut Shop *24 *25 *34 *36 *38 *46


30.    Cesspool Builders and Service, Offices Only *38 *46 120.    Office Furniture Equipment and Supplies, Retail Sales and Showroom *24 *25 *34 


31.    Charitable Institutions, Offices Only *4 *38 *46 121.    Offices including those requiring use permits in R-5 *24 *25 *34 *36 *38 *46


32.    Christian Science Reading Rooms *38 *46 122.    W/ office complexes with a gross leasable area of 50,000 SF or more, a conf and reception centerhealth/recreation 


33.    Cleaning and Dyeing Outlet 123.    Outdoor Sales of Food Items:


34.    Clothing, Retail Sales *36 *38 *46 124.    Paint and Varnish, Retail Sales *21 *24 *25 *34 *36 *38 *46


35.    Coin Dealers *36 *38 *46 125.    Painting Equipment and Supplies, Retail Sales *21 *24 *25 *34 *36 *38 *46


36.    Collection Agencies *36 *38 *46 126.    Parking Lots, Customer (Section 702) *21 *24 *25 *34 *36 *38 *46


37.    Community Garden 127.    Pet Day Care Facility, Indoor Only,


38.    Confectioneries, Retail Sales *34 *36 *38 *46 128.    Pet Day Care Facility, With Outdoor Accessory Uses,


39.    Contractor’s Offices *34 *36 *38 *46 129.    Pet Care Facility, subject to the following limitations: +27 *34 *36 *38 *46


40.    Costume Rentals *34 *36 *38 *46 130.    Pet Grooming +27 *34 *36 *38 *46


41.    Crockery Sales, Retail *34 *36 *38 *46 131.    Pet Shops, Retail Sales Only *21 *24 *25 *27 *34 *36 *38 *46


42.    Curio Shops *34 *36 *38 *46 132.    Pharmacy 


43.    Dairies, Retail Sales of Products *34 *36 *38 *46 133.    Philatelist (Stamps) *21 *24 *25 *27 *34 *36 *38 *46


44.    Delicatessens *34 *36 *38 *46 134.    Phonograph Records, Sales, Retail *21 *24 *25 *27 *34 *36 *38 *46


45.    Delivery Service Office *34 *36 *38 *46 135.    Photographers, Commercial Studios *21 *24 *25 *27 *34 *36 *38 *46


46.    Department Stores *34 *36 *38 *46 136.    Photographic Equipment and Supplies, Retail Sales *21 *25 *27 *34 *36 *38 *46


47.    Desks, Sales, Retail *34 *36 *38 *46 137.    Picture Framing, Custom *21 *25 *27 *34 *36 *38 *46


48.    Detective Agencies *34 *36 *38 *46 138.    Pipe Line Companies, Offices Only *21 *25 *27 *34 *36 *38 *46


49.    Draperies, Sales *34 *36 *38 *46 139.    Plant Nurseries (permitted as an outdoor use subject to a use permit) *21 *25 *27 


50.    Dressmakers, Custom *34 *36 *38 *46 140.    Pottery, Retail Sales *21 *25 *27 *34 *36 *38 *46


51.    Driving Schools, Auto *34 *36 *38 *46 141.    Private clubs, lodges and community organizations qualifying by law as a nonprofit 


52.    Drugs, Retail Sales *34 *36 *38 *46 142.    Publicity Service *21 *25 *27 *34 *36 *37 *38 *46


53.    Dry Cleaning Outlet, Not Plants *34 *36 *38 *46 143.    Publishers’ Offices *21 *25 *27 *34 *36 *37 *38 *46


54.    Dry Goods  144.    Radio and Television, Retail Sales and Service *21 *25 *27 *34 *36 *37 *38 *46


55.    Electric Light and Power Company Offices *34 *36 *38 *46 145.    Railroad Agents *21 *25 *27 *34 *36 *37 *38 *46


56.    Electrical Appliances, Retail Sales and Service *34 *36 *38 *46 146.    Range and Stoves, Retail Sales and Service *21 *25 *27 *34 *36 *37 *38 *46


57.    Employment Agencies, not Including Day Labor Hiring and Transp. Centers  147.    Refrigerators, Retail Sales and Service 


58.    Entertainment Bureaus *34 *36 *38 *46 148.    Residential Care Center, subject to a use permit. +46


59.    Environmental Remediation Facility, subject to obtaining a use permit 149.    Restaurants, subject to the following conditions or limitations:


60.    Express Companies, Offices Only *34 *36 *38 *46 150.    Rug Sales *21 *25 *27 *29 *34 *36 *37 *38 *46


61.    Family Game Center, subject to a use permit *34 *36 *38 *46 151.    School for Mentally or Physically Handicapped *21 *25 *27 *29 *34 *36 *37 *38 *46


62.    Farmers Market, subject to the following conditions: +34 *36 *38 *46 152.    Schools: Barber, Beauty, Business, Dancing, Data Processing, Insurance, Martial 


63.    Finance Companies and Loan Offices *34 *36 *38 *46 153.    Second Hand or Used Merchandise Sales, 


64.    Fish Markets, Retail Sales *34 *36 *38 *46 154.    Self-Service Laundry *21 *25 *27 *29 *34 *36 *37 *38 *46


65.    Florists, Retail Sales *34 *36 *38 *46 155.    Service Stations, Automobile (corner lots only in C-1) *2 *21 *25 *27 *29 *34 *36 *37 


66.    Freight Traffic Service Offices *34 *36 *38 *46 156.    Sewing Machines, Household Sales and Service *21 *25 *27 *29 *34 *36 *37 *38 *46


67.    Furnaces, Display and Sales, Retail *34 *36 *38 *46 157.    Shoe Repairing *21 *25 *27 *29 *34 *36 *37 *38 *46


68.    Furniture, Display and Sales, Retail *34 *36 *38 *46 158.    Sporting Goods, Retail Sales *21 *25 *27 *29 *34 *36 *37 *38 *46


69.    Furs, Retail Sales and Repairing *34 *36 *38 *46 159.    Stamp Dealers *21 *25 *27 *29 *34 *36 *37 *38 *46


70.    Gas Appliances, Retail Sales and Service *34 *36 *38 *46 160.    Stationers, Retail Sales *21 *25 *27 *29 *34 *36 *37 *38 *46


71.    Gas Companies’ Offices *34 *36 *38 *46 161.    Surgical Supplies, Retail Sales *21 *25 *27 *29 *34 *36 *37 *38 *46


72.    Gas Stations with one closed automatic car wash bay  162.    Tailors, Custom 


73.    Gift Shops *34 *36 *38 *46 163.    Tanning Salon +7 *21 *25 *27 *29 *34 *36 *37 *38 *46


74.    Groceries, Retail Sales *34 *36 *38 *46 164.    Tapestries *21 *25 *27 *29 *34 *36 *37 *38 *46


75.    Hardware, Retail Sales (New) *34 *36 *38 *46 165.    Tea Room *21 *25 *27 *29 *34 *36 *37 *38 *46


76.    Hat Cleaners and Renovators *34 *36 *38 *46 166.    Teaching of Fine Arts *21 *25 *27 *29 *34 *36 *37 *38 *46


77.    Health Food Products, Retail Sales *34 *36 *38 *46 167.    Temporary Environmental Remediation Facilities subject to a use permit if within 


78.    Heating and Ventilating Sales, Retail *34 *36 *38 *46 168.    Tents and Awnings, Retail Sales *21 *25 *27 *29 *34 *36 *37 *38 *46


79.    Hemstitching *34 *36 *38 *46 169.    Theatrical Agencies *21 *25 *27 *29 *34 *36 *37 *38 *46


80.    Hobby Goods Stores *34 *36 *38 *46 170.    Toys, Retail Sales *21 *25 *27 *29 *34 *36 *37 *38 *46


81.    Hospice, subject to a use permit. +46 171.    Travel Bureau *21 *25 *27 *29 *34 *36 *37 *38 *46


82.    Hospital Service Organizations *34 *36 *38 *46 172.    Vacuum Cleaners, Retail Sales *21 *25 *27 *29 *34 *36 *37 *38 *46


83.    Hospital, subject to a use permit. 173.    Variety Stores, Retail *21 *25 *27 *29 *34 *36 *37 *38 *46


84.    House Furnishings, Retail Sales *34 *36 *38 *46 174.    Veterinary Offices, Indoors, subject to the following stipulations: *21 *25 *27 *29 *34 


85.    Ice, Package, Sales *34 *36 *38 *46 175.    Veterinary Offices,


86.    Ice Cream Shops *34 *36 *38 *46 176.    Wall Paper, Sales and Display *21 *25 *27 *29 *34 *36 *37 *38 *46


87.    Imported Goods, Retail Sales *34 *36 *38 *46 177.    Watches, Sales and Repairing *21 *25 *27 *29 *34 *36 *37 *38 *46


88.    Indexing Systems and Supplies, Retail Sales *34 *36 *38 *46 178.    Weaving, Handicraft, Custom *21 *25 *27 *29 *34 *36 *37 *38 *46


89.    Indian Goods, Retail Sales *34 *36 *38 *46 179.    Reserved. -28 *29 *34 *36 *37 *38 *46


90.    Interior Decorators, Display, Retail Sales and Fab, Custom 180.    Health Club, Fitness Center 


Businesses allowed under standard C1 zoning
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Good afternoon Mr. Waring,
 
I currently reside in Diamond Creek in Cave Creek, Arizona.  Along with other local residents, I have been actively
engaged in trying to understand the proposed rezoning at Tatum and Dynamite included in Proposal PUD Z-22-18.
 
After reviewing PUD Z-22-18, resubmitted on June 13, 2018, several key concerns arise. Two of the most significant
concerns are as follows:
 

1)       Number of stories: by City of Phoenix definition, this is a 3 story facility, NOT a “basement plus two
story” facility.  The difference has an impact on setbacks as well as public perception. In this submission,
the finished floor has been raised several feet, the main building is again larger, and the largest floor is the

3rd floor. These factors further remove and restrict residents’ mountain views.
2)       Hours of operations/access: since January, the community has asked for certain stipulations and
definitions around hours of operations and access. These have not been addressed.

 
Detailed questions and concerns based on a review of PUD Z-22-18 are listed below with key items in red font for
clarity. We ask for your assistance to determine when these questions and requests can be addressed for our
community.
 

1)       Page 5: The proposal states: “…for the development of a new secured and climate-controlled Self-Service
Warehouse…” (emphasis added)

a)       While the proposal states that the building is secure, the site will not be secure.
b)       We request that the Developer provide a plan to secure the site, not just the building itself.

 
2)       Page 7: The proposal states in the 2nd paragraph “…the building will include one basement level and two
stories above grade…”

a)       Based on the definition of a story and basement, the description included in the submission is
incorrect.

i)         Definition of a basement, as determined by finished floor and natural grade, is listed on the
attachment.
ii)       Finished Floor is now listed at ELEV 41 for the entire floor.
iii)      Natural grade is between ELEV 30.5 and 35 under this main building
iv)      These differences exceed the 4.5 ft. delta and the definition of a basement.

b)       We request that the Developer correct all references in this proposal to reflect a 3-story building
instead of a basement plus 2 stories.
c)       We request that the Developer update and correct all required setbacks to reflect a 3-story
building instead of a 2-story building.

 
3)       Page 7: The proposal states in the 4th paragraph “In response to neighborhood input, the internal loading
garage has been reoriented to face West.”
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Stacy LaFrance 
4557 East Hedgehog Place 
Cave Creek, Arizona 85331 
 


June 28, 2018 


Mr. Jim Waring, Phoenix City Council 
Via Email: council.district.2@phoenix.gov 
 
CC:  Joshua Bednarek Via Email: joshua.bednarek@phoenix.gov 
 Alan Stephenson Via Email: alan.stephenson@phoenix.gov 
 Kaelee Wilson Via Email: kaelee.wilson@phoenix.gov 
 Wendy Riddell Via Email: wr@berryriddell.com 
 DesertViewVPC@phoenix.gov 
 
Good afternoon Mr. Waring, 
 
I currently reside in Diamond Creek in Cave Creek, Arizona.  Along with other local residents, I have been actively 
engaged in trying to understand the proposed rezoning at Tatum and Dynamite included in Proposal PUD Z-22-18. 
  
After reviewing PUD Z-22-18, resubmitted on June 13, 2018, several key concerns arise. Two of the most significant 
concerns are as follows:  
 


1) Number of stories: by City of Phoenix definition, this is a 3 story facility, NOT a “basement plus two story” 
facility.  The difference has an impact on setbacks as well as public perception. In this submission, the 
finished floor has been raised several feet, the main building is again larger, and the largest floor is the 
3rd floor. These factors further remove and restrict residents’ mountain views.  


2) Hours of operations/access: since January, the community has asked for certain stipulations and 
definitions around hours of operations and access. These have not been addressed.  


  
Detailed questions and concerns based on a review of PUD Z-22-18 are listed below with key items in red font for 
clarity. We ask for your assistance to determine when these questions and requests can be addressed for our 
community. 
  
1) Page 5: The proposal states: “…for the development of a new secured and climate-controlled Self-Service 


Warehouse…” (emphasis added) 
a) While the proposal states that the building is secure, the site will not be secure. 
b) We request that the Developer provide a plan to secure the site, not just the building itself. 
 


2) Page 7: The proposal states in the 2nd paragraph “…the building will include one basement level and two 
stories above grade…” 
a) Based on the definition of a story and basement, the description included in the submission is incorrect.  


i) Definition of a basement, as determined by finished floor and natural grade, is listed on the 
attachment. 


ii) Finished Floor is now listed at ELEV 41 for the entire floor. 
iii) Natural grade is between ELEV 30.5 and 35 under this main building 
iv) These differences exceed the 4.5 ft. delta and the definition of a basement. 


b) We request that the Developer correct all references in this proposal to reflect a 3-story building 
instead of a basement plus 2 stories. 
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c) We request that the Developer update and correct all required setbacks to reflect a 3-story building 
instead of a 2-story building. 


 
3) Page 7: The proposal states in the 4th paragraph “In response to neighborhood input, the internal loading 


garage has been reoriented to face West.” 
a) This is incorrect according to the drawings at Exhibit C – Conceptual Site Plan, the internal loading garage 


does not face west. 
b) We request that the Developer correct this error and clarify where the internal loading garage will be 


located.  
 


4) Page 7: The proposal states in the 4th paragraph “…although the Site will be monitored for security purposes 
throughout the day and overnight, the storage units will only be accessible during the day…”  
a) The term “day” is quite ambiguous and undefined.  The residents have requested a definition for “day” 


since January. 
b) In April, the community proposed the following definition (for access during the) “day” to the Developer: 


i) The facility would only be accessible for deliveries and patrons, between 8:00AM and 4:30 PM, 
Monday through Friday.  The facility would only be accessible between 9:00AM and 4:30 PM, 
Saturday and Sunday.  No access would be allowed on Holidays observed by the City of Phoenix. 


ii) We request that the Developer incorporate these definitions to replace the term “day”. 
 


5) Page 9 “General Plan Conformance” 
a) Community members believe developing this parcel within standard C1 zoning would be far superior to 


this PUD.  
b) Community members have shared and will continue to share this viewpoint with you.  
 


6) Page 13: The proposal states “…building height shall be measured from the finish floor elevation to the top of 
roofline…”  
a) Zoning standards require building height to be calculated from finished grade, not finished floor. 
b) We request that the Developer calculate and provide finished grades and building heights calculated 


from finished grades to allow for accurate comparison to zoning standards referenced. 
 


7) Page 15: With respect to the “Wireless Communication Facilities” (“WCF”) discussion: 
a) The WCF discussion provides NO location, height or setbacks. 
b) We request that the Developer provide WCF location, height and setbacks in a table and/or in 


drawings. 
 


8) Page 17 “Sustainability” – We have several requests:  
a) We request that the Developer add Stipulation that the Developer will complete baseline studies on 


light, noise and odor at property lines prior to construction and the Developer will not exceed these 
values during construction or operations. 


b) We request that the Developer add Stipulation that the residents will be provided a simple way to 
measure compliance with baseline light, noise and odor levels and receive monetary remedy if these 
baseline values are exceeded.  Include a table to clearly identify increments over baseline and 
corresponding fines due to the community.  Measure compliance on a weekly basis. 


c) We request that the Developer add Stipulation that the Developer will provide actual traffic counts 
from other storage facilities this Developer owns and operates, equate these values to this proposed SF 
and number of units to provide an anticipated traffic count based on actual traffic counts instead of 
theoretical values. 


d) We request that the Developer add Stipulation that the community will be provided data on the actual 
traffic counts during operations; and, if these traffic counts exceed those proposed, the community 
receives monetary remedy. Include a table to clearly identify increments over anticipated traffic count 
and corresponding fines due to the community. Measure compliance on a weekly basis. 
 







9) Page 18: The proposal states “..a cross-access easement between the Site, the Primrose parcel and the CVS 
parcel allows for circulation throughout the commercial center…” This easement discussion is new to the 
proposal.  
a) We are pleased to see that the perimeter road around the main building has been removed.  
b) We request that the Developer confirm whether this also indicates that the paved surface behind 


Primrose will be eliminated. 
 


10) Exhibit C – Conceptual Site Plan; RKAA# 17189.50, SP-1 
a) Note J states “ALL ROOFTOP EQUIPMENT AND SATELLITES DISHES SHALL BE SCREENED TO THE HEIGHT OF 


THE TALLEST EQUIPMENT” 
i) We request that the Developer confirm whether the equipment will be relocated to the NE corner 


of the building to mitigate view impacts. 
ii) We request that the Developer confirm whether the parapet wall can be minimized in height on 


the South and West sides, at a minimum, and ideally on the East and North sides as well. 
iii) We request that the Developer confirm whether the screening height can be customized to each 


individual piece of equipment to adequately shield the equipment without unnecessarily blocking 
view lines (in areas of smaller equipment). 


 
b) Note K states “ALL SERVICE AREAS SHALL BE SCREENED TO CONCEAL TRASH CONTAINERS, LOADING 


DOCKS, TRANSFORMERS, BACKFLOW PREVENTERS AND OTHER MECHANICAL OR ELECTRICAL EQUIPMENT 
FROM EYE LEVEL ADJACENT TO ALL PUBLIC STREETS.” 
i) We request that the Developer revise this note to also state these same items shall be shielded 


from the view of the neighborhood. 
 


c) Note P states “AVERAGE NOISE LEVEL, MEASURED AT THE PROPERTY LINE, SHALL NOT EXCEED 55dB (1dn) 
WHEN MEASURED ON AN "A WEIGHTED" SOUND LEVEL METER AND ACCORDING TO THE PROCEDURES 
OF THE ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION AGENCY. 
i) We request that the Developer revise this note to state, no noise increase will be allowed at the 


property lines, and, not to exceed 55 dB in any circumstance. 
 


d) The drawing states the main building finished floor is now ELEV 41.0. 
i) Height is such a contentious issue; why was the finished floor elevation raised so drastically? 


(1) Average finished floor in the March proposal was “4 ft. below” the Primrose finished floor. We 
request that the Developer address why the finished floor was RAISED 4 feet. 


(2) Helix drawing from the March proposal lists finished floor at the following elevations: 
(a) 33.5 (1 ft. above outfall in SW corner) 
(b) 36.5 (1 ft. above high grade NE corner) 
(c) We request that the Developer address why the finished floor is now at 41, 6.5 feet higher 


in the SW corner and 3.5 feet higher in the NE corner. 
ii) This is a foot per foot reduction of the mountain views that Desert View Village aims to protect. 


 
e) Building size is now proposed to be 117,285 square feet. Why has the building gotten larger with every 


submittal? 
i) We request that the Developer address why the SF in the main building has increased from 105k SF, 


to 115k SF to now 117k SF? 
ii) We request that the Developer address why the largest floor, now at 42k SF, is on top? 
iii) This is a SF by SF reduction of mountain views that Desert View Village aims to protect. 
 


f) We are pleased with the improvement of the location of the parking and office.  
 
g) Building B and adjacent office/storage. 


i) No heights were provided. 
ii) We request that the Developer provide the heights of these buildings.  







 
11) Exhibit E – Conceptual Elevations vs. Exhibit K – Comparative Standards Zoning Table 


a) Height is a very significant concern of the residents.  
i) We request that the Developer address why the elevations (Exhibit E) show a roof height of 25’-4” 


but the tables (Exhibit K) reserve the right to to have a maximum height of 28 ft. 
ii) We request that the Developer address whether the height will be increased to 28 ft., and, if so, we 


ask the Phoenix City Council whether this will require resubmittal and require the Developer to go 
through the process again. 
 


12) Overall Comment: We believe the proposal is missing Exhibits required per PUD Procedures, page 16/54) 
a) Exhibit 12 – Thematic Street Cross Sections 
b) Exhibit 13 – Circulation Plan 
c) Exhibit 14 – Sign Plan 
d) Other PUD proposals that have been reviewed by Desert View Planning have had these submittals. 
e) We request that the Developer resubmit the proposal with these Exhibits. 


 


Respectfully, 


/s/ Stacy LaFrance 


Stacy LaFrance 







a)       This is incorrect according to the drawings at Exhibit C – Conceptual Site Plan, the internal loading
garage does not face west.
b)       We request that the Developer correct this error and clarify where the internal loading garage will
be located.

 
4)       Page 7: The proposal states in the 4th paragraph “…although the Site will be monitored for security
purposes throughout the day and overnight, the storage units will only be accessible during the day…”

a)       The term “day” is quite ambiguous and undefined.  The residents have requested a definition for
“day” since January.
b)       In April, the community proposed the following definition (for access during the) “day” to the
Developer:

i)         The facility would only be accessible for deliveries and patrons, between 8:00AM and 4:30 PM,
Monday through Friday.  The facility would only be accessible between 9:00AM and 4:30 PM, Saturday
and Sunday.  No access would be allowed on Holidays observed by the City of Phoenix.
ii)       We request that the Developer incorporate these definitions to replace the term “day”.

 
5)       Page 9 “General Plan Conformance”

a)       Community members believe developing this parcel within standard C1 zoning would be far superior
to this PUD.
b)       Community members have shared and will continue to share this viewpoint with you.

 
6)       Page 13: The proposal states “…building height shall be measured from the finish floor elevation to the top
of roofline…”

a)       Zoning standards require building height to be calculated from finished grade, not finished floor.
b)       We request that the Developer calculate and provide finished grades and building heights
calculated from finished grades to allow for accurate comparison to zoning standards referenced.

 
7)       Page 15: With respect to the “Wireless Communication Facilities” (“WCF”) discussion:

a)       The WCF discussion provides NO location, height or setbacks.
b)       We request that the Developer provide WCF location, height and setbacks in a table and/or in
drawings.

 
8)       Page 17 “Sustainability” – We have several requests:

a)       We request that the Developer add Stipulation that the Developer will complete baseline studies
on light, noise and odor at property lines prior to construction and the Developer will not exceed these
values during construction or operations.
b)       We request that the Developer add Stipulation that the residents will be provided a simple way to
measure compliance with baseline light, noise and odor levels and receive monetary remedy if these
baseline values are exceeded.  Include a table to clearly identify increments over baseline and
corresponding fines due to the community.  Measure compliance on a weekly basis.
c)       We request that the Developer add Stipulation that the Developer will provide actual traffic counts
from other storage facilities this Developer owns and operates, equate these values to this proposed SF
and number of units to provide an anticipated traffic count based on actual traffic counts instead of
theoretical values.
d)       We request that the Developer add Stipulation that the community will be provided data on the
actual traffic counts during operations; and, if these traffic counts exceed those proposed, the
community receives monetary remedy. Include a table to clearly identify increments over anticipated
traffic count and corresponding fines due to the community. Measure compliance on a weekly basis.
 



9)       Page 18: The proposal states “..a cross-access easement between the Site, the Primrose parcel and the
CVS parcel allows for circulation throughout the commercial center…” This easement discussion is new to the
proposal.

a)       We are pleased to see that the perimeter road around the main building has been removed.
b)       We request that the Developer confirm whether this also indicates that the paved surface behind
Primrose will be eliminated.

 
10)   Exhibit C – Conceptual Site Plan; RKAA# 17189.50, SP-1

a)       Note J states “ALL ROOFTOP EQUIPMENT AND SATELLITES DISHES SHALL BE SCREENED TO THE
HEIGHT OF THE TALLEST EQUIPMENT”

i)         We request that the Developer confirm whether the equipment will be relocated to the NE
corner of the building to mitigate view impacts.
ii)       We request that the Developer confirm whether the parapet wall can be minimized in height
on the South and West sides, at a minimum, and ideally on the East and North sides as well.
iii)      We request that the Developer confirm whether the screening height can be customized to
each individual piece of equipment to adequately shield the equipment without unnecessarily
blocking view lines (in areas of smaller equipment).

 
b)       Note K states “ALL SERVICE AREAS SHALL BE SCREENED TO CONCEAL TRASH CONTAINERS, LOADING
DOCKS, TRANSFORMERS, BACKFLOW PREVENTERS AND OTHER MECHANICAL OR ELECTRICAL EQUIPMENT
FROM EYE LEVEL ADJACENT TO ALL PUBLIC STREETS.”

i)         We request that the Developer revise this note to also state these same items shall be
shielded from the view of the neighborhood.

 
c)       Note P states “AVERAGE NOISE LEVEL, MEASURED AT THE PROPERTY LINE, SHALL NOT EXCEED 55dB
(1dn)
WHEN MEASURED ON AN "A WEIGHTED" SOUND LEVEL METER AND ACCORDING TO THE PROCEDURES OF
THE ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION AGENCY.

i)         We request that the Developer revise this note to state, no noise increase will be allowed at
the property lines, and, not to exceed 55 dB in any circumstance.

 
d)       The drawing states the main building finished floor is now ELEV 41.0.

i)         Height is such a contentious issue; why was the finished floor elevation raised so drastically?
(1)     Average finished floor in the March proposal was “4 ft. below” the Primrose finished
floor. We request that the Developer address why the finished floor was RAISED 4 feet.
(2)     Helix drawing from the March proposal lists finished floor at the following elevations:

(a)     33.5 (1 ft. above outfall in SW corner)
(b)     36.5 (1 ft. above high grade NE corner)
(c)     We request that the Developer address why the finished floor is now at 41, 6.5 feet
higher in the SW corner and 3.5 feet higher in the NE corner.

ii)       This is a foot per foot reduction of the mountain views that Desert View Village aims to
protect.
 

e)       Building size is now proposed to be 117,285 square feet. Why has the building gotten larger with
every submittal?

i)         We request that the Developer address why the SF in the main building has increased from
105k SF, to 115k SF to now 117k SF?
ii)       We request that the Developer address why the largest floor, now at 42k SF, is on top?
iii)      This is a SF by SF reduction of mountain views that Desert View Village aims to protect.



 
f)        We are pleased with the improvement of the location of the parking and office.

 
g)       Building B and adjacent office/storage.

i)         No heights were provided.
ii)       We request that the Developer provide the heights of these buildings.

 
11)   Exhibit E – Conceptual Elevations vs. Exhibit K – Comparative Standards Zoning Table

a)       Height is a very significant concern of the residents.
i)         We request that the Developer address why the elevations (Exhibit E) show a roof height of
25’-4” but the tables (Exhibit K) reserve the right to to have a maximum height of 28 ft.
ii)       We request that the Developer address whether the height will be increased to 28 ft., and, if
so, we ask the Phoenix City Council whether this will require resubmittal and require the
Developer to go through the process again.
 

12)   Overall Comment: We believe the proposal is missing Exhibits required per PUD Procedures, page 16/54)
a)       Exhibit 12 – Thematic Street Cross Sections
b)       Exhibit 13 – Circulation Plan
c)       Exhibit 14 – Sign Plan
d)       Other PUD proposals that have been reviewed by Desert View Planning have had these submittals.
e)       We request that the Developer resubmit the proposal with these Exhibits.

 

Respectfully,

/s/ Stacy LaFrance

Stacy LaFrance



Steve Floe | Vice President Sales, West Region
SKYJACK ST. CHARLES

Cave Creek, AZ, United States, 85331

www.skyjack.com
Connect with us:         

From: Steve Floe
To: Joshua Bednarek; Kaelee Wilson; PDD Desert View VPC; Samantha Keating; Tricia Gomes; Alan Stephenson
Subject: Storage Facility Tatum and Dynamite / Rezoning
Date: Tuesday, August 07, 2018 3:37:49 PM
Importance: High

I am currently traveling and unable to attend the zoning meeting tonight, but would like to express
that I am totally against the rezoning of this parcel for any purpose but also against a storage facility
and cell tower to be put up in my back yard. I live in the Diamond Creek Development. A facility as
such will not bring more than a couple of jobs to the business. When I purchased my house I
checked the zoning just so something like this wouldn’t happen. The zoning needs to remain what it
is. Let the developer find some property that is already zoned for his intentions, rather than lowering
the value of my property and all the other property in the surrounding area to the benefit of one
person the developer.
 
Thank you,
 
Steve Floe

Cave Creek, AZ 85331
 

The information transmitted is intended only for the person or entity to which it is addressed and may contain confidential and/or privileged material. Any review,
retransmission, dissemination or other use of, or taking of any action in reliance upon, this information by persons or entities other than the intended recipient is
prohibited. If you received this in error, please contact the sender and delete the material from any computer.

Please consider the environment before printing this email.

 
 

https://www.facebook.com/skyjackinc
https://twitter.com/SkyjackInc
https://www.linkedin.com/company/skyjack
https://plus.google.com/u/0/+skyjack
https://vimeo.com/skyjackinc
mailto:joshua.bednarek@phoenix.gov
mailto:kaelee.wilson@phoenix.gov
mailto:desertviewvpc@phoenix.gov
mailto:samantha.keating@phoenix.gov
mailto:tricia.gomes@phoenix.gov
mailto:alan.stephenson@phoenix.gov


From: Wade.Tinant
To: Kaelee Wilson
Cc: Wade.Tinant
Subject: Storage Unit at Tatum & Dynamite - Unique shape & coverage
Date: Wednesday, May 02, 2018 4:45:50 PM

Kaelee,
Nice speaking with you this morning. I wanted to get a couple other specific concerns on the table.
 

1.       Lot coverage
a.       Since the same landowner has subdivided off the CVS and Primrose portion of the

original parcel, and, since these two buildings have 100% ( or very near 100% )
coverage, I firmly believe that the coverage for this proposal needs to be evaluated
in 2 separate ways:

                                                               i.      As a standalone parcel (as the Developer has done)
                                                             ii.      As an aggregate with CVS, Primrose and the new proposed facility. 
                                                            iii.      SF wise, CVS is 76,275, Primrose = 61,373 SF and the parcel in the

proposal is 244,264 SF
1.       Of the total of the 3 lots above, CVS covers 20%, Primrose covers

16% and the parcel in question is 64% of the total area.
2.       I really struggle with the Developer using the term “unique” site as a justification for a

zoning amendment.  The owner bought 9.95 AC in 1999 and promptly rezoned the property.
a.       In 2004, the landowner willfully sets the boundaries of the CVS lot and sells off this

prime, hard corner portion of the original 9.95 AC.
b.      In 2012, the landowner willfully sets the boundaries of the Primrose lot and sells of

the next more prime portion of the lot.
c.       So, the land owner has 100%  created any “uniqueness” to this lot.  There is NO

reason why the community should have to allow this landowner ANOTHER zoning
change on this parcel because he carved the heart out of it.

3.       Is this lot truly “vacant” and is this lot at the top of the list of vacant properties in Desert
View to develop? With the lot already being subdivided twice, and, with CVS and Primrose
covering 36% of the land area, I struggle to see how this parcel fits into “vacant”.  Can the
density of coverage be increased? Sure. But, I think vacant and opportunity sites are a
stretch.

4.        

mailto:kaelee.wilson@phoenix.gov
mailto:Wade.Tinant@kiewit.com


From: Stuart Rolinson
To: Joshua Bednarek; Alan Stephenson; PDD Desert View VPC; Council District 2 PCC; Kaelee Wilson
Subject: PUDZ-22-18
Date: Friday, June 29, 2018 9:41:17 AM

Hi,
 
When reading the Core Value of “Strengthen our local Economy” from the 2015 Phoenix General
Plan, it becomes glaringly obvious that developing the parcel at Tatum and Dynamite within
standard C1 zoning would be far super to approving PUD z-22-18 for several reasons.
1. Job creation. PUDZ-22-18 would employ one single person. The businesses already approved for
C1 zoning would create more jobs. In addition to sheer number of jobs, the type and quality of jobs
created by these businesses would be superior. Banks, Trust Companies, Bonding Companies,
Brokerage Houses, Building and Loan Associations, Contractors/Power/Gas Companies ‘Offices,
Finance and Loan Companies. These are jobs that align with the 2015 Phoenix General Plan and our
community.
 
2. Local & Small business. Very powerful statements on page 90 of the 2015 Phoenix General Plan.
Allowing this parcel to be developed per PUD Z-22-18 would be in complete conflict with this
subsection. 1784 Capital Holdings boasts of being a national investment firm. Allowing a C1
businesses on this parcel would be in complete alignment with this goal.
 
3. Entrepreneurs, Emerging Enterprises. Entrepreneurs need access to small businesses and
suppliers. Several C1 businesses would fulfill this need.
 
4. Highly Skilled Workforce- the storage warehouse would not develop a highly skilled workforce. But
look at what some of the allowable C1 businesses could do! Schools for business, data processing
and insurance. Libraries. Driving schools. These businesses would help train a work force.
 
5. Tourism Facilities. How would a storage warehouse support tourism? Yet, an allowable C1
business is a travel bureau. Multiple arts related businesses are already allowed under standard C1
zoning. A 3 story monstrosity would not support tourism, or may people wanting to move away.
 
6. Review the summary for prosperity, Health and Environment on page 103 of the Phoenix General
Plan. Prosperity- expand education and training; Health - counties with a higher concentration of
small, locally owned businesses have healthier populations. Multiple C1 businesses align with these
goals. A self-storage warehouse does not.
 
In conclusion, how can we justify allowing a self-storage warehouse on this parcel?  Are we going to
allow a Developer to prosper at the expense of our community? Developing within standard C1
zoning makes good sense and it’s what the community wants and needs.
 
 
Thank you,
Stuart Rolinson

mailto:joshua.bednarek@phoenix.gov
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From: Stuart Rolinson
To: Joshua Bednarek; Alan Stephenson; PDD Desert View VPC; Council District 2 PCC; Kaelee Wilson
Subject: Storage Unit, PUD Z-22-18
Date: Friday, June 29, 2018 9:45:29 AM
Attachments: Businesses allowed per standard C1 zoning.pdf

Hi,
 
I currently reside at  , Cave Creek AZ 85331.  I am not happy with a zoning
change from C1 to a PUD that would allow a self-storage warehouse. I purchased my home based on
a friendly gated community adjacent to C1 zoning. Attached is a list of all of the businesses allowed
within standard C1 zoning which we reviewed before purchasing our home. Developing the parcel
with any of the attached C1 businesses would foster small and local business development on this
parcel. The 2015 Phoenix General Plan explicitly states that small and local businesses drive our
economy. Why would we want to remove an opportunity for these types of businesses and allow a
national corporation to install a HUGE warehouse? Developing this parcel within C1 zoning would
meet community expectations, bolster our local economy and “fit” in our community. The list of C1
businesses would also not have the size nor height of this proposed warehouse.  
 
Let’s forget about how a self-storage warehouse could meet a few of the goals of the 2015 Phoenix
General Plan and look at the abundance of ways a C1 business on this same parcel would better
align with the 2015 Phoenix General Plan.
 
The proposal of a cell tower also does not make any sense on this parcel. Why not put the tower at
Dynamite Park and keep the revenue in city coffers? Why not put the cell tower near black mountain
nursery where the nursery can serve as a buffer between the adjacent neighborhood? Or why not
put the dish on one of the multiple APS transmission poles just north and south of us? There is no
need for another tower in our community when the APS poles would work and these poles are
already installed. 
 
I request that Village Planning present how a cell phone tower would make any sense from a zoning
perspective.
 
 Thank you,

Stuart Rolinson

mailto:joshua.bednarek@phoenix.gov
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1.    Adjusters, Insurance 91.    Jewelers, Retail Sales and Repairs, Gem Stone Repair and Cutting *34 *36 *37 *38 *46


2.    Adult Day Care Home and Center. +46 92.    Labor Unions, Offices *34 *36 *38 *46


3.    Antique Shop *46 93.    Laboratories, Clinical and Dental *34 *36 *38 *46


4.    Army and Navy Goods, Retail Sales, New *46 94.    Laundries, Collecting Shops *34 *36 *38 *46


5.    Art Gallery, Commercial Sales *46 95.    Laundries, Self-Help, Hand *34 *36 *38 *46


6.    Artist Supplies, Retail *46 96.    Lawn Furniture, Retail Sales *34 *36 *38 *46


7.    Assisted Living Center, subject to a use permit. +46 97.    Libraries, Private, Rental *34 *36 *38 *46


8.    Auctioneer’s Office (only) *46 98.    Linens, Retail Sales *34 *36 *38 *46


9.    Auto Title Loan Establishments 99.    Linoleum Sales, Retail *34 *36 *38 *46


10.    Automated Collection Center 100.    Liquor, Package Retail Sales, 


11.    Automobile Parts and Supplies, Retail *38 *46 101.    Lunch Rooms *34 *36 *38 *46


12.    Baby Shops *38 *46 102.    Magazines, Retail Sales, except adult bookstores *34 *36 *38 *46


13.    Bakers and Baked Goods, Retail Sales *38 *46 103.    Market, Stock and Bond *34 *36 *38 *46


14.    Banks and Trust Companies *38 *46 104.    Merchandise Brokers Office and Display *34 *36 *38 *46


15.    Barbers  105.    Messenger Service *34 *36 *38 *46


16.    Beauty Shops *38 *46 106.    Reserved. -28 *34 *36 *38 *46


17.    Bicycles, New and Used, Retail Sales and Repairs *38 *46 107.    Milk Distributing Stations, Retail *34 *36 *38 *46


18.    Bingo, subject to a use permit *38 *46 108.    Milliners, Custom and Retail Sales *34 *36 *38 *46


19.    Bird Sales, Retail *38 *46 109.    Motor Freight Co., Offices Only *34 *36 *38 *46


20.    Bonding Companies *38 *46 110.    Musical instruments, equipment and related products,


21.    Booksellers and Rentals, except adult bookstores *38 *46 111.    Needlework *24 *34 *36 *38 *46


22.    Braces, Orthopedic, Sales Retail *38 *46 112.    Newspaper Advertising Sales Office *24 *34 *36 *38 *46


23.    Brokerage House *38 *46 113.    Nonchartered Financial Institutions,


24.    Building and Loan Associations *38 *46 114.    Newspaper Distribution Center with management offices, subject to the following 


25.    Butcher Shops (no slaughtering) *38 *46 115.    Notions, Retail Sales *24 *25 *34 *36 *38 *46


26.    Camera Shops *38 *46 116.    Novelties, Retail Sales *24 *25 *34 *36 *38 *46


27.    Candy Shops, Retail *38 *46 117.    Nursery School *24 *25 *34 *36 *38 *46


28.    Canvas Goods Sales, Retail *38 *46 118.    Nursing Home, subject to a use permit *24 *25 *34 *36 *38 *46


29.    Caterers *38 *46 119.    Nut Shop *24 *25 *34 *36 *38 *46


30.    Cesspool Builders and Service, Offices Only *38 *46 120.    Office Furniture Equipment and Supplies, Retail Sales and Showroom *24 *25 *34 


31.    Charitable Institutions, Offices Only *4 *38 *46 121.    Offices including those requiring use permits in R-5 *24 *25 *34 *36 *38 *46


32.    Christian Science Reading Rooms *38 *46 122.    W/ office complexes with a gross leasable area of 50,000 SF or more, a conf and reception centerhealth/recreation 


33.    Cleaning and Dyeing Outlet 123.    Outdoor Sales of Food Items:


34.    Clothing, Retail Sales *36 *38 *46 124.    Paint and Varnish, Retail Sales *21 *24 *25 *34 *36 *38 *46


35.    Coin Dealers *36 *38 *46 125.    Painting Equipment and Supplies, Retail Sales *21 *24 *25 *34 *36 *38 *46


36.    Collection Agencies *36 *38 *46 126.    Parking Lots, Customer (Section 702) *21 *24 *25 *34 *36 *38 *46


37.    Community Garden 127.    Pet Day Care Facility, Indoor Only,


38.    Confectioneries, Retail Sales *34 *36 *38 *46 128.    Pet Day Care Facility, With Outdoor Accessory Uses,


39.    Contractor’s Offices *34 *36 *38 *46 129.    Pet Care Facility, subject to the following limitations: +27 *34 *36 *38 *46


40.    Costume Rentals *34 *36 *38 *46 130.    Pet Grooming +27 *34 *36 *38 *46


41.    Crockery Sales, Retail *34 *36 *38 *46 131.    Pet Shops, Retail Sales Only *21 *24 *25 *27 *34 *36 *38 *46


42.    Curio Shops *34 *36 *38 *46 132.    Pharmacy 


43.    Dairies, Retail Sales of Products *34 *36 *38 *46 133.    Philatelist (Stamps) *21 *24 *25 *27 *34 *36 *38 *46


44.    Delicatessens *34 *36 *38 *46 134.    Phonograph Records, Sales, Retail *21 *24 *25 *27 *34 *36 *38 *46


45.    Delivery Service Office *34 *36 *38 *46 135.    Photographers, Commercial Studios *21 *24 *25 *27 *34 *36 *38 *46


46.    Department Stores *34 *36 *38 *46 136.    Photographic Equipment and Supplies, Retail Sales *21 *25 *27 *34 *36 *38 *46


47.    Desks, Sales, Retail *34 *36 *38 *46 137.    Picture Framing, Custom *21 *25 *27 *34 *36 *38 *46


48.    Detective Agencies *34 *36 *38 *46 138.    Pipe Line Companies, Offices Only *21 *25 *27 *34 *36 *38 *46


49.    Draperies, Sales *34 *36 *38 *46 139.    Plant Nurseries (permitted as an outdoor use subject to a use permit) *21 *25 *27 


50.    Dressmakers, Custom *34 *36 *38 *46 140.    Pottery, Retail Sales *21 *25 *27 *34 *36 *38 *46


51.    Driving Schools, Auto *34 *36 *38 *46 141.    Private clubs, lodges and community organizations qualifying by law as a nonprofit 


52.    Drugs, Retail Sales *34 *36 *38 *46 142.    Publicity Service *21 *25 *27 *34 *36 *37 *38 *46


53.    Dry Cleaning Outlet, Not Plants *34 *36 *38 *46 143.    Publishers’ Offices *21 *25 *27 *34 *36 *37 *38 *46


54.    Dry Goods  144.    Radio and Television, Retail Sales and Service *21 *25 *27 *34 *36 *37 *38 *46


55.    Electric Light and Power Company Offices *34 *36 *38 *46 145.    Railroad Agents *21 *25 *27 *34 *36 *37 *38 *46


56.    Electrical Appliances, Retail Sales and Service *34 *36 *38 *46 146.    Range and Stoves, Retail Sales and Service *21 *25 *27 *34 *36 *37 *38 *46


57.    Employment Agencies, not Including Day Labor Hiring and Transp. Centers  147.    Refrigerators, Retail Sales and Service 


58.    Entertainment Bureaus *34 *36 *38 *46 148.    Residential Care Center, subject to a use permit. +46


59.    Environmental Remediation Facility, subject to obtaining a use permit 149.    Restaurants, subject to the following conditions or limitations:


60.    Express Companies, Offices Only *34 *36 *38 *46 150.    Rug Sales *21 *25 *27 *29 *34 *36 *37 *38 *46


61.    Family Game Center, subject to a use permit *34 *36 *38 *46 151.    School for Mentally or Physically Handicapped *21 *25 *27 *29 *34 *36 *37 *38 *46


62.    Farmers Market, subject to the following conditions: +34 *36 *38 *46 152.    Schools: Barber, Beauty, Business, Dancing, Data Processing, Insurance, Martial 


63.    Finance Companies and Loan Offices *34 *36 *38 *46 153.    Second Hand or Used Merchandise Sales, 


64.    Fish Markets, Retail Sales *34 *36 *38 *46 154.    Self-Service Laundry *21 *25 *27 *29 *34 *36 *37 *38 *46


65.    Florists, Retail Sales *34 *36 *38 *46 155.    Service Stations, Automobile (corner lots only in C-1) *2 *21 *25 *27 *29 *34 *36 *37 


66.    Freight Traffic Service Offices *34 *36 *38 *46 156.    Sewing Machines, Household Sales and Service *21 *25 *27 *29 *34 *36 *37 *38 *46


67.    Furnaces, Display and Sales, Retail *34 *36 *38 *46 157.    Shoe Repairing *21 *25 *27 *29 *34 *36 *37 *38 *46


68.    Furniture, Display and Sales, Retail *34 *36 *38 *46 158.    Sporting Goods, Retail Sales *21 *25 *27 *29 *34 *36 *37 *38 *46


69.    Furs, Retail Sales and Repairing *34 *36 *38 *46 159.    Stamp Dealers *21 *25 *27 *29 *34 *36 *37 *38 *46


70.    Gas Appliances, Retail Sales and Service *34 *36 *38 *46 160.    Stationers, Retail Sales *21 *25 *27 *29 *34 *36 *37 *38 *46


71.    Gas Companies’ Offices *34 *36 *38 *46 161.    Surgical Supplies, Retail Sales *21 *25 *27 *29 *34 *36 *37 *38 *46


72.    Gas Stations with one closed automatic car wash bay  162.    Tailors, Custom 


73.    Gift Shops *34 *36 *38 *46 163.    Tanning Salon +7 *21 *25 *27 *29 *34 *36 *37 *38 *46


74.    Groceries, Retail Sales *34 *36 *38 *46 164.    Tapestries *21 *25 *27 *29 *34 *36 *37 *38 *46


75.    Hardware, Retail Sales (New) *34 *36 *38 *46 165.    Tea Room *21 *25 *27 *29 *34 *36 *37 *38 *46


76.    Hat Cleaners and Renovators *34 *36 *38 *46 166.    Teaching of Fine Arts *21 *25 *27 *29 *34 *36 *37 *38 *46


77.    Health Food Products, Retail Sales *34 *36 *38 *46 167.    Temporary Environmental Remediation Facilities subject to a use permit if within 


78.    Heating and Ventilating Sales, Retail *34 *36 *38 *46 168.    Tents and Awnings, Retail Sales *21 *25 *27 *29 *34 *36 *37 *38 *46


79.    Hemstitching *34 *36 *38 *46 169.    Theatrical Agencies *21 *25 *27 *29 *34 *36 *37 *38 *46


80.    Hobby Goods Stores *34 *36 *38 *46 170.    Toys, Retail Sales *21 *25 *27 *29 *34 *36 *37 *38 *46


81.    Hospice, subject to a use permit. +46 171.    Travel Bureau *21 *25 *27 *29 *34 *36 *37 *38 *46


82.    Hospital Service Organizations *34 *36 *38 *46 172.    Vacuum Cleaners, Retail Sales *21 *25 *27 *29 *34 *36 *37 *38 *46


83.    Hospital, subject to a use permit. 173.    Variety Stores, Retail *21 *25 *27 *29 *34 *36 *37 *38 *46


84.    House Furnishings, Retail Sales *34 *36 *38 *46 174.    Veterinary Offices, Indoors, subject to the following stipulations: *21 *25 *27 *29 *34 


85.    Ice, Package, Sales *34 *36 *38 *46 175.    Veterinary Offices,


86.    Ice Cream Shops *34 *36 *38 *46 176.    Wall Paper, Sales and Display *21 *25 *27 *29 *34 *36 *37 *38 *46


87.    Imported Goods, Retail Sales *34 *36 *38 *46 177.    Watches, Sales and Repairing *21 *25 *27 *29 *34 *36 *37 *38 *46


88.    Indexing Systems and Supplies, Retail Sales *34 *36 *38 *46 178.    Weaving, Handicraft, Custom *21 *25 *27 *29 *34 *36 *37 *38 *46


89.    Indian Goods, Retail Sales *34 *36 *38 *46 179.    Reserved. -28 *29 *34 *36 *37 *38 *46


90.    Interior Decorators, Display, Retail Sales and Fab, Custom 180.    Health Club, Fitness Center 


Businesses allowed under standard C1 zoning







From: Susanne Oakley
To: Joshua Bednarek; Alan Stephenson; PDD Desert View VPC; Council District 2 PCC; Kaelee Wilson
Subject: Storage Unit, PUD Z-22-18
Date: Tuesday, June 26, 2018 7:22:08 AM
Attachments: Businesses allowed per standard C1 zoning.pdf

Hello,

I currently reside at   , Cave Creek AZ 85331.  I am not happy with a zoning change
from C1 to a PUD that would allow a self-storage warehouse. I purchased my home based on a friendly
gated community adjacent to C1 zoning. Attached is a list of all of the businesses allowed within standard
C1 zoning which we reviewed before purchasing our home. Developing the parcel with any of the
attached C1 businesses would foster small and local business development on this parcel. The 2015
Phoenix General Plan explicitly states that small and local businesses drive our economy. Why would we
want to remove an opportunity for these types of businesses and allow a national corporation to install a
HUGE warehouse? Developing this parcel within C1 zoning would meet community expectations, bolster
our local economy and “fit” in our community. The list of C1 businesses would also not have the size nor
height of this proposed warehouse.  

 

Let’s forget about how a self-storage warehouse could meet a few of the goals of the 2015 Phoenix
General Plan and look at the abundance of ways a C1 business on this same parcel would better align
with the 2015 Phoenix General Plan.

 

The proposal of a cell tower also does not make any sense on this parcel. Why not put the tower at
Dynamite Park and keep the revenue in city coffers? Why not put the cell tower near black mountain
nursery where the nursery can serve as a buffer between the adjacent neighborhood? Or why not put the
dish on a be of the multiple APS transmission poles just north and south of us? There is no need for
another tower in our community when the APS poles would work and these poles are already installed.

 

I request that Village Planning present how a cell phone tower would make any sense from a zoning
perspective.

 

Thank you, in advance, for your time and support!

Susanne Oakley

Remember to think of one good thing today....

mailto:joshua.bednarek@phoenix.gov
mailto:alan.stephenson@phoenix.gov
mailto:desertviewvpc@phoenix.gov
mailto:council.district.2@phoenix.gov
mailto:kaelee.wilson@phoenix.gov



1.    Adjusters, Insurance 91.    Jewelers, Retail Sales and Repairs, Gem Stone Repair and Cutting *34 *36 *37 *38 *46


2.    Adult Day Care Home and Center. +46 92.    Labor Unions, Offices *34 *36 *38 *46


3.    Antique Shop *46 93.    Laboratories, Clinical and Dental *34 *36 *38 *46


4.    Army and Navy Goods, Retail Sales, New *46 94.    Laundries, Collecting Shops *34 *36 *38 *46


5.    Art Gallery, Commercial Sales *46 95.    Laundries, Self-Help, Hand *34 *36 *38 *46


6.    Artist Supplies, Retail *46 96.    Lawn Furniture, Retail Sales *34 *36 *38 *46


7.    Assisted Living Center, subject to a use permit. +46 97.    Libraries, Private, Rental *34 *36 *38 *46


8.    Auctioneer’s Office (only) *46 98.    Linens, Retail Sales *34 *36 *38 *46


9.    Auto Title Loan Establishments 99.    Linoleum Sales, Retail *34 *36 *38 *46


10.    Automated Collection Center 100.    Liquor, Package Retail Sales, 


11.    Automobile Parts and Supplies, Retail *38 *46 101.    Lunch Rooms *34 *36 *38 *46


12.    Baby Shops *38 *46 102.    Magazines, Retail Sales, except adult bookstores *34 *36 *38 *46


13.    Bakers and Baked Goods, Retail Sales *38 *46 103.    Market, Stock and Bond *34 *36 *38 *46


14.    Banks and Trust Companies *38 *46 104.    Merchandise Brokers Office and Display *34 *36 *38 *46


15.    Barbers  105.    Messenger Service *34 *36 *38 *46


16.    Beauty Shops *38 *46 106.    Reserved. -28 *34 *36 *38 *46


17.    Bicycles, New and Used, Retail Sales and Repairs *38 *46 107.    Milk Distributing Stations, Retail *34 *36 *38 *46


18.    Bingo, subject to a use permit *38 *46 108.    Milliners, Custom and Retail Sales *34 *36 *38 *46


19.    Bird Sales, Retail *38 *46 109.    Motor Freight Co., Offices Only *34 *36 *38 *46


20.    Bonding Companies *38 *46 110.    Musical instruments, equipment and related products,


21.    Booksellers and Rentals, except adult bookstores *38 *46 111.    Needlework *24 *34 *36 *38 *46


22.    Braces, Orthopedic, Sales Retail *38 *46 112.    Newspaper Advertising Sales Office *24 *34 *36 *38 *46


23.    Brokerage House *38 *46 113.    Nonchartered Financial Institutions,


24.    Building and Loan Associations *38 *46 114.    Newspaper Distribution Center with management offices, subject to the following 


25.    Butcher Shops (no slaughtering) *38 *46 115.    Notions, Retail Sales *24 *25 *34 *36 *38 *46


26.    Camera Shops *38 *46 116.    Novelties, Retail Sales *24 *25 *34 *36 *38 *46


27.    Candy Shops, Retail *38 *46 117.    Nursery School *24 *25 *34 *36 *38 *46


28.    Canvas Goods Sales, Retail *38 *46 118.    Nursing Home, subject to a use permit *24 *25 *34 *36 *38 *46


29.    Caterers *38 *46 119.    Nut Shop *24 *25 *34 *36 *38 *46


30.    Cesspool Builders and Service, Offices Only *38 *46 120.    Office Furniture Equipment and Supplies, Retail Sales and Showroom *24 *25 *34 


31.    Charitable Institutions, Offices Only *4 *38 *46 121.    Offices including those requiring use permits in R-5 *24 *25 *34 *36 *38 *46


32.    Christian Science Reading Rooms *38 *46 122.    W/ office complexes with a gross leasable area of 50,000 SF or more, a conf and reception centerhealth/recreation 


33.    Cleaning and Dyeing Outlet 123.    Outdoor Sales of Food Items:


34.    Clothing, Retail Sales *36 *38 *46 124.    Paint and Varnish, Retail Sales *21 *24 *25 *34 *36 *38 *46


35.    Coin Dealers *36 *38 *46 125.    Painting Equipment and Supplies, Retail Sales *21 *24 *25 *34 *36 *38 *46


36.    Collection Agencies *36 *38 *46 126.    Parking Lots, Customer (Section 702) *21 *24 *25 *34 *36 *38 *46


37.    Community Garden 127.    Pet Day Care Facility, Indoor Only,


38.    Confectioneries, Retail Sales *34 *36 *38 *46 128.    Pet Day Care Facility, With Outdoor Accessory Uses,


39.    Contractor’s Offices *34 *36 *38 *46 129.    Pet Care Facility, subject to the following limitations: +27 *34 *36 *38 *46


40.    Costume Rentals *34 *36 *38 *46 130.    Pet Grooming +27 *34 *36 *38 *46


41.    Crockery Sales, Retail *34 *36 *38 *46 131.    Pet Shops, Retail Sales Only *21 *24 *25 *27 *34 *36 *38 *46


42.    Curio Shops *34 *36 *38 *46 132.    Pharmacy 


43.    Dairies, Retail Sales of Products *34 *36 *38 *46 133.    Philatelist (Stamps) *21 *24 *25 *27 *34 *36 *38 *46


44.    Delicatessens *34 *36 *38 *46 134.    Phonograph Records, Sales, Retail *21 *24 *25 *27 *34 *36 *38 *46


45.    Delivery Service Office *34 *36 *38 *46 135.    Photographers, Commercial Studios *21 *24 *25 *27 *34 *36 *38 *46


46.    Department Stores *34 *36 *38 *46 136.    Photographic Equipment and Supplies, Retail Sales *21 *25 *27 *34 *36 *38 *46


47.    Desks, Sales, Retail *34 *36 *38 *46 137.    Picture Framing, Custom *21 *25 *27 *34 *36 *38 *46


48.    Detective Agencies *34 *36 *38 *46 138.    Pipe Line Companies, Offices Only *21 *25 *27 *34 *36 *38 *46


49.    Draperies, Sales *34 *36 *38 *46 139.    Plant Nurseries (permitted as an outdoor use subject to a use permit) *21 *25 *27 


50.    Dressmakers, Custom *34 *36 *38 *46 140.    Pottery, Retail Sales *21 *25 *27 *34 *36 *38 *46


51.    Driving Schools, Auto *34 *36 *38 *46 141.    Private clubs, lodges and community organizations qualifying by law as a nonprofit 


52.    Drugs, Retail Sales *34 *36 *38 *46 142.    Publicity Service *21 *25 *27 *34 *36 *37 *38 *46


53.    Dry Cleaning Outlet, Not Plants *34 *36 *38 *46 143.    Publishers’ Offices *21 *25 *27 *34 *36 *37 *38 *46


54.    Dry Goods  144.    Radio and Television, Retail Sales and Service *21 *25 *27 *34 *36 *37 *38 *46


55.    Electric Light and Power Company Offices *34 *36 *38 *46 145.    Railroad Agents *21 *25 *27 *34 *36 *37 *38 *46


56.    Electrical Appliances, Retail Sales and Service *34 *36 *38 *46 146.    Range and Stoves, Retail Sales and Service *21 *25 *27 *34 *36 *37 *38 *46


57.    Employment Agencies, not Including Day Labor Hiring and Transp. Centers  147.    Refrigerators, Retail Sales and Service 


58.    Entertainment Bureaus *34 *36 *38 *46 148.    Residential Care Center, subject to a use permit. +46


59.    Environmental Remediation Facility, subject to obtaining a use permit 149.    Restaurants, subject to the following conditions or limitations:


60.    Express Companies, Offices Only *34 *36 *38 *46 150.    Rug Sales *21 *25 *27 *29 *34 *36 *37 *38 *46


61.    Family Game Center, subject to a use permit *34 *36 *38 *46 151.    School for Mentally or Physically Handicapped *21 *25 *27 *29 *34 *36 *37 *38 *46


62.    Farmers Market, subject to the following conditions: +34 *36 *38 *46 152.    Schools: Barber, Beauty, Business, Dancing, Data Processing, Insurance, Martial 


63.    Finance Companies and Loan Offices *34 *36 *38 *46 153.    Second Hand or Used Merchandise Sales, 


64.    Fish Markets, Retail Sales *34 *36 *38 *46 154.    Self-Service Laundry *21 *25 *27 *29 *34 *36 *37 *38 *46


65.    Florists, Retail Sales *34 *36 *38 *46 155.    Service Stations, Automobile (corner lots only in C-1) *2 *21 *25 *27 *29 *34 *36 *37 


66.    Freight Traffic Service Offices *34 *36 *38 *46 156.    Sewing Machines, Household Sales and Service *21 *25 *27 *29 *34 *36 *37 *38 *46


67.    Furnaces, Display and Sales, Retail *34 *36 *38 *46 157.    Shoe Repairing *21 *25 *27 *29 *34 *36 *37 *38 *46


68.    Furniture, Display and Sales, Retail *34 *36 *38 *46 158.    Sporting Goods, Retail Sales *21 *25 *27 *29 *34 *36 *37 *38 *46


69.    Furs, Retail Sales and Repairing *34 *36 *38 *46 159.    Stamp Dealers *21 *25 *27 *29 *34 *36 *37 *38 *46


70.    Gas Appliances, Retail Sales and Service *34 *36 *38 *46 160.    Stationers, Retail Sales *21 *25 *27 *29 *34 *36 *37 *38 *46


71.    Gas Companies’ Offices *34 *36 *38 *46 161.    Surgical Supplies, Retail Sales *21 *25 *27 *29 *34 *36 *37 *38 *46


72.    Gas Stations with one closed automatic car wash bay  162.    Tailors, Custom 


73.    Gift Shops *34 *36 *38 *46 163.    Tanning Salon +7 *21 *25 *27 *29 *34 *36 *37 *38 *46


74.    Groceries, Retail Sales *34 *36 *38 *46 164.    Tapestries *21 *25 *27 *29 *34 *36 *37 *38 *46


75.    Hardware, Retail Sales (New) *34 *36 *38 *46 165.    Tea Room *21 *25 *27 *29 *34 *36 *37 *38 *46


76.    Hat Cleaners and Renovators *34 *36 *38 *46 166.    Teaching of Fine Arts *21 *25 *27 *29 *34 *36 *37 *38 *46


77.    Health Food Products, Retail Sales *34 *36 *38 *46 167.    Temporary Environmental Remediation Facilities subject to a use permit if within 


78.    Heating and Ventilating Sales, Retail *34 *36 *38 *46 168.    Tents and Awnings, Retail Sales *21 *25 *27 *29 *34 *36 *37 *38 *46


79.    Hemstitching *34 *36 *38 *46 169.    Theatrical Agencies *21 *25 *27 *29 *34 *36 *37 *38 *46


80.    Hobby Goods Stores *34 *36 *38 *46 170.    Toys, Retail Sales *21 *25 *27 *29 *34 *36 *37 *38 *46


81.    Hospice, subject to a use permit. +46 171.    Travel Bureau *21 *25 *27 *29 *34 *36 *37 *38 *46


82.    Hospital Service Organizations *34 *36 *38 *46 172.    Vacuum Cleaners, Retail Sales *21 *25 *27 *29 *34 *36 *37 *38 *46


83.    Hospital, subject to a use permit. 173.    Variety Stores, Retail *21 *25 *27 *29 *34 *36 *37 *38 *46


84.    House Furnishings, Retail Sales *34 *36 *38 *46 174.    Veterinary Offices, Indoors, subject to the following stipulations: *21 *25 *27 *29 *34 


85.    Ice, Package, Sales *34 *36 *38 *46 175.    Veterinary Offices,


86.    Ice Cream Shops *34 *36 *38 *46 176.    Wall Paper, Sales and Display *21 *25 *27 *29 *34 *36 *37 *38 *46


87.    Imported Goods, Retail Sales *34 *36 *38 *46 177.    Watches, Sales and Repairing *21 *25 *27 *29 *34 *36 *37 *38 *46


88.    Indexing Systems and Supplies, Retail Sales *34 *36 *38 *46 178.    Weaving, Handicraft, Custom *21 *25 *27 *29 *34 *36 *37 *38 *46


89.    Indian Goods, Retail Sales *34 *36 *38 *46 179.    Reserved. -28 *29 *34 *36 *37 *38 *46


90.    Interior Decorators, Display, Retail Sales and Fab, Custom 180.    Health Club, Fitness Center 


Businesses allowed under standard C1 zoning







From: Susanne Oakley
To: Joshua Bednarek; Alan Stephenson; PDD Desert View VPC; Council District 2 PCC; Kaelee Wilson
Subject: Storage Unit, PUD Z-22-18 - Will not strengthen our local economy
Date: Wednesday, June 27, 2018 11:22:27 AM

When reading the Core Value of “Strengthen our local Economy” from the 2015 Phoenix General
Plan, it becomes glaringly obvious that developing the parcel at Tatum and Dynamite within
standard C1 zoning would be far super to approving PUD z-22-18 for several reasons.
1. Job creation. PUDZ-22-18 would employ one single person. The businesses already approved for
C1 zoning would create more jobs. In addition to sheer number of jobs, the type and quality of jobs
created by these businesses would be superior. Banks, Trust Companies, Bonding Companies,
Brokerage Houses, Building and Loan Associations, Contractors/Power/Gas Companies ‘Offices,
Finance and Loan Companies. These are jobs that align with the 2015 Phoenix General Plan and our
community.
 

2. Local & Small business. Very powerful statements on page 90 of the 2015 Phoenix General Plan.
Allowing this parcel to be developed per PUD Z-22-18 would be in complete conflict with this
subsection. 1784 Capital Holdings boasts of being a national investment firm. Allowing a C1
businesses on this parcel would be in complete alignment with this goal.
 

3. Entrepreneurs, Emerging Enterprises. Entrepreneurs need access to small businesses and
suppliers. Several C1 businesses would fulfill this need.
 

4. Highly Skilled Workforce- the storage warehouse would not develop a highly skilled workforce. But
look at what some of the allowable C1 businesses could do! Schools for business, data processing
and insurance. Libraries. Driving schools. These businesses would help train a work force.
 

5. Tourism Facilities. How would a storage warehouse support tourism? Yet, an allowable C1
business is a travel bureau. Multiple arts related businesses are already allowed under standard C1
zoning. A 3 story monstrosity would not support tourism, or may people wanting to move away.
 

6. Review the summary for prosperity, Health and Environment on page 103 of the Phoenix General
Plan. Prosperity- expand education and training; Health - counties with a higher concentration of
small, locally owned businesses have healthier populations. Multiple C1 businesses align with these
goals. A self-storage warehouse does not.
 

In conclusion, how can we justify allowing a self-storage warehouse on this parcel?  Are we going to
allow a Developer to prosper at the expense of our community? Developing within standard C1
zoning makes good sense and it’s what the community wants and needs.

Thank you,

Susanne Oakley

Remember to think of one good thing today....

mailto:joshua.bednarek@phoenix.gov
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From: Wade.Tinant
To: wr@berryriddell.com; Kaelee Wilson; Joel Carrasco
Subject: Tatum & Dynamite Initial neighborhood meeting 5/3
Date: Sunday, April 22, 2018 2:45:22 PM

The initial notification via mail arrived in peoples mail boxes this past Saturday after being postmarked 4/19 PM. A
minimum of 10 business days notice are required before this meeting. This requirement would mean folks should
have received the notification letter no later than this past Friday.
The community has asked for the date of this meeting for weeks and now our community gets less than the required
notice?

This is NOT working with the community nor trying to rebuild any trust from the previous proposal.

I am not asking to cancel this meeting at this time, but, I want the record to reflect this non compliance in
notification. Post marked does not mean received and this feels like an attempt to weaken the opportunity for the
community to be heard.

mailto:wr@berryriddell.com
mailto:kaelee.wilson@phoenix.gov
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From: Wade.Tinant
To: PDD Desert View VPC; Kaelee Wilson; Council District 2 PCC; wr@berryriddell.com
Subject: Tatum & Dynamite Neighborhood Meeting debrief & location change
Date: Friday, May 04, 2018 8:38:50 AM

The community is very disappointed and agitated with the Developer.  The notification letter for the
Neighborhood Meeting, postmarked on 4/19 PM, absolutely at the last minute for compliance,
directed people to attend the meeting at the Desert Conference Suite at the JW Marriott.
 
I personally visited this Marriott last Thursday to obtain facility maps to help community members
find their way to the meeting.
 
We arrived around 4 PM (for the 5 PM meeting) and found it odd that there were no signs anywhere
directing people to the meeting.  After inquiring with the hotel staff, it was determined that the
meeting location had changed to the Stone grill.  I have pictures from every entrance and the Desert
Conference Suite. No signs or mention of the meeting changing locations. Even with the absolute
last second notification, this Developer is unable to accurately communicate a meeting location? 
 
When we asked the Developer to help put up signs in the Marriott to direct folks to the NEW
meeting location we were dismissed, smirked at and even told “Don’t make this into something”. No
help. No apologies. Just left to fend for ourselves and plead with Marriott events to help us out.
 Coupled with the absolute minimum notice, we can no longer assume any integrity on the part of
the Developer.
 
After personally being late to the meeting to try to continue to help community members find the
unmarked meeting and get signage up, I did see one small sign on the bottom floor behind the
waterfall noting the meeting location.  The only signage on the main floor or where the meeting was
supposed to be was placed by the community. Several folks at the meeting commented on how
difficult it was to find the meeting and how many folks they say wandering around looking for the
meeting. How may community members were not fortunate enough to recognize someone from the
community to get directed to the meeting?  Several folks that had planned on attending work until
at least 5 PM and by that time the community needed to be in the meeting.  How many people got
frustrated and left before even finding the meeting?
 
For future meetings, the community firmly requests that any meetings meet the following
requirements:

1.       Meetings to start at 6 PM.  This is a working community and several people work until at
least 5 PM. The 5 PM start time prevents several interested folks from attending.

2.       Location to be at the Desert Broom Library or The Creek.  We moved away from commercial
areas for a reason. The JW Marriott is not convenient or easy for anyone from the
community.

3.       No more meetings until September. Some snow birds have already left for the season and
this is a family community. Nearly every family has a week or two vacation planned this
summer.  Our Councilman and planning leads supported relaxing the timeframe
requirements to allow this to happen.

4.       A little more than the absolute minimum notice would be appreciated.  The habit of doing

mailto:desertviewvpc@phoenix.gov
mailto:kaelee.wilson@phoenix.gov
mailto:council.district.2@phoenix.gov
mailto:wr@berryriddell.com


the absolute minimum only deepens distrust and concern about what the Developer would
do if this zoning amendment ever got approved.

 
I hope the Developer will make the reasonable choices listed above.
 
Wade
 
 



From: Richard Pipkin
To: Council District 2 PCC
Cc: PDD Desert View VPC; Kaelee Wilson; wr@berryriddell.com; Wade.Tinant
Subject: Tatum & Dynamite Neighborhood Meeting Location Change
Date: Friday, May 04, 2018 11:13:58 AM

Dear Mr. Waring,
 
I made special arrangements to attend the subject meeting at 5 PM yesterday at the
Marriot.  On finding that no meeting was to be held, I assumed I’d either made a mistake as
to date or location and went home to check my emails.  Today, I learned that the meeting
location was changed.  I am annoyed that this change took place without due notice and
strongly suspect that this is another example of the devious nature of the developer.
 Please be so kind as to let me know why the venue changed, which of our government
representatives authorized the change, and when the change was authorized.
 
Lastly, I respectfully ask that the following requests, as previously communicated to you my
Mr. Wade Tinant, be adopted for all future meetings:
 

1.       Meetings to start at 6 PM.  This is a working community and several people
work until at least 5 PM. The 5 PM start time prevents several interested folks from
attending.
2.       Location to be at the Desert Broom Library or The Creek.  We moved away
from commercial areas for a reason. The JW Marriott is not convenient or easy for
anyone from the community.
3.       No more meetings until September. Some snow birds have already left for the
season and this is a family community. Nearly every family has a week or two
vacation planned this summer.  Our Councilman and planning leads supported
relaxing the timeframe requirements to allow this to happen.
4.       A little more than the absolute minimum notice would be appreciated.  The
habit of doing the absolute minimum only deepens distrust and concern about what
the Developer would do if this zoning amendment ever got approved.

 
Regards,
 
Richard Pipkin
Tatum Highlands, Phoenix.

mailto:council.district.2@phoenix.gov
mailto:desertviewvpc@phoenix.gov
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From: Wade.Tinant
To: Kaelee Wilson; PDD Desert View VPC
Subject: Tatum & Dynamite opposition info
Date: Tuesday, May 08, 2018 3:13:22 PM
Attachments: Jan 2018 final list of petition signers.pdf

new petition sig list as of 5-7-18 7 PM.pdf
STOP Rezoning list 1-17-18.pdf

3 petitions are attached:
1.       The petition list as of the initial neighborhood meeting on the original proposal, as of

1/17/18. This info was provided to the Developer at the meeting.
2.       The petition against the initial proposal, as of the day the Developer withdrew the proposal.

95% of Diamond Creek opposed.
3.       The current petition list of folks opposed to the current PUD proposal. Handwritten petition

sigs not included. 90% of Diamond Creek is opposed. Opposition is still growing.
 
Wade

mailto:kaelee.wilson@phoenix.gov
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Date First Name Last Name Orig Pet #


1/14/2018 Rob Chloe Sam Neeson 1


1/14/2018 BRAD ELLIOTT 2


1/14/2018 April Mauch 3


1/14/2018 Jamie Mauch 4


1/14/2018 Mirtha Elliott 5


1/14/2018 Robert Macdonald 6


1/14/2018 Jolanta Rafferty 7


1/14/2018 Chad Oliver 8


1/14/2018 Tim Rafferty 9


1/14/2018 Stephanie Stasik 10


1/14/2018 Christopher Stasik 11


1/14/2018 Ashley oliver 12


1/14/2018 Wendy Quinn 13


1/14/2018 Temperance Robins 14


1/14/2018 Jim Moseley 15


1/14/2018 Greg Russo 16


1/14/2018 Karla Panning 17


1/14/2018 Michael Abraham 18


1/14/2018 Damian Walker 19


1/14/2018 Tammy Wadina 20


1/14/2018 Adriane Hutchison 21


1/14/2018 Valerie Stasik 22


1/14/2018 Jason Hodge 23


1/14/2018 Beverly Brown 24


1/14/2018 Jaime Marin 25


1/14/2018 Tracy Jenkins 26


1/14/2018 Elisa Cal 27


1/14/2018 Derrick Stoffer 28


1/14/2018 Catherine Leshinski 29


1/14/2018 Carla Ziccarelli 30


1/14/2018 Jennifer Christman 31


1/14/2018 Dawn Winans 32


1/14/2018 Carrie Hodge 33


1/14/2018 Renee Farida 34


1/14/2018 Dayna Cavinder 35


1/14/2018 Dee Hutt 36


1/14/2018 Kyle Oldenburg 37


1/14/2018 Nicole Waters 38


1/14/2018 Courtney Oliart 39


1/14/2018 Greg Gallop 40


1/14/2018 Jaimie Alemond 41


1/14/2018 Korri Carollo 42


1/14/2018 Stasi Alexander 43


1/14/2018 Rosemary Police 44


1/14/2018 JoAnn Nielsen 45


1/14/2018 Nick Alemond 46


1/14/2018 Lyn Mistry 47


1/14/2018 Susan Green 48


1/14/2018 William Cavinder II 49


1/14/2018 Danijela Quenzler 50


1/14/2018 Bridget Jablonski 51


1/14/2018 Alison Price 52


1/14/2018 Leah Strub 53







1/14/2018 Chris Backle 54


1/14/2018 Cindy Bates 55


1/14/2018 Daniela Mogro 56


1/14/2018 Stacey Leshner 57


1/14/2018 Kim Napier-Collier 58


1/14/2018 Abigail Villodas 59


1/14/2018 Beth Summers 60


1/14/2018 Thad Guseman 61


1/14/2018 Victoria Walker 62


1/14/2018 Cassie Richardson 63


1/14/2018 Stacey Gannon 64


1/14/2018 Karlee Leyva 65


1/14/2018 Maey King 66


1/14/2018 Sunny parker 67


1/14/2018 Amy Hill 68


1/14/2018 Ryan Sommers 69


1/14/2018 Kevin O'Connell 70


1/14/2018 Keaka Hashimoto 71


1/14/2018 David Leshner 72


1/14/2018 Becca Holt 73


1/14/2018 Michelle Khoury 74


1/14/2018 Liz Lariz 75


1/14/2018 Michelle Fulcher 76


1/14/2018 Sarah O'Connell 77


1/14/2018 Ashley Nacco 78


1/14/2018 Amanda Brown 79


1/14/2018 Jennifer Terhark 80


1/14/2018 Kristina Koontz 81


1/14/2018 Sharon Briggs 82


1/14/2018 Joanne Gerster 83


1/14/2018 Tanya Giles 84


1/14/2018 Austin Tatka 85


1/14/2018 Jeff Davis 86


1/14/2018 Theresa Kirat 87


1/14/2018 Elizabeth Russo 88


1/14/2018 Jamie Curley 89


1/14/2018 Sharyn Flanagan 90


1/14/2018 Kathleen Chapman 91


1/14/2018 Ilene Jamison 92


1/14/2018 Dina Cardenas 93


1/14/2018 Joy Golden 94


1/14/2018 Natasha Sawyer 95


1/14/2018 Craig Walker 96


1/14/2018 Ruth Vesledahl 97


1/14/2018 Roxanne Carlson 98


1/14/2018 Susan Pendley 99


1/14/2018 Edmund Chapman 100


1/14/2018 Christina Bowen 101


1/14/2018 STacey Sebastian 102


1/14/2018 KRISTAN LUNDQUIST 103


1/14/2018 Elise Conaway 104


1/14/2018 Karen Crossetti 105


1/14/2018 Dennis Marino 106


1/14/2018 Emily Pettee 107







1/14/2018 Nancy Wible 108


1/14/2018 Jocelyn Grobmeier 109


1/14/2018 Priscilla Ferry 110


1/14/2018 Kristin Dahl 111


1/14/2018 Stephanie Brown 112


1/14/2018 Amber Wachtmann 113


1/14/2018 Kari Bacon 114


1/14/2018 Francine Lindblom 115


1/14/2018 Katie Nolan 116


1/14/2018 Marlene Albrecht 117


1/14/2018 Teresa Carman 118


1/14/2018 Laurie Puryear 119


1/14/2018 Tracy Nee 120


1/14/2018 Todd Vesledahl 121


1/14/2018 Melissa Joseph 122


1/14/2018 Alex Smith 123


1/14/2018 Lisa B 124


1/14/2018 Dominique Peworski 125


1/14/2018 Tim Randall 126


1/14/2018 Michael Farida 127


1/14/2018 Virginia Gorr 128


1/14/2018 Joshua McLaughlin 129


1/14/2018 Rennei Farida 130


1/14/2018 Michael Haas 131


1/14/2018 Jessica McLaughlin 132


1/14/2018 Derra Lee Edwards 133


1/14/2018 Ruth Tinant 134


1/14/2018 Ruth Rogers 135


1/14/2018 Karen Parmenter 136


1/14/2018 Rachel Prokop 137


1/14/2018 Sue Ferguson 138


1/14/2018 Liz Sarrubbo 139


1/14/2018 Elissa Ericson 140


1/14/2018 Guy Babbitt 141


1/14/2018 Cheryl Willis 142


1/14/2018 jean brady 143


1/14/2018 Nicole Steiner 144


1/14/2018 Vedrana Gaetano 145


1/14/2018 Cindy Zandbergen 146


1/14/2018 Katherine Kiesel 147


1/14/2018 James Woodward 148


1/14/2018 Karim Oliart 149


1/14/2018 Tom Brady 150


1/14/2018 Joanne Feiler 151


1/14/2018 Nancy Whiting 152


1/14/2018 Lori Carden 153


1/14/2018 Daniel Gaetano 154


1/14/2018 Lola Harvey 155


1/14/2018 Mary Markey 156


1/14/2018 Sheri Hood 157


1/14/2018 Betty Dust ng 158


1/14/2018 Keri Pinon 159


1/14/2018 Pamela Prasher 160


1/14/2018 Enrique Pinon 161







1/14/2018 Maureen Love 162


1/14/2018 Elise Riccio 163


1/14/2018 Roseanne Finocchiaro 164


1/14/2018 Blake Koolick 165


1/14/2018 Briana Stockman 166


1/14/2018 Sara Shimmin 167


1/14/2018 Adam Lemisch 168


1/14/2018 Casey Stephens 169


1/14/2018 Natalie Driscoll 170


1/14/2018 Gina Avilla 171


1/14/2018 Tammie Werner 172


1/14/2018 Vonda L 173


1/14/2018 Aimee Soltau 174


1/14/2018 Megan M 175


1/14/2018 Gina Rigler 176


1/14/2018 Rhonda Green 177


1/14/2018 Randy Beard 178


1/14/2018 Jennifer Louis 179


1/14/2018 Maria Teresa Valadez 180


1/14/2018 Cindra Ramsey 181


1/14/2018 Danielle Stutz 182


1/14/2018 Lucinda Walters Naia 183


1/14/2018 Michele Gurrieri 184


1/14/2018 Mary wheeler 185


1/14/2018 Julie Schilly 186


1/14/2018 Scott Steiner 187


1/14/2018 Wade Tinant 188


1/14/2018 Alexis Martin 189


1/14/2018 Jill Piovano 190


1/14/2018 sean rogers 191


1/14/2018 Sarah Fredericks 192


1/14/2018 Regina Davis 193


1/14/2018 Cathy Carroll 194


1/14/2018 Julie Viale 195


1/15/2018 Eileen McDougall 196


1/15/2018 Jamie Herseth 197


1/15/2018 Jeff Waters 198


1/15/2018 Dena MacDonald 199


1/15/2018 Claudia Hudson 200


1/15/2018 Melanie Miljush 201


1/15/2018 Sherry Kohn 202


1/15/2018 Leslie F 203


1/15/2018 Laura Jorde 204


1/15/2018 Marc Petrine 205


1/15/2018 John Minor 206


1/15/2018 Kathy Duran 207


1/15/2018 Jim Vance 208


1/15/2018 Susan Green 209


1/15/2018 Nicole Corning 210


1/15/2018 Dan Reisbacher 211


1/15/2018 Janeen Russello 212


1/15/2018 lynn traynham 213


1/15/2018 Nancy Raspiller 214


1/15/2018 Colleen Neese 215







1/15/2018 Kimberly Kordik 216


1/15/2018 Rachel Rossi 217


1/15/2018 David Lantz 218


1/15/2018 Patrick Green 219


1/15/2018 Janis King 220


1/15/2018 Patty Hill 221


1/15/2018 Christy N 222


1/15/2018 Stephanie Legro 223


1/15/2018 Heather Berry 224


1/15/2018 Alice Ferguson-Meyer 225


1/15/2018 Keri Roberts 226


1/15/2018 Jean Krbec 227


1/15/2018 Andrea Rice 228


1/15/2018 Robert Kelly 229


1/15/2018 Sandra Owen 230


1/15/2018 Cynthia Grace 231


1/15/2018 JENNY W 232


1/15/2018 Samantha Stream 233


1/15/2018 Shelby Voss 234


1/15/2018 Wendy Walker 235


1/15/2018 Patrick Kenny 236


1/15/2018 Sharon Glanville 237


1/15/2018 Judy Santeo 238


1/15/2018 Audrea Perry 239


1/15/2018 Susan Cable 240


1/15/2018 Anthony Apodaca 241


1/15/2018 Andrea McKinney 242


1/15/2018 Shandra Locken 243


1/15/2018 David Lowe 244


1/15/2018 Diane Ostlund 245


1/15/2018 Laura Aden 246


1/15/2018 Jillian McLyn 247


1/15/2018 Michael Colgero 248


1/15/2018 George Pearsall 249


1/15/2018 Mark Viale 250


1/15/2018 Casella Kathy 251


1/15/2018 Tina Kelly 252


1/15/2018 Garrett Van Rooy 253


1/15/2018 Stacy LaFrance 254


1/15/2018 Susan Ried 255


1/15/2018 Jennifer Schindler 256


1/15/2018 Steven Landgraf 257


1/15/2018 Arlene Downey 258


1/15/2018 Amy Smith 259


1/15/2018 Mitch Love 260


1/15/2018 Ryan Reid 261


1/15/2018 Lisa Crist 262


1/15/2018 Tracy Creamer 263


1/15/2018 Mindy Graeber 264


1/15/2018 Mara Gossack 265


1/15/2018 Lynn Dwyer 266


1/15/2018 Jennifer Sjoquist 267


1/15/2018 Michelle Sabia 268


1/15/2018 Ervina Sylestine 269







1/15/2018 Stacey Reid 270


1/15/2018 Britta Kelly 271


1/15/2018 Robert Altenbern 272


1/15/2018 Ellyn Markowitz 273


1/15/2018 Christina Marsh 274


1/15/2018 Annalisa Fox 275


1/15/2018 Charleen Clark 276


1/15/2018 Sally Mudd 277


1/15/2018 Manuel Montero 278


1/15/2018 Kortney Otten 279


1/15/2018 Sharon Collins 280


1/15/2018 Kristina Barry 281


1/15/2018 Helen Hugo 282


1/15/2018 Julie Briguglio 283


1/15/2018 Rebecca Sieben 284


1/15/2018 Pamela Seuss 285


1/15/2018 Amber Wittmers 286


1/15/2018 John Valovic 287


1/15/2018 Michael Delgado 288


1/15/2018 Rebecca Braver-Nahorodny 289


1/15/2018 Kelly Henry 290


1/15/2018 McKenzie Green 291


1/15/2018 Carly St. Germain 292


1/15/2018 David Hutchings 293


1/15/2018 Peggy Beene 294


1/15/2018 Elaine Castellano 295


1/15/2018 Ronald Petterec 296


1/15/2018 Karissa Thomas 297


1/15/2018 Judith Mariahazy 298


1/15/2018 Megan Koppes 299


1/15/2018 Pam Frear 300


1/15/2018 Esther Trujillo 301


1/15/2018 Hadly Kinard 302


1/15/2018 Shawn archer 303


1/15/2018 Cynthia Shelton 304


1/15/2018 Jason Bowar 305


1/15/2018 Louis Hagler 306


1/15/2018 Elizabeth Rosen-Ducat 307


1/15/2018 Cynthia McNaughton 308


1/15/2018 Ashley Hashimoto 309


1/15/2018 Dana Davis 310


1/15/2018 Linda Pierce 311


1/15/2018 Alexandra Baskovitz 312


1/15/2018 Wendy Mosior 313


1/15/2018 Carol King 314


1/15/2018 Bonnie Earl 315


1/15/2018 Heather Rochefort 316


1/15/2018 Lori Getz 317


1/15/2018 Renee Blackwell 318


1/15/2018 Caroline Haenszel 319


1/15/2018 Ashley Dembowski 320


1/15/2018 Lori Martinez 321


1/15/2018 Catherine Fey 322


1/15/2018 Judith Dietz 323







1/15/2018 Jennifer Davies 324


1/15/2018 Lisa Wolters-Broder 325


1/15/2018 Melinda Turner 326


1/15/2018 Stacy Okeeffe 327


1/15/2018 Stephanie Brewer 328


1/15/2018 Corri Soberanes 329


1/15/2018 Susan Kirby 330


1/15/2018 RICHARD LOVERNICK 331


1/15/2018 Matthew Zuccaro 332


1/15/2018 Donna Corbett 333


1/15/2018 Tiffany Stebner 334


1/15/2018 Kristin Ashabranner 335


1/15/2018 Kelley Pavkov 336


1/15/2018 Carrie Katai 337


1/15/2018 Caroline Goddard 338


1/15/2018 Jess B------ 339


1/15/2018 Sheri Oâ€™Neal 340


1/15/2018 Dona Rule 341


1/15/2018 Aaron Hill 342


1/15/2018 Laurie Weeden 343


1/15/2018 Carol Cabalka 344


1/15/2018 Allison Haller 345


1/15/2018 Dawn Meadows 346


1/15/2018 Melissa Lambiaso 347


1/15/2018 Megan Nix 348


1/15/2018 Mary McGarrity 349


1/15/2018 Tannaz Braucht 350


1/15/2018 Marilyn Wrigley 351


1/15/2018 Daniel Robertson 352


1/15/2018 Kelly Lantz 353


1/15/2018 Nicole Westerman 354


1/15/2018 Chip Krizan 355


1/15/2018 Christina Pettit 356


1/15/2018 Donna Dooley 357


1/15/2018 Jodi McGhee 358


1/15/2018 Scott Marine 359


1/15/2018 Susan McMillan 360


1/15/2018 Kate Buckley 361


1/15/2018 Angela Legge 362


1/15/2018 Alexis Pettit 363


1/15/2018 Jordan Buckley 364


1/15/2018 Timothy Pettit 365


1/15/2018 Tina Taylor 366


1/15/2018 Tanner Hill 367


1/15/2018 ronald lindquist 368


1/15/2018 Roxanne Chew 369


1/15/2018 Timo Moeller 370


1/15/2018 Alyssa Baumann 371


1/15/2018 valiant g 372


1/15/2018 h valiant 373


1/15/2018 JOHN NORBERCIAK 374


1/15/2018 Trina Wright 375


1/15/2018 LAURA BIXLER 376


1/15/2018 Troy Lysaght 377







1/15/2018 Susan Braverman 378


1/15/2018 Lynn Gerveler 379


1/15/2018 Renee Clock 380


1/15/2018 Jason Asbury 381


1/15/2018 Richard Gerlach 382


1/15/2018 Lisa Zimmerman 383


1/15/2018 Sheri Roberts 384


1/15/2018 Linda Steinberg 385


1/15/2018 Alane Martens 386


1/15/2018 Tricia Reynolds 387


1/15/2018 Linda Tucker 388


1/15/2018 Lauren Kiesling 389


1/15/2018 Meghan Mitchell 390


1/15/2018 Archana Pailla 391


1/15/2018 Ora Kurland 392


1/15/2018 Kelly Davis 393


1/15/2018 Lisa Buelna 394


1/15/2018 Laura Cometa 395


1/15/2018 Hallie Flood 396


1/15/2018 Ann Kerr 397


1/15/2018 Thomas Dennis 398


1/15/2018 Jan Bruner 399


1/15/2018 Kevin Gilbert 400


1/15/2018 Mike Wittmers 401


1/15/2018 Thomas Konieczny 402


1/15/2018 Jason White 403


1/15/2018 Kent Pederson 404


1/15/2018 Mark Wysolmierski 405


1/15/2018 Julie White 406


1/15/2018 Craig Wolman 407


1/15/2018 Tom Bollwitt 408


1/15/2018 Al Guagenti 409


1/15/2018 Regina Ficken 410


1/15/2018 James Karberg 411


1/15/2018 Amber Gutierrez 412


1/15/2018 Tobi Hawley 413


1/15/2018 John Fosbinder 414


1/15/2018 Steve Sherwood 415


1/15/2018 Maureen Drennan 416


1/15/2018 kellyn dubois 417


1/15/2018 anthony affronti 418


1/15/2018 Michael Vale 419


1/15/2018 Mike Trudeau 420


1/15/2018 Chris Lowenberg 421


1/15/2018 Mark Olson 422


1/15/2018 Richard Pipkin 423


1/15/2018 Shelly Brown 424


1/15/2018 Chris Vicari 425


1/15/2018 Ronald Sargent 426


1/15/2018 Melanie Watts 427


1/15/2018 Harry McGinnity 428


1/15/2018 John Mcclure 429


1/15/2018 Ken Beyer 430


1/15/2018 Shelby Golightly 431







1/15/2018 Cathy Beyer 432


1/15/2018 Anthony Gross 433


1/15/2018 Jeffrey Jones 434


1/15/2018 Brie Hill 435


1/15/2018 Jaynie nielsen 436


1/15/2018 Joseph Lord 437


1/15/2018 frances cherrick 438


1/15/2018 Eleanor Peirce 439


1/15/2018 Shelley Kniffen 440


1/15/2018 Mark Schonhoff 441


1/15/2018 Linda Delgado-Wood 442


1/15/2018 Cara Hrycyk 443


1/15/2018 Rebecca Sherrill 444


1/15/2018 Jeremy King 445


1/15/2018 Kimberly Blackert 446


1/15/2018 John Shrewsbury 447


1/15/2018 felix p 448


1/15/2018 Hildie Cohen 449


1/15/2018 David Blank 450


1/15/2018 BethAnne Countrymen 451


1/15/2018 Daniel Katai 452


1/15/2018 Jerry Wood 453


1/15/2018 Melissa Rowland 454


1/15/2018 Pamela Dix 455


1/15/2018 Cindy Yount 456


1/15/2018 Dawn Riolo 457


1/15/2018 Karen Peet 458


1/15/2018 Jennifer Miller 459


1/15/2018 Lorri Heiling 460


1/15/2018 Deborah Barrett 461


1/15/2018 Robert Joyner 462


1/15/2018 Paula Anderson 463


1/15/2018 Regina Whalen 464


1/15/2018 Grace Bentivegna 465


1/15/2018 Melodi Harmon 466


1/15/2018 Amy Witsoe 467


1/15/2018 Keith Cannon 468


1/15/2018 David Swanson 469


1/15/2018 maria gee 470


1/15/2018 Kristina Keating 471


1/15/2018 Meghan Wright 472


1/15/2018 Christine Sparacino 473


1/15/2018 Hillary Hutson 474


1/15/2018 Lissa Stewart 475


1/15/2018 Tiffany White 476


1/15/2018 Aaron Witsoe 477


1/15/2018 Susie Visser 478


1/15/2018 Donna Mulvey Gieber 479


1/15/2018 Susan Lisowski 480


1/15/2018 Scott & Jan Longman 481


1/15/2018 Marlene Wolthuis 482


1/15/2018 Victoria Hunter 483


1/15/2018 Lisa Dimond 484


1/15/2018 Oy Shuler 485







1/15/2018 Kathleen Claxton 486


1/15/2018 Deirdre Ambrose 487


1/15/2018 Emilie Heles 488


1/15/2018 Marilyn Goodwill 489


1/15/2018 sergio morales 490


1/15/2018 Tracy Follmer 491


1/15/2018 Jennifer Russo 492


1/15/2018 Joseph Lambiaso 493


1/15/2018 Annie Manuel 494


1/15/2018 Heather Kindrick 495


1/15/2018 Kate Hunt 496


1/15/2018 Diane Welch 497


1/15/2018 chris rondeau 498


1/15/2018 Holly Andrews 499


1/15/2018 Trisha Weber 500


1/15/2018 Henry Nye 501


1/15/2018 Carol Wittmann 502


1/15/2018 Cheryl Dillow 503


1/15/2018 Steven Alfheim 504


1/15/2018 Connor Rafferty 505


1/15/2018 Sue Larson 506


1/15/2018 Victoria Rafferty 507


1/15/2018 Marc Hodge 508


1/15/2018 Clare Renshaw 509


1/15/2018 John Pettee 510


1/15/2018 Tanya Zuniga 511


1/15/2018 Stacy Batcheller 512


1/15/2018 Sharon Janovsky 513


1/15/2018 Katie Petrine 514


1/15/2018 Nikhila Ravi 515


1/15/2018 Gail Buenger 516


1/15/2018 Lori Henkemeyer 517


1/15/2018 Benjamin Cresswell 518


1/15/2018 Daniel Schmelz 519


1/15/2018 Jelena Pecic 520


1/15/2018 Tiffany Wilson 521


1/15/2018 Lesley Sloan 522


1/15/2018 Erin Johnson 523


1/15/2018 Jamie Idriss 524


1/15/2018 Mary Brancato 525


1/15/2018 Stacey Rochman 526


1/15/2018 Lisa Ackerman-O'Brien 527


1/15/2018 S Dymoke 528


1/15/2018 Tom and Patti Walter 529


1/15/2018 Jayson Bates 530


1/15/2018 Mike Soberanes 531


1/15/2018 Jose Lazarini 532


1/15/2018 Bonnie Drenth 533


1/15/2018 Cynthia Townsend 534


1/15/2018 Margie Capampangan 535


1/15/2018 Lisa Casanova 536


1/15/2018 andrea whitten 537


1/15/2018 richard beardsley 538


1/15/2018 Morgan Linford 539







1/15/2018 Robin Hughes 540


1/15/2018 Jacqueline Woods 541


1/15/2018 Jacqueline Coker 542


1/15/2018 Danny Jenkins 543


1/15/2018 Joseph Hightshue 544


1/15/2018 Debbie Veneziano 545


1/15/2018 Jill Collins 546


1/15/2018 Suzanne rioux 547


1/15/2018 Tammy Baker 548


1/15/2018 Shelley Arnold 549


1/15/2018 Paul Pannozzo 550


1/15/2018 Colleen Dean 551


1/15/2018 Stephanie Duchene 552


1/15/2018 John Blackwell 553


1/15/2018 Patrick Wilson 554


1/15/2018 Andrew Tillotson 555


1/15/2018 Alan Wright 556


1/15/2018 Santina Dipaola 557


1/15/2018 Kelsey Tillotson 558


1/15/2018 Estelle Rolinson 559


1/15/2018 Ann Ezzell 560


1/15/2018 Leigh ann Kluge 561


1/15/2018 Rebeccah Cannon 562


1/15/2018 Roger Page 563


1/15/2018 Shannon Lincoln 564


1/15/2018 Ron Weiss 565


1/15/2018 Elaine Philipps 566


1/15/2018 Lee Phillips 567


1/15/2018 Stuart Rolinson 568


1/15/2018 Raymond Seuss 569


1/15/2018 Elaine Wong 570


1/15/2018 C Reese 571


1/15/2018 Sandy Maddox 572


1/15/2018 Janice Weinmann-danis 573


1/15/2018 Jimeen Hamblen 574


1/15/2018 Jessica Gibson-Taylor 575


1/15/2018 Pamela Newton 576


1/15/2018 Kevin Legro 577


1/15/2018 Tracy Steffan 578


1/15/2018 Teresa DUrso 579


1/15/2018 Dennis Liddell 580


1/15/2018 Adam Carlson 581


1/15/2018 Colleen Walski 582


1/15/2018 jane g 583


1/15/2018 jane gg 584


1/15/2018 Valerie Haddad 585


1/15/2018 G Peterson 586


1/15/2018 John Burghoffer 587


1/15/2018 Denise Burghoffer 588


1/15/2018 Cindy Morton 589


1/15/2018 Raychel CLEBURN 590


1/15/2018 Marissa Swift 591


1/15/2018 Jorge Marzolla 592


1/15/2018 Heather Eldridge 593







1/15/2018 John Hansen 594


1/15/2018 z keith 595


1/15/2018 keith z 596


1/15/2018 Daniel Gioglio 597


1/15/2018 Pam Albo 598


1/15/2018 Tanya Walker 599


1/15/2018 Shannon Gettings 600


1/15/2018 Steve Alley 601


1/15/2018 Mj Caldwell 602


1/15/2018 Lisa Smith 603


1/15/2018 Frances Zaglifa 604


1/15/2018 Jenna Kuder 605


1/16/2018 Nicholas Kuhl 606


1/16/2018 Meghan Kendrick 607


1/16/2018 Marla Williams 608


1/16/2018 Yvette Molina 609


1/16/2018 Martha Bowers 610


1/16/2018 Ellen Nielsen 611


1/16/2018 Tim Cahanes 612


1/16/2018 Sue Sennett 613


1/16/2018 Robert Targosz 614


1/16/2018 Amy Fowler 615


1/16/2018 Marjorie Schnell 616


1/16/2018 Carrie Conklin 617


1/16/2018 Sheila King 618


1/16/2018 Allan Rosen-Ducat 619


1/16/2018 Jennifer Forrest 620


1/16/2018 Christy Radez 621


1/16/2018 Roger Anderson 622


1/16/2018 Joe Gazo 623


1/16/2018 Wendy Gazo 624


1/16/2018 Marina Gazo 625


1/16/2018 Elaine Bishop 626


1/16/2018 Sean Farida 627


1/16/2018 Rebecca Rayhorn 628


1/16/2018 Jose Cruz 629


1/16/2018 Bilynda Neal 630


1/16/2018 Dylan Robins 631


1/16/2018 Suzie Bachinsky 632


1/16/2018 Janet Kelly 633


1/16/2018 Kirby Plessas 634


1/16/2018 Angelica Henry 635


1/16/2018 Laura Feghali 636


1/16/2018 Kelly Visokey 637


1/16/2018 Cynthia Vicinanza 638


1/16/2018 john link 639


1/16/2018 James McDougall 640


1/16/2018 Brooke Butler 641


1/16/2018 Richard Bakutis jr 642


1/16/2018 Ann Wick 643


1/16/2018 Deloris Thaxton 644


1/16/2018 Kellie Lord 645


1/16/2018 CARMELA MANNUZZA 646


1/16/2018 Erica Stoutenburgh 647







1/16/2018 Sarah Hughes 648


1/16/2018 Anthony Miller 649


1/16/2018 William Hodges 650


1/16/2018 Kim Lepore 651


1/16/2018 Brianna Byman 652


1/16/2018 Del Nelson 653


1/16/2018 Jeff Moore 654


1/16/2018 Crissy Landis 655


1/16/2018 Lisa Coleman 656


1/16/2018 Vicki Crowther 657


1/16/2018 Susan Hadley 658


1/16/2018 Natalie Brooks 659


1/16/2018 Duane Novosel 660


1/16/2018 Stacie Witten 661


1/16/2018 Travis Argabright 662


1/16/2018 John Nielsen 663


1/16/2018 Cynthia Ray 664


1/16/2018 Sarah Fairfield 665


1/16/2018 Mat Herseth 666


1/16/2018 April Johnston 667


1/16/2018 Tamara Herbst 668


1/16/2018 Gary Sennett 669


1/16/2018 Bryan McCulloch 670


1/16/2018 Sheila Mansolillo 671


1/16/2018 Dennis Lisowski 672


1/16/2018 Robert Messenger 673


1/16/2018 Pradeep Vallanur Ramesh 674


1/16/2018 Mackenzie Steinbach 675


1/16/2018 Jessica Gilbertson 676


1/16/2018 Kendra Lindsay 677


1/16/2018 Polly Sesi 678


1/16/2018 Melissa Baker 679


1/16/2018 Jonathan Baker 680


1/16/2018 Karissa Howard 681


1/16/2018 Mindy Mebus 682


1/16/2018 Jason Stewart 683


1/16/2018 John & Laura Gober 684


1/16/2018 Shawna Phillips 685


1/16/2018 Brittany Williams 686


1/16/2018 Susan Ashton 687


1/16/2018 Jason Gazo 688


1/16/2018 Jon Gazo 689


1/16/2018 Heidi Nickel 690


1/16/2018 Sayra Nevarez 691


1/16/2018 Melissa Trinkl 692


1/16/2018 April Guagenti 693


1/16/2018 Karine Hansen 694


1/16/2018 Justin Wight 695


1/16/2018 Sandra Hermiz 696


1/17/2018 Robert Sonin 697


1/17/2018 Carolyn Brown 698


1/17/2018 Jerome Pierce 699


1/17/2018 Dina Mati 700


1/17/2018 Nadia Salem 701







1/17/2018 Raymond NIdds 702


1/17/2018 Kim Schalberg 703


1/17/2018 vanessa rice 704


1/17/2018 Rachel Olson 705


1/17/2018 Dow Brooks 706


1/17/2018 kelly Bair 707


1/17/2018 Claudia St Clair 708


1/17/2018 Christine Thomas 709


1/17/2018 Brian Lamberger 710


1/17/2018 Rachel Stewart 711


1/17/2018 BEATRICE WYATT 712


1/17/2018 Jolene Heffern 713


1/17/2018 Rachel Leo 714


1/17/2018 Audrey Beardsley 715


1/17/2018 Nancy Nichols 716


1/17/2018 Courtney Olson 717


1/17/2018 Dee H 718


1/17/2018 Solange De Aveiro Ramos 719


1/17/2018 Debbie Beede 720


1/17/2018 Sean Stewart 721


1/17/2018 Mario Martinez 722


1/17/2018 St Clair Donald 723


1/17/2018 Pamela Martin 724


1/17/2018 Gail Garrett 725


1/17/2018 Robert Johnston 726


1/17/2018 Ghassan Sesi 727


1/17/2018 kimberly tyler 728


1/17/2018 George Fallar 729


1/17/2018 Kevin McKay 730


1/17/2018 Catherine Zindell 731


1/17/2018 Drew Luis 732


1/17/2018 Jacque Hazelton 733


1/17/2018 Mercedes Hess 734


1/17/2018 Jeanne Graydon 735


1/17/2018 Michael Morales 736


1/17/2018 Philip Stehle 737


1/17/2018 Brittany Lorincz 738


1/17/2018 Matthew Witsoe 739


1/17/2018 Mary Ann Milligan 740


1/17/2018 Nathan Sleeper 741


1/17/2018 Stacy Benetos 742


1/17/2018 Al Einberger 743


1/17/2018 Jana Shira 744


1/17/2018 Janice Guido 745


1/17/2018 Erika W 746


1/17/2018 Jennifer Hernandez 747


1/17/2018 Kevin McFadden 748


1/17/2018 Caroline Salevitz 749


1/17/2018 Marissa Montero 750


1/17/2018 Joy Rockwell 751


1/17/2018 Shirley Earley 752


1/17/2018 Nancy Richards 753


1/17/2018 Jacque And Joe Cohan 754


1/17/2018 Angela Whatley 755







1/17/2018 Patricia Johnston 756


1/17/2018 Tamara Stifel 757


1/17/2018 Jean Weiss 758


1/17/2018 colleen Rock 759


1/17/2018 Oanh Kaechele 760


1/17/2018 Sheri Hoster 761


1/17/2018 Rocco Wachman 762


1/17/2018 jim baldwin 763


1/17/2018 Manal Salem 764


1/17/2018 Heather Husom 765


1/17/2018 Kevin Bolkovatz 766


1/17/2018 Karen Cahill 767


1/17/2018 Amber Friend 768


1/17/2018 Trudy Koberg 769


1/17/2018 McKayla Cunningham 770


1/17/2018 Diane Philistin 771


1/17/2018 Stacy Paluscio 772


1/17/2018 Conrad Taylor 773


1/17/2018 Kathleen Roberson 774


1/17/2018 Nanette Gutierrez 775


1/17/2018 Giovanni Trevino 776


1/17/2018 Kathleen Lovernick 777


1/17/2018 Ryan Glanville 778


1/17/2018 Heidi Stakis 779


1/17/2018 Steven Jakub 780


1/17/2018 Susan Crabtree 781


1/17/2018 Christina Elliott 782


1/17/2018 Laurie Satter 783


1/17/2018 David Rifkin 784


1/17/2018 Joi Prater 785


1/17/2018 Kira Bonney 786


1/17/2018 Glenn Tompkins 787


1/17/2018 Susan Fox 788


1/17/2018 NICK robley 789


1/17/2018 Nichol Fitzpatrick 790


1/17/2018 Phillip Adams 792


1/17/2018 Margaret Johnston 793


1/17/2018 Jonathan Kislin 794


1/17/2018 Kimberly Collins 795


1/17/2018 Rachel Rodriguez 796


1/17/2018 Rachel Dornik 797


1/17/2018 Michael Brown 798


1/17/2018 Angela Robertson 799


1/17/2018 Donna Surma 800


1/17/2018 Elizabeth Bradley 801


1/17/2018 Marilyn Reber 802


1/17/2018 Derek Fulcher 803


1/17/2018 Tamara Hawk 804


1/17/2018 Chris Kneifel 805


1/17/2018 Susan Holm 806


1/17/2018 Shelley Marine 807


1/17/2018 Lori Nelson 808


1/17/2018 Karlee Leyva 809


1/17/2018 Polly Jarman 810







1/17/2018 Danielle Lockhart 811


1/17/2018 jeannie forst 812


1/17/2018 Gay Lee 813


1/17/2018 Ruth Ramsower 814


1/17/2018 Kathleen Hamel 815


1/17/2018 Mitchell Rambin 816


1/18/2018 Michonne Hults 817


1/18/2018 Jan Shank 818


1/18/2018 Steffanie Fasbinder 819


1/18/2018 Krista Spencer 820


1/18/2018 Lisa Barker 821


1/18/2018 Laura Shutt 822


1/18/2018 Michele Wilson 823


1/18/2018 Daniel McDonald 824


1/18/2018 Angela Temple 825


1/18/2018 frankie miles 826


1/18/2018 Cameron Rains 827


1/18/2018 Trisha Weaver 828


1/18/2018 Russell Stelmah 829


1/18/2018 Noel Lesniak 830


1/18/2018 Valerie Anderson 831


1/18/2018 Francis Earley 832


1/18/2018 Eileen Larsen 833


1/18/2018 Pamela Amico 834


1/18/2018 Mary Murray 835


1/18/2018 Carrie Race 836


1/18/2018 Richard Schumacher 837


1/18/2018 Lynn Clarke 838


1/18/2018 Deborah Geise 839


1/18/2018 kevin Voss 840


1/18/2018 Melinda Cottingham 841


1/18/2018 Nick Zaglifa 842


1/18/2018 Karen Goldberg 843


1/18/2018 Tiffany Snay 844


1/18/2018 Rick Martincic 845


1/18/2018 Laura Hemming 846


1/18/2018 Kathleen Hines 847


1/18/2018 Terri Shelbourn 848


1/18/2018 Robert Greco 849


1/18/2018 RICHARD REESE 850


1/18/2018 Stacy Broadrick 851


1/18/2018 CINDY AUSTIN 852


1/18/2018 Debbie Shelton 853


1/18/2018 Gerard Scalberg 854


1/18/2018 Shelley Argabright 855


1/18/2018 Paul Cantarella 856


1/18/2018 Christina Leo 857


1/18/2018 Michelle Nordmann 858


1/18/2018 Paul Zaglifa 859


1/18/2018 Caroline Allen 860


1/18/2018 Randy Wittig 861


1/18/2018 Jeanne Fenwick 862


1/18/2018 Stephanie Maloney 863


1/18/2018 Linda Thomasson 864







1/18/2018 Ilya Katz 865


1/19/2018 Jonathan Peszko 866


1/19/2018 Neysa Morrissey 867


1/19/2018 Sarah Burton 868


1/19/2018 Matt Sandoz 869


1/19/2018 Tracy Fisher 870


1/19/2018 Jean Alley 871


1/19/2018 Rene LeBlanc 872


1/19/2018 Kathryn Renning 873


1/19/2018 Patricia Kennedy 874


1/20/2018 Cat Favero 875


1/20/2018 Mark Spring 876


1/20/2018 Julie Vance 877


1/20/2018 Michaela Henricksen-Dwire 878


1/21/2018 Abby J Feldman 879


1/22/2018 Mary Randolph 880


1/22/2018 Nicole Nichols 881


1/23/2018 Terri Jespersen 882


1/23/2018 M B 883


1/23/2018 Gabi Gianni 884


1/23/2018 S Bieganek 885


1/23/2018 Ashley Stone 886


1/23/2018 Rob Getz 887


1/23/2018 Eric N 888


1/23/2018 Peter CORNING 889


1/23/2018 Jessica Honea 890


1/23/2018 Jennifer Suhr 891


1/23/2018 Susan Miller 892


1/23/2018 David Cross 893


1/23/2018 Elizabeth Bertone 894


1/23/2018 Jason Ericson 895


1/23/2018 Pat Campbell 896


1/23/2018 Cheryl Bess 897


1/23/2018 Lynnette Guinn 898


1/23/2018 Abigail Arrington 899


1/23/2018 Linda Bosart 900


1/23/2018 Kim Kemper 901


1/23/2018 Lynda Jervinsky 902


1/23/2018 Patricia Miller 903


1/23/2018 Patricia Conte 904


1/23/2018 Cathy Filez 905


1/23/2018 Justin Hansen 906


1/23/2018 Elizabeth Moran 907


1/23/2018 Breanna Marsh 908


1/24/2018 Barbara Eaton 909


1/24/2018 Glenn Whalen 910


1/24/2018 Karen Kislin 911


1/24/2018 Shannon Pointer 912


1/24/2018 Jude Burnett 913


1/24/2018 JULIE TRISSLER 914


1/24/2018 Shae Trissler 915


1/24/2018 Adam Trissler 916


1/24/2018 Karen Cooper 917


1/24/2018 Brad Cooper 918







1/24/2018 Debra Byrnes 919


1/24/2018 Linda Bonn 920


1/24/2018 Peggy Gedzyk 921


1/24/2018 Michele Sapero 922


1/24/2018 Xhemile Haruni 923


1/24/2018 Scott Franklin 924


1/24/2018 Janet Roderick 925


1/24/2018 Dawn Floriano 926


1/24/2018 Kelsey Bzdok 927


1/24/2018 John Byrnes 928


1/24/2018 Wendy Campbell 929


1/24/2018 Barbie Koskovich 930


1/24/2018 Lauren Skinner 931


1/24/2018 Victoria Petrine 932


1/24/2018 Neil Kenkel 933


1/24/2018 Rosanne Mignano 934


1/24/2018 Cheryl Smith 935


1/24/2018 Ron Pannuzzo 936


1/24/2018 Jolanta GONET-THOMAS 937


1/25/2018 Randy Bierbaum 938


1/25/2018 Frederick Smith 939


1/25/2018 Dennis Geary 940


1/25/2018 Debora Deacon 941


1/25/2018 Fran Bewsry 942


1/25/2018 Brittni Bennett 943


1/25/2018 Josh Huggins 944


1/25/2018 Mike Sarraino 945


1/25/2018 Howard Scheuner 946


1/25/2018 Courtney Campbell 947


1/25/2018 Bradley Campbell 948


1/25/2018 Paul Klapach 949


1/25/2018 Vic and Donna Cerny 950


1/26/2018 Donna Odom 951


1/26/2018 Cynthia Gauthier 952


1/26/2018 Nicole Koolick 953


1/26/2018 Blake Koolick 954


1/26/2018 Susan Dean 955


1/26/2018 Richard Reid 956


1/27/2018 Marilee Shannon 957


1/27/2018 Holly Buss 958


1/27/2018 Michael Cox 959


1/27/2018 Barbara Campbell 960


1/27/2018 Staci Budde 961


1/27/2018 marc mangen 962


1/27/2018 Jason Rose 963


1/27/2018 JoAnn Mariscal 964


1/27/2018 Robert Mitchell 965


1/27/2018 Steve Gwin 966


1/27/2018 Tricia Kennedy 967


1/27/2018 Corynn Jonah 968


1/27/2018 Michelle McGregor 969


1/27/2018 Carol Baker 970


1/27/2018 Rob Bentley 971


1/27/2018 Bruce Imber 972







1/27/2018 Kathi Russ 973


1/27/2018 Lisa Clardy 974


1/27/2018 KAREN MYERS 975


1/27/2018 Sarah Fredricks 976


1/28/2018 Diane Dwyer 977


1/28/2018 Patricia Kossmann 978


1/28/2018 Jackie Kasnot 979


1/28/2018 Nancy Homer 980


1/29/2018 Donna Stevens 981


1/29/2018 Edward Stevens 982


1/29/2018 Susan Foster 983


1/29/2018 NANCY DOBBINS 984


1/29/2018 Ryan Eidson 985


1/29/2018 Eddie Perez 986


1/29/2018 Erica Olsom 987


1/29/2018 Rhonda Reisman 988


1/29/2018 Belinda Lujan 989


1/29/2018 Nathan Degner 990


1/29/2018 Mary McConaughy 991


1/29/2018 Kathy Nolte 992


1/29/2018 Alexis Castorina 993


1/30/2018 Jamie Norris 994


1/30/2018 Craig Johnson 995


1/30/2018 Shelly Yohe 996


1/30/2018 Jeff Wegela 997


1/30/2018 Matt Huff 998


1/30/2018 Jessica Zamora 999


1/30/2018 Benjamin Zamora 1000


1/30/2018 Pamela Bulger 1001


1/31/2018 Phillip Flores 1002


1/31/2018 Edward Stevens 1003


1/31/2018 Jenny Schmidt 1004


1/31/2018 Laurie Perkins 1005


1/31/2018 Savanna Fudge 1006


2/2/2018 Laurie Anderson 1007


2/4/2018 Audrey Verde 1008


4/12/2018 Joseph Gutierrez 1009


4/13/2018 Sandy Khouru 1010








# Date First Name Last Name City Why is this important to you?


1 4/11/18 Eric Goldstone Cave Creek It will lower my property values.


2 4/11/18 Amber Wittmers Cave Creek


3 4/11/18 Neysa Morrissey Cave Creek


4 4/11/18 Wade Tinant Cave creek The owner of the parcel has carved the heart of this lot out by subdividing to CVS and Primrose. Now, for one 


5 4/11/18 Michelle Fulcher PHOENIX


6 4/11/18 Danny Jenkins Cave Creek This storage facility is not necessary and will lower my house values by at least 10 percent.


7 4/11/18 Thomas Fulcher Cave Creek


8 4/11/18 Stacey Leshner Cave creek


9 4/11/18 Derek Fulcher Phoenix We donâ€™t want construction and extra traffic around Primose school that my children attend


10 4/11/18 David Leshner Cave Creek


11 4/11/18 Jackie Fulcher Phoenix


12 4/11/18 Greg Woolf Cave creek I don't want it behind my house


13 4/11/18 Janet Seales Cave Creek We donâ€™t need any more big storage buildings in this area.


14 4/11/18 Angela Whatley Cave creek


15 4/11/18 l f CAVE CREEK


16 4/11/18 Jean Brady Cave Creek We don't need another storage facility!


17 4/11/18 Carrie Hodge Cave creek I live directly next to this proposal and changing the zoning is unreasonable for this area. We also do not need 


18 4/11/18 Danijela Quenzler Cave creek Not in my neighborhood!


19 4/11/18 Betty Woolf Cave Creek Not again! We will tell you again and again, we do not want a storage building next to our neighborhood.


20 4/11/18 Karen Parmenter Cave Creek Do not want more storage facilities in our beautiful neighborhood!


21 4/11/18 Patricia Vazquez Mexico City


22 4/11/18 Becca Holt Cave Creek This is a housing community that has no need for a multi-story storage facility next door to neighborhoods!


23 4/11/18 Daniel Gaetano Cave Creek


24 4/11/18 Allison Davis Cave Creek


25 4/11/18 Janie Strick Cave creek


26 4/11/18 Grant Larsen Cave Creek


27 4/11/18 mauricio carvajal santiago


28 4/11/18 Joanne Feiler Cave Creek


29 4/11/18 Daniel Robertson Cave Creek Property values, tall buildings, opposed to negative zoning changes


30 4/11/18 Marc Petrine CAVE CREEK


31 4/11/18 Kristan Lundquist Scottsdale


32 4/11/18 Stephanie B. Cave Creek The storage facility will have a negative impact on our neighboring property values. This has to stop!


33 4/11/18 Grace Bentivegna Cave Creek We bought  in this subdivision with C1 zoning not C2 zoning.  The developer and seller benefit and 


34 4/11/18 Manuel Montero Cave creek


35 4/11/18 Clinton Quenzler Cave creek


36 4/11/18 John Blackwell Cave Creek We donâ€™t need additional traffic or more commercial development in a very residential area that may drag 


37 4/11/18 Justin Hansen Cave Creek Itâ€™s a C1 parcel.  Their more than adequate storage in the area and surrounding.  Decrease in property 


38 4/11/18 Eric Richardson Cave Creek







39 4/11/18 Josh McLaughlin Cave Creek


40 4/11/18 JOHN NORBERCIAK Cave Creek


41 4/11/18 Edmund Chapman Cave Creek Don't want rezoning, too big for the property and there's another storage facility within 2 miles.


42 4/11/18 Bonnie Drenth Cave Creek Decreases property values. Impede privacy and views for homes backing up to this property


43 4/12/18 Eileen McDougall Cave Creek


44 4/12/18 Dayna Cavinder Cave Creek Itâ€™s rght behind my house


45 4/12/18 Debbie Cremonese CyrCave Creek The facility will decrease property values.


46 4/12/18 Danijela Quenzler Cave creek No storage units in our neighborhood!


47 4/12/18 Ronald Fink Cave Creek


48 4/12/18 Aaron Hill Cave Creek We do not need another storage unit - unnecessary. Will drive down home values and given this is a second 


49 4/12/18 Brie Hill Cave Creek


50 4/12/18 Irene Donaldson Cave Creek


51 4/12/18 Lisa Ackerman-O'BrienCave Creek


52 4/12/18 Lucinda Walters Naia Phoenix We said NO loudly when they have tried to change zoning in the past. We will continue to say no every time it 


53 4/12/18 Amber Gutierrez Cave Creek Regardless of how it is submitted, this is a C-2 business in a C-1 parcel. The facility FACES our neighborhood 


54 4/12/18 Tammy Miyata Scottsdale


55 4/12/18 Liz Rosen-Ducat Cave Creek


56 4/12/18 Don Fulton Cave Creek It is a C1 parcel and should remain that way.


57 4/12/18 Brittany Wiggins Cave creek


58 4/12/18 Jennifer Christman Cave creek


59 4/12/18 Jennifer Miller Cave creek


60 4/12/18 Roger Page Cave Creek


61 4/12/18 S Dymoke Carefree Upzoning is a  greedy short-term gain with appalling long term consequences.


62 4/12/18 Caroline Goddard Cave Creek Our neighborhood deserves better than to be destroyed by greedy developers who live nowhere near here!


63 4/12/18 Mary Ann Milligan Cave Creek


64 4/12/18 Nancy Richards Scottsdale


65 4/12/18 Andrew Porter Cave Creek This parcel should not be rezoned to allow for the proposed still storage facility. There are already a few of 


66 4/12/18 Lisa B Cave Creek


67 4/12/18 Timothy Randall Cave Creek


68 4/12/18 T P Cave Creek We say No to a change to zoning


69 4/12/18 Hadly Kinard S ittsdake I lived in that location for 15 years and the developers do not seem interested in working with community.  


70 4/12/18 Laurie Weeden New River


71 4/12/18 Kathleen Chapman Cave Creek Facility would be too large, too much light, should not be rezoned.


72 4/12/18 Kellie Winton Cave Creek


73 4/12/18 Marilyn Goodwill Cave Creek Another storage facility? Unsightly and not conducive to our neighborhood! The zoning should not be changed 


74 4/12/18 Nichole Morris Cave creek


75 4/12/18 Shelby Stern Phoenix I live in the area


76 4/12/18 Alessandra Lucas Phoenix


77 4/12/18 Stephanie Brown Cave Creek







78 4/12/18 Judy Dietz CavÃ¨  Creek


79 4/12/18 Adam Lemisch Cave Creek


80 4/12/18 Casey Stephens Cave Creek


81 4/12/18 Kevin Killeen Cave creek Will hurt my property value


82 4/12/18 C N Cave Creek There are better places to put a building/business zoned C-2, other than a C-1 zoned area. Didnâ€™t we 


83 4/12/18 Laurie Smith Cave Creek We need to cut down on so much development. You are wrecking the beauty of the rural areas.


84 4/12/18 Sue Thomas Phoenix I travel there to enjoy the small town atmosphere and the restaurants where it doesn't look like everywhere 


85 4/12/18 Sheral James Phoenix


86 4/12/18 April Mauch Cave Creek There is no need to have this type of commercial business so close to a residential community. It will harm the 


87 4/12/18 Snow Cabral Cave creek This is right around the corner from my neighborhood and the community park, we already have more traffic 


88 4/12/18 Rob Chloe Sam Neeson Highgate


89 4/12/18 John Crebassa Cave Creek


90 4/12/18 patrick fields cc


91 4/12/18 cynthia floe CAVE CREEK home value, increased traffic, crime to area


92 4/12/18 Kyle Oldenburg Cave Creek


93 4/12/18 Brittany Lorincz Cave Creek


94 4/12/18 Charity Council Scottsdale


95 4/12/18 Janeen Russello Scottsdale Live down the street


96 4/12/18 Heather Salerno Phoenix Cave Creek has a unique small town feel and aesthetic. The proposed development would ruin that.


97 4/12/18 Lori Getz Cave Creek No commercial business in residential area already established.


98 4/12/18 Jerry Robers Cave Creek


99 4/12/18 Andrew Roesch Cave Creek


100 4/12/18 Elise Riccio Cave Creek No C2 zoning!


101 4/12/18 Elise Snyder Scottsdale


102 4/12/18 Sharon Kaufman Phoenix When we allow for these kind of changes it starts a ball rolling that further degrades the value of resenting 


103 4/12/18 Melissa Joseph Phoenix The integrity of Cave Creek needs to be upheld.  This storage facility doesn't belong here.


104 4/12/18 Marie Cuomo Glendale


105 4/12/18 Lily Tramell Phoenix


106 4/12/18 KimJ ManyIssues Peterboro


107 4/12/18 Courtney Harrington Phoenix


108 4/12/18 Pat Shepherd-AchenbaughCaveCreek Die not fit the neighborhood


109 4/12/18 Keri Pinon Cave Creek


110 4/12/18 Jeanne Fenwick Cave creek


111 4/12/18 John King Cave Creek We're supporting our neighborhood against zoning and construction that takes away from the environment 


112 4/12/18 Dylan Robins Cave Creek I live here and agree that is is not an appropriate rezoning changr given the surrounding communities and 


113 4/12/18 Kristy Doty Cave Creek


114 4/12/18 Scott Shimmin Cave Creek


115 4/12/18 Mitch Love CAVE CREEK We need open space not another storage facility around here. There are tons of storage facilities already 


116 4/12/18 Angela Dugan Mesa







117 4/12/18 Sandra Owen Cave creek I feel this facility would create an increase in crime & traffic in the surrounding area. There would also be 


118 4/12/18 Debra Nelson Phoenix We moved to this area to get out of the main stream city life and building-after-building look.  We wanted 


119 4/12/18 Gail Miller Cave Creek


120 4/12/18 Carol King Cave  Creek


121 4/12/18 Richard Reid Cave Creek We do not want multi-story storage units in Tatum Ranch.


122 4/12/18 Laurie Ricci New River


123 4/12/18 Shannon Krohl Cave creek


124 4/12/18 Trisha Bachmeier Cave Creek


125 4/12/18 JoAnn Nielsen CAVE CREEK


126 4/12/18 Jennifer Guzinski Cave Creek Donâ€™t want it my community


127 4/12/18 william kirchoff cave creek Property is not zoned for this type structure/business.


128 4/12/18 Rhonda Green Cave Creek Donâ€™t want this facility near my home and school center


129 4/12/18 Patrick Green Cave Creek


130 4/12/18 Robert Peralta Cave Creek Keep the desert pristine.


131 4/12/18 Deborah Crow Cave Creek


132 4/12/18 Sharon Lopez WEST HOLLYWOOD


133 4/12/18 mary carroll cave creek


134 4/12/18 Nancy Nichols Cave creek Does not fit into our neighborhood area!! More traffic in and out. Obstruct view of residential people.


135 4/12/18 Kira Bonney Phoenix It brings in unwanted traffic and can cause dangerous intersections for school kids


136 4/12/18 Louis Hagler Cave Creek


137 4/12/18 Martin Ko?Ã- Brno


138 4/12/18 Kim Cermak Cave Creek Do not want this ugle building around our homes. Nor the crime that comes with them!!!


139 4/12/18 Karen Crossetti Cave Creek


140 4/12/18 Anna Kramer Cave creek


141 4/12/18 chris rondeau cave creek


142 4/12/18 Lisa Martinez Sun City


143 4/12/18 S Bieganek Phoenix


144 4/12/18 Nancy Whiting Cave Creek Stay out of our neighborhoods!


145 4/12/18 Blake Koolick Cave Creek Live In the area


146 4/12/18 Nichole Mellor Cave Creek


147 4/12/18 Catherine Whitaker Cave creek Not correct for zoning.


148 4/12/18 Sean Prater Cave Creek I prefer to see a business built that respects the communities values and choices.


149 4/12/18 Chris Kneifel Cave Creek Inappropriate commercial property for the neighborhood.


150 4/12/18 Brandon Koolick Peoria


151 4/12/18 Terry White Cave creek Once again, we don't need this near a school and neighborhoods. Way to much traffic!


152 4/12/18 Barbara Sattler Phoenix


153 4/12/18 Jonathan kislin Cave creek


154 4/12/18 Tammy Vining Cave creek


155 4/12/18 Elaine Castellano Cave creek I live in the community







156 4/12/18 Kelli Warenko Cave creek


157 4/12/18 Helen Scaglione Cave Creek We donâ€™t need any more storage facilities people need to clean out there junk and get rid of it all there are 


158 4/12/18 Mindy Graeber Cave creek


159 4/12/18 Laurie Satter Cave creek


160 4/12/18 Michelle Boggiano Cave Creek


161 4/12/18 Anna Koenig Cave Creek There is no need for a storage facility in the middle of a residential area when just up the street there is one.


162 4/12/18 Richard Pipkin Phoenix Rezoning land from C1 to C2 destroys the character and charm of attractive suburban areas, lowers the 


163 4/12/18 Sandra Williams Cave Creek


164 4/12/18 Jessica Ann Cullen Cave Creek I live in the immediate neighborhood.  Not in favor of the zoning change this project is requesting or the 


165 4/12/18 Courtney Oliart Cave Creek


166 4/12/18 Sheri Oâ€™Neal Cave Creek


167 4/12/18 Lynn Clarke Cave Creek


168 4/12/18 Ellen Nielsen Cave creek My neighborhood


169 4/12/18 Eileen Larsen Cave Creek Please keep our neighborhood family friendly!  We don't want storage units in the area!  Oh, and could we 


170 4/12/18 Ilene Jamison Cave Creek This type of facility does not belong in the neighborhood!


171 4/12/18 David Zamora Cave creek


172 4/12/18 Roxanne Leshine GUILFORD


173 4/12/18 Rose Donatelli Cave creek


174 4/12/18 Kate Buckley Cave creek


175 4/12/18 Jason Hodge Cave creek Do not want the property right next to my house rezoned and a large storage facility put in.


176 4/12/18 Maritza Linn Cave Creek


177 4/12/18 Stephanie Legro Cave creek Iâ€™m sick and tired of developers ruining the desert.


178 4/12/18 Jason Kush Cave Creek


179 4/12/18 April Johnston Cave Creek Do not want this type of business in this part of the neighborhood.


180 4/12/18 Carol Wittmann Cave creek Wrong location.  This a residential area


181 4/12/18 Crissy Landis Payson Leave resedential area alone


182 4/12/18 Debbie Espinosa Cave Creek


183 4/12/18 Brad Elliott CAVE CREEK


184 4/12/18 Heather Berry Cave creek Proposed project doesn't fit the character of existing neighborhood


185 4/12/18 Katherine Kiesel Cave Creek This area should not rezoned...period.


186 4/12/18 Jillian McLyn Cave Creek


187 4/12/18 Stacy LaFrance CAVE CREEK I live in the community immediately backing this proposed development.  Current zoning was put in place for a 


188 4/12/18 Steve Floe Cave Creek


189 4/12/18 Jen Yuhas Cave Creek We donâ€™t need a storage facility!  We need the desert!


190 4/12/18 Roseanne Finocchiaro Cave Creek


191 4/12/18 Kelly Lantz CAVE CREEK Does not belong in the neighborhood!


192 4/12/18 Ashley Dembowski Phoenix


193 4/12/18 David Lantz Cave Creek Multiple level storage facilities do not exist in this area and do not belong backed up to residential homes!


194 4/12/18 Beth Summers Cave creek







195 4/12/18 Tracy Marvelle Cave Creek Our natural desert is being destroyed by changes from low density to higher density zoning then all the other 


196 4/12/18 Melissa Rowland Cave Creek


197 4/12/18 Amanda Thompson Cave creek


198 4/12/18 Owen Kathriner Kirkwood


199 4/12/18 Vicki Wiley Cave Creek


200 4/12/18 Sunny Parker Cave Creek We need to protect our land .  We must be good stewards of what we have.  We donâ€™t want to be 


201 4/12/18 Tina Thomas Cave creek I live off of Dynamite and the intersection where they want to build this is already too busy. No more building. 


202 4/12/18 Sharyn Flanagan Cave Creek


203 4/12/18 Brian Mckinley Scottsdale


204 4/12/18 Jennifer Davis Cave creek This is a residential area, a storage facilIty does not belong.


205 4/12/18 Gail McCullom CAVE CREEK


206 4/12/18 Nanette Gutierrez Scottsdale


207 4/12/18 Philline Sokal Phoenix Stop destroying the desert!


208 4/12/18 Deborah Cochran Cave Creek Another storage building business isnâ€™t needed, especially if zoning is being changed!


209 4/12/18 Sara Shimmin Cave Creek


210 4/12/18 Melanie Watts Cave Creek


211 4/12/18 Craig Johnson Cave Creek Structure in no way fits in with entire community plan for native desert, low building appearance.  Significant 


212 4/12/18 Jennifer Doolittle Scottsdale


213 4/12/18 Christine LaTour Phoenix


214 4/12/18 Alexis Castorina Cave creek


215 4/12/18 Dawn Johnson Cave Creek It would be an eye-sore to our area.  It belongs in a business district.  Not here.


216 4/12/18 Amy Hoekstra Scottsdale


217 4/12/18 Julie Gipe Phoenix


218 4/12/18 Lola Harvey Cave Creek We donâ€™t want more development in Cave Creek. Thereâ€™s already a storage facility here and one on 


219 4/13/18 Sheri Winstanley Cave Creek Because I love living out here, we've got enough businesses here don't need anymore...there is already storage 


220 4/13/18 Thomas Brady Cave Creek I do not believe this sort of building should be in the area.


221 4/13/18 Marilyn Miller Cave Creek Bad location!!


222 4/13/18 Lillian Rittenhouse Scottsdale There are so many things wrong with this project....Just stop it. Stop.  YOU work FOR US!


223 4/13/18 Mike Robertson Toronto


224 4/13/18 Kori Kuhn Carefree


225 4/13/18 Douglas Cochran Cave Creek


226 4/13/18 Robert Buxton Cave Creek


227 4/13/18 Guy Babbitt Cave Creek Safety and property values


228 4/13/18 Christianne Miner Cave Creek


229 4/13/18 Janet Roderick Cave Creek Property values and safety for our kids.


230 4/13/18 NICK robley Manchester


231 4/13/18 Susan Dean Phoenix


232 4/13/18 Jill Robinson Cave Creek


233 4/13/18 jenn SCAGLIONE cave creek dont need more of these







234 4/13/18 Renee Bruns Phoenix I live in this area


235 4/13/18 Susanne Oakley Cave Creek


236 4/13/18 dan reisbacher Cave Creek live in neighborhood.


237 4/13/18 Leah Strub Phoenix I want Cave Creek area to remain as it is. I do not want to see another industrial building mucking up the 


238 4/13/18 Talya Honor Cape Town


239 4/13/18 Merle Riepe Cave Creek Structure in no way fits with community plan for native desert, low building appearance. Significant other 


240 4/13/18 Korri Carollo Cave Creek


241 4/13/18 Sue Palmer Cave Creek Itâ€™s a residential area and will impact the neighborhood in a negative way.


242 4/13/18 Paulo Reeson Toronto


243 4/13/18 Robert Wheeling Cave Creek


244 4/13/18 Kelly Minor Cave Creek We donâ€™t need large businesses moving into residential areas. The impact would be huge and would 


245 4/13/18 John Akulic Madisonville It infringes on my cousins rights.


246 4/13/18 Renee Farida Cave Creek


247 4/13/18 Steve Fox Cave Creek


248 4/13/18 Elizabeth Russo Cave Creek


249 4/13/18 Wendy Gazo Cave Creek It will greatly impact the safety and value of our neighborhood.


250 4/13/18 Erin Pipher Cave Creek Property values


251 4/13/18 Darcy Whalen Cave Creek


252 4/13/18 David Cross Cave Creek We have zoning laws for a reason ! We purchased a home in this area BECAUSE of the zoning laws. This 


253 4/13/18 Angela Palmer Cave Creek I live in this community.   Please do not allow the storage facility to be here!


254 4/13/18 Ruthie Tinant Cave Creek Our community is based on open skies, Mountain Viewâ€™s.  It will increase the traffic around the area and to 


255 4/13/18 Heather Staab Phoenix


256 4/13/18 Abigail Villodas Cave Creek


257 4/13/18 Margie Capampangan Cave Creek


258 4/13/18 Margie Amity Cave creek


259 4/13/18 Adam Goldfine Cave Creek


260 4/13/18 Cameron Rains Carefree


261 4/13/18 doria wosk MIAMI


262 4/13/18 Melissa D'Ruiz cave creek


263 4/13/18 Shelly Brown Cave Creek This is a neighborhood STILL recovering from


264 4/13/18 Rachelle Rapstad Cave Creek


265 4/13/18 Gwen McMichael Sun City


266 4/13/18 Rachel Bianchi Cave creek


267 4/14/18 Melanie Heslep Orlando


268 4/14/18 Sarah Hughes Cave Creek


269 4/14/18 Cheryl Linden Cave creek If we cant build a fence due to keeping natural  vegetation, then theres no room for business development.  


270 4/14/18 Michele Hill Cave creek Keep our wildlife


271 4/14/18 Kristina Keating Scottsdale


272 4/14/18 Sabine Hebert Cave Creek







273 4/14/18 Jennifer Louis Cave creek We need to respect zoning


274 4/14/18 Constance L Jacobs Tucson Zoning specifications are in place to keep the city secure from all possible detrimental (and potentially 


275 4/14/18 Kris Barrett Cave Creek Our wildlife 


276 4/14/18 Matt Summers Cave creek It is not fair or reasonable to alter zoning immediately adjoining existing residential neighborhoods. Would you 


277 4/14/18 Jill Collins Phoenix


278 4/14/18 deborah buxton Cave Creek


279 4/14/18 Dana Barney Phoenix


280 4/14/18 Sharon Glanville CAVE CREEK


281 4/14/18 Craig Glanville Cave Creek


282 4/14/18 Michele Jones Cave Creek Storage unit destroys the family environment of our community.


283 4/14/18 Jason Asbury Cave Creek


284 4/14/18 Pamela Willson Cave Creek


285 4/14/18 Ken Winkler cave creek We have zoning laws for a reason.


286 4/14/18 Dorothy Boddy Glendale


287 4/14/18 Pam Gum Cave Creek


288 4/14/18 Nancy Homer Cave Creek I stated last tine this was important to me ....I don't want C2 zoning. It will negatively affect my property 


289 4/14/18 Shannon Pointer Cave creek Property value. Added traffic.


290 4/14/18 Eriic Grootegoed Cave Creek Preserving the ambiance of this wonderful desert.


291 4/14/18 Jill Loveall Cave creek


292 4/14/18 cindy kockelman cave creek keep this desert or residential.. NOT a storage facility


293 4/14/18 Carol Hickman Cave Creek


294 4/14/18 Carolyn S. Brown Cave Creek Desert property leave it beautiful


295 4/14/18 Russ King Cave Creek


296 4/14/18 Vicki Overton Mesa Because peopleâ€™s lives matterâ ¤ï¸  not the boRom line


297 4/14/18 Deanna Pipitone Cave Creek Respect current zoning.


298 4/14/18 Richard Gerlach CAVE CREEK


299 4/14/18 Jessica Bailey Werribee


300 4/14/18 Arlene Natale Cave Creek Near my neighborhood!


301 4/14/18 Donna Mulvey Gieber Cave Creek This is not the place.


302 4/14/18 Nancy Sanderson Cave Creek We do not need all 4 corners of Desert taken away.


303 4/14/18 Arlene Lehr Cave Creek Preserve our neighborhood don't make it commercial with buildings like this


304 4/14/18 Stepfanie Schwartz Cave Creek


305 4/14/18 Jess L Cave creek Don't ruin the natural desert beauty near people's homes. A storage unit doesn't belong here.


306 4/14/18 diane neff cave creek


307 4/14/18 Dory Mawyer Scottsdale There are plenty of storage facilities around the corner in Cave Creek Road North of Dynamite. Leave our last 


308 4/14/18 Howard Cyr Cave Creek


309 4/14/18 Gina Ralston Cave Creek


310 4/14/18 Robyn Steiner CAve Creek Don't need the extra traffic on Tatum and Dynamite


311 4/14/18 Craig Walker Cave creek







312 4/14/18 Chad Forbes Cave Creek Over developing this area will ruin our property values and the schools.


313 4/14/18 Dana Davis Cave Creek We do not need more traffic and constant destruction of our beautiful desert. It has to stop at some point.


314 4/14/18 Kevin O'Connell Cave Creek Will create more traffic for our neighborhood, excessive noise during construction and daily after itâ€™s built, 


315 4/14/18 Lisa Tibbits Cave creek


316 4/14/18 Mercedes Hess Cave creek


317 4/15/18 Kat W Cave Creek This is not a compatible use with the surrounding area. It's too tall, too close to homes (building will allow 


318 4/15/18 Rita Chen Cave Creek


319 4/15/18 Mark Olson Cave Creek We do not need or want a storage facility in our back yard this a residential neighborhood and we want to 


320 4/15/18 Brenda Dixon Glendale


321 4/15/18 Patricia Chilton Cave creek We do not need more traffic and constant destruction of our beautiful desert. It has to stop at some point.


322 4/15/18 Jeff Davis CAVE CREEK


323 4/15/18 Kimberly Blackert Cave Creek


324 4/15/18 Martha Kotler Phoenix


325 4/15/18 Julie Duff Cave Creek


326 4/15/18 L Rimmer Cave creek


327 4/15/18 Amy Witsoe Cave Creek


328 4/15/18 Kathleen Bouet Phoenix Blight for adjacent neighbors


329 4/15/18 Nathan Degner CHICAGO


330 4/15/18 Teresa Carman Cave Creek


331 4/15/18 Donald Chilton Cave Creek While there are commercial establishments at this corner, enough is enough.  Please protect the integrity of 


332 4/15/18 Christine O ScottsdLe


333 4/15/18 robin byrne cave creek Intersection cannot handle this traffic, especially intersection cannot support this traffic, especially for those 


334 4/15/18 Eddie Perez Cave Creek I care about my community and donâ€™t believe this storage will be good for our community.


335 4/15/18 Michael Haas Cave Creek


336 4/15/18 Ann Richards Tucson This is a desirable family neighborhood.  I have many families members that live in the Tatum Ranch 


337 4/15/18 Jessica Probst Cave Creek


338 4/15/18 Amy Knspp Cave Creek


339 4/15/18 Dan Katai Cave Creek


340 4/15/18 John Adams Cave creek


341 4/15/18 Stephen Hatcher Carefree The units are too close to the homes.


342 4/15/18 Nicole M Cave Creek


343 4/15/18 Ginger Mills-Gonzalez Cave Creek Surely, the city counsel will not allow a 3 story storage unit next to daycare.  Also Cave Creekâ€™s claim to 


344 4/15/18 PAUL Dombrowski Scottsdale i travel this area and have kids that use the intersection for crossing.


345 4/15/18 Jenna Taylor Cave creek


346 4/15/18 Daniel Gioglio Cave Creek


347 4/15/18 Margaret Boivin Gilbert


348 4/15/18 Bob Hackler Cave creek


349 4/15/18 Steve Gwin Cave creek


350 4/15/18 Tara Rudometkin Cave Creek







351 4/15/18 Katie Willer Cave creek


352 4/15/18 Steve McNamee Cave creek Donâ€™t want more development


353 4/15/18 Patricia McGee Cave Creek Already too much traffic and way too many accidents.


354 4/15/18 John Burghoffer Cave Creek Tall structures are out of place and detract from appearance of neighborhood


355 4/15/18 CLARA NELSON Cave Creek This is not an industrial area. This is a rural family area.


356 4/15/18 Patricia Dominick Scottsdale I am tired of looking at 2 and 3 story buildings built right on top of the roads! This is NOT the area for this kind 


357 4/15/18 Ora Kurland Cave Creek


358 4/15/18 Laura Gusky Cave Creek


359 4/15/18 Matt Huff Phoenix


360 4/15/18 David Roland Cave Creek


361 4/15/18 James Savo Cave Creek Too much traffic as it is. No more!


362 4/15/18 CJ Vicari Cave Creek No more traffic!


363 4/15/18 Christina Bowen Cave creek


364 4/15/18 Jessica McLaughlin Cave Creek This is my neighborhood


365 4/15/18 Ashley Hashimoto Cave Creek We have plenty of storage facilities in the area.  We donâ€™t need another one adding traffic and an ugly 


366 4/15/18 Wade Beatty Cave Creek Traffic congestion and privacy for homeowners


367 4/15/18 Lori Martinetti Cave Creek I live a 1/2 mile South of proposed site at Pinnacle Vista, just off Tatum. The last thing we need is more traffic, 


368 4/15/18 Dinah Aaron Cave Creek There is way too much traffic and noise at this corner already - adding this new business will become a hazard 


369 4/15/18 Shae Trissler Cave Creek


370 4/15/18 Alina Park Cave Creek I love the small town feel. Why another storage facility is needed is beyond me. Go somewhere else!


371 4/15/18 Cheryl Dillow Cave Creek


372 4/15/18 Rozenah Goebel Scottsdale Too much noise n congestion.


373 4/15/18 Heidi Austin Cave Creek This corner is not designed to handle the current flow of traffic. This would cause more accidents at a corner 


374 4/15/18 Scott Lindenmoyer Cave Creek No added traffic!


375 4/15/18 Steven Rossi Cave Creek The.  Congestion dynamite and Tatum are bad enough. This is something that is not needed in this area.


376 4/15/18 John Meddick Cave Creek I live right off of Dynamite!!


377 4/15/18 Bob Joyner Cave Creek We moved out of the urban area to avoid all the traffic. We were willing to sacrifice all the amenities for a little 


378 4/15/18 Paula Nelson Cave creek Concerned about the increased traffic and that the building will be an eye sore.


379 4/15/18 Dennis Marino Scottsdale There is already way too much traffic on Dynamite due to poor traffic planning by the city of Phoenix. 101 east 


380 4/15/18 Alma Ward Cave Creek, I travel Tatum often.


381 4/15/18 Eric Tsang NT


382 4/15/18 Randal Hyatt Cave creek This road is not built to handle this type of additional traffic.  It will become way too hazardous.


383 4/15/18 Nicole Waters Cave Creek


384 4/15/18 Sayra Nevarez Phoenix I do not want to deal with more traffic in our neighborhood.   We live here and want this to remain a 


385 4/15/18 Sandra Johnson Cave Creek I don't want a building of this height visible to the adjacent houses. Also, what about leaving our desert as is?


386 4/15/18 Teresa Barton Cave Creek I live near this intersection and do not feel this belongs near my residential area.


387 4/15/18 Beata Morawa Cave creek


388 4/15/18 Karen Peet CAVE CREEK Unacceptable traffic, noise & congestion in this area already.  Another storage facility is not needed in the 


389 4/15/18 Merle Adrlman Cave Creek







390 4/15/18 Arlene Wettenstein Palm City


391 4/15/18 Samuel Wiseman Cave Creek


392 4/15/18 Jacque Niderost Scottsdale I live in the preserves. There is enough traffic congestion without adding to it


393 4/15/18 Jill Wysolmierski CAVE CREEK I moved to cave creek for the small town feel.  This will further take us away from thst.


394 4/15/18 Robert Macdonald Cave creek I donâ€™t want a storage built next our neighborhood


395 4/15/18 Carol Leonhardt Cave Creek There is too much traffic on Tatum and the road is dangerous, too narrow


396 4/15/18 Julia Crawford GRAND RAPIDS


397 4/15/18 Arlene Haugland Scottsdale


398 4/15/18 Jessica Zamora Phoenix


399 4/15/18 Cynthia J Robinson-Sim Cave Creek This proposed use and design does not reflect the neighborhood.


400 4/15/18 Dulce Shimkus Cave Creek There is already a storage facility near by. The additional construction will cause a negative impact I don't want 


401 4/15/18 Kristen Powell Cave creek


402 4/16/18 Tamara Herbst Cave Creek Because it goes against the whole reason many of us moved to this area period for empty land and Wildlife. 


403 4/16/18 Summer Taylor Cave Creek There is a lot of other vacant land they can use not close to the residents of cave creek that moved to be away 


404 4/16/18 Anthony Waters Cave Creek I live here and this has a major impact on our neighborhood both in terms of quality of life but also in terms of 


405 4/16/18 Jann Waters Cave Creek I own my home in this neighborhood and don't want it trashed.


406 4/16/18 Jennifer Benner Cave creek We don't need the added traffic to dynamite or Tatum. That intersection is already busy plus there's a storage 


407 4/16/18 Tia Lucchesi Cave Creek


408 4/16/18 Thomas Wheeling Phoenix


409 4/16/18 Leilani Leamons Cave Creek There is an abundance of storage facility in the area.  This is not conducive to our neighborhood. Three  stories 


410 4/16/18 Lisa Broder Cave Creek


411 4/16/18 Cheryl Brown Scottsdale This is a neighborhood, not an industrial area.


412 4/16/18 Colleen Mink Cave Creek There is already a storage facility close by, and the people who this is trying to serve do not want it.


413 4/16/18 Jerry Olmos Phoenix


414 4/16/18 Dean Collier Loughborough


415 4/16/18 Bryan Green New River I love the town of Cave Creek and the safe family neighborhood as described.  These types of businesses 


416 4/16/18 Gerald Ingram Cave Creek


417 4/16/18 Tommy Linn Cave Creek Too much traffic in the area already, storage available close by and not suited for a residential area.


418 4/16/18 Laurence Maddelein Cave Creek This is not an industrial area. This is a rural family area.


419 4/16/18 David ODey Cave Creek I donâ€™t want traffic to increase, itâ€™s ugly, and I donâ€™t want it to decrease my property value.


420 4/16/18 Richard Lovernick Ann Arbor


421 4/16/18 Paula Anderson Cave Creek This type of development is not appropriate to this location. It's too tall, especially backing onto a residential 


422 4/16/18 Mary Jo Canella Cave Creek High traffic area as it is now  we are residential area not commercial


423 4/16/18 Xhemile Haruni Cave Creek


424 4/16/18 Christian Marchesani Scottsdale


425 4/16/18 Michele Sapero PHOENIX I like the fact that we are a residential area and a good distance away from any commercial buildings!


426 4/16/18 Janie Ochoa Cave Creek We do not need more traffic in this area. Intersection of Tatum and Dynamite sees it fair share of accidents 


427 4/16/18 Audrey Beardsley Cave Creek


428 4/16/18 Damon Waters Cave creek







429 4/16/18 Lauren Skinner CAVE CREEK


430 4/16/18 Barbie Koskovich Cave Creek


431 4/16/18 Elana Nager Cave creek I am a realtor and I think it would hurt the residential values in that area.


432 4/16/18 Hannah Mihaylo Phoenix


433 4/16/18 Eric Reese Cave Creek Moved up to Cave Creek to have open skies, dark and quiet nights.  The building will be an eyesore and block 


434 4/16/18 Rosanne Mignano Cave Creek


435 4/16/18 Tania Foster Cave creek


436 4/16/18 Tami Warren Cave Creek We live in a beautiful rural area without a lot of building around us for a reason.  We chose to live in this area, 


437 4/16/18 Cheryl Granger Cave Creek


438 4/16/18 Jennifer Sjoquist CAVE CREEK


439 4/16/18 Lee Eichman Cave creek


440 4/16/18 Shaunna Sommers Cave Creek


441 4/16/18 Janet Mercado Cave creek


442 4/16/18 William Myers cave creek cave creek is growing to fast, i moved here for the beauty of the area and dark skies.


443 4/16/18 Laurie Olsen Cave Creek


444 4/16/18 Laura Feghali Cave Creek Traffic congestion and to stop a case of a developer attempting to revise zoning laws. Zoning laws exist to 


445 4/16/18 Laurel Bell Cave Creek The zoning should remain the same as it was when Diamond Creek was built!


446 4/16/18 Carlyn Ludlow Cave Creek Decreases value of surroundings homes


447 4/16/18 Steven Simmons Cave Creek


448 4/16/18 Lisa Young Cave Creek Cave Creek is growing way too fast and getting way too much traffic. Growth and re-zoning may be a 


449 4/16/18 Jeannine Jacob Cave creek


450 4/16/18 Marianne Rabasca Cave Creek I live here


451 4/16/18 Angela Fassett Cave Creek


452 4/16/18 Patrick Wilson Cave Creek Proposed building could impact property values and traffic.


453 4/16/18 Nancy Ivy Cave Creek I like the rural feel to our town. Itâ€™s already being developed by leaps & bounds, and the traffic is increasing 


454 4/17/18 Takako M Chiba


455 4/17/18 Tom Leggett Scottsdale I live very near the proposed site and do not want this type of development.  It is clear we are exchanging our 


456 4/17/18 Donald Rudd Cave Creek Stop lying city government NOW


457 4/17/18 Nancy Wible Cave Creek It will directly effect the value of the homes directly behind it and to the side. It will ruin the views and leave 


458 4/17/18 Brad Lundquist Scottsdale This is not a good place sore a 3 story storage facilitie. Itâ€™s a restaurant or small retail space. It would 


459 4/17/18 John Muntz Peoria


460 4/17/18 Ben Holland phoenix


461 4/17/18 Donna Langlois Cave Creek


462 4/17/18 Rebecca Nevedale Phoenix Desert neighborhoods are important to our cityâ€™s landscape.


463 4/17/18 Shandra Locken Phoenix Keep the neighborhood nice!


464 4/17/18 Andrew Leski Cave Creek


465 4/17/18 Charles Oliver Cave Creek


466 4/17/18 Shirley Klimowicz Culleoka


467 4/17/18 Philip Stehle Aledo I own a house in Diamond Creek at 4544 East Bent Tree Drive, and the proposed storage facility would 







468 4/17/18 Sherri Goodspeed Cave creek We don't need the extra traffic this brings. Our roads and neighborhoods are congested enough. This location 


469 4/17/18 Merle Shelbourn Cave Creek This is a beautiful family oriented neighborhood and the storage facility would block views of mountains and 


470 4/17/18 Michael Delgado CAVE CREEK


471 4/17/18 Michael White Cave Creek There are enough storage facilities in the area already.  A new one is also going in down on Cave Creek Road, 


472 4/17/18 Sandra Wicht CAVE CREEK The increased traffic is unacceptable.  There is enough new construction that is going to stretch the limits of 


473 4/17/18 Amber Lerew Cave Creek That corner is not suited for that kind of traffic. The raised hump in the middle of that intersection could cause 


474 4/17/18 jackie coker Cave Creek Do not want zoning changes in our community   How ever many of these petitions we have to sign however 


475 4/17/18 Jane Beuerlein Cave Creek For quality of neighborhood and noise issues.


476 4/17/18 Steven Jakub CAVE CREEK Spot rezoning for the purpose of a storage facility, something that is not in short supply or prohibited under C-


477 4/17/18 Kristina Bootz Cave creek


478 4/17/18 Sharon Weisgerber Cave Creek


479 4/17/18 Kim Kemper Cave Creek want to keep neighborhood residential  not wanting a storage facility here


480 4/17/18 Nicole Westerman Cave Creek


481 4/17/18 Dean Cada Cave Creek Due to increased traffic.  A first step in blight to the neighborhood.


482 4/17/18 kevin maldonado Scottsdale


483 4/17/18 Patricia Kossmann Cave Creek I donâ€™t want more commercial buildings in our neighborhood. We live up here to get away from all of those 


484 4/17/18 David Crosby Cave Creek


485 4/17/18 Donna Stevens Cave Creek this is not need in our community - we have more than one of these facilities already NO


486 4/17/18 Edward Stevens Cave Creek No more commercial buildings in our area.  We have enough storage facilities already.


487 4/17/18 Karine Hansen Cave Creek We do not want storage facilities in our neighborhood


488 4/17/18 Helene Raffaele Cave Creek


489 4/17/18 Andy Deacon Cave Creek Live one block away


490 4/17/18 Laurie Harris Cave Creek Infrastructure can not support the traffic we have now. This would bring people who do not live here and 


491 4/17/18 Greg Lemke Scottsdale I do not want those types of business in my residential area. I moved out to the far north valley to escape.  I 


492 4/17/18 John Gallatig Cave Creek It is a shopping area and pre-school.  There are many other types of businesses that could use that location, 


493 4/17/18 Carmella Lavott Cave Creek We do not need any more storage facilities in our neighborhood, we can use other kinds of merchants.


494 4/17/18 Stephanie Stasik Cave Creek


495 4/17/18 Lori Kaiser cave creek


496 4/17/18 Eric Steinberg Cave Creek Completely inappropriate for this kind of neighborhood where vendors/merchants that actually meet the 


497 4/17/18 Stacey Gannon Cave Creek We do not need more ugly storage facilities in this town! NO MORE!


498 4/17/18 Sharon Collins Cave Creek A storage facility is not needed in this desert neighborhood. It will reduce our property values. There are 


499 4/17/18 Susan Bauer Cave Creek


500 4/17/18 Donna Odom Cave Creek There is already a storage unit on Cave Creek; we don't need another one; especially since it would be so close 


501 4/17/18 Betty Friesen Cave Creek I see it as an eyesore and an obstruction. This type of building should in an industrial or warehouse type area


502 4/17/18 Gabriela Habhab Cave Creek


503 4/17/18 Robert C Mitchell Cave Creek


504 4/17/18 Robert Johnson CAVE CREEK We keep allow commercial structures to be built on desert landscape. There are plenty of already developed 


505 4/17/18 Stephen Russell Cave Creek


506 4/17/18 Earl Blinn Cave Creek No more development







507 4/17/18 Courtney Loscavio Cave creek


508 4/17/18 Debora Deacon Cave Creek This is my neighborhood and there already is too much traffic here.  Tatum and Dynamite is a very dangerous 


509 4/17/18 sean rogers Cave Creek


510 4/17/18 Edmund Chapman Cave Creek Traffic and storm runoff plus taller building that will block views.


511 4/17/18 Issa Habhab Cave Creek We are a family community that value  our homes surroundings, we take pride in Tatum Ranch, have years of 


512 4/17/18 John Lance Vining Cave Creek


513 4/17/18 Jim/Kathy Wasson Cave Creek


514 4/17/18 Virgil Pauls Winnipeg


515 4/17/18 Jon Lindeen Cave Creek


516 4/17/18 Jeff J Cave Creek Stick to the current zoning. No need for industrial, multi story buildings. We moved here to get away from 


517 4/17/18 Michael Friend Cave Creek


518 4/17/18 Lyda Velez Cave Creek A business facility with multiple floors will block the view of a beautiful community.


519 4/17/18 Erin Peterson Cave Creek


520 4/17/18 Laura Smith Cave creek


521 4/17/18 Pam Moore Cave creek The last thing we need is to destroy beautiful desert for a disgusting storage facility to store junk


522 4/17/18 Melinda Turner Phoenix Moved to this area with the way it is currently zoned in mind.


523 4/18/18 Lynn Hoffman Cave Creek I would like to see the integrity of the neighborhood remain as is.


524 4/18/18 Tracy Demetropolis Cave creek


525 4/18/18 Darcy Matheson Cave creek We don't need another industrial storage facility in our area. It is an eye sore and not wanted by our 


526 4/18/18 Michelle McGregor Cave Creek


527 4/18/18 Tom Bollwitt Cave creek


528 4/18/18 Mary Messenger Cave Creek Enough of the beauty of the dessert  has been removed from us. We need to preserve what is left.


529 4/18/18 Charles Blankenship Cave Creek My objection, other than buying out here to be in a country setting, is I do not think it is advisable to build a 


530 4/18/18 Kevin Cross Cave Creek Dont want big commercial buildings in Tatum Ranch.. eye sore and to much traffic


531 4/18/18 Cheryl Bess Cave Creek


532 4/18/18 Chris Backle Cave Creek We donâ€™t need another storage facility, particularly so close to a school.


533 4/18/18 Dorothy Engstrom Cave creek


534 4/18/18 Trenton S Cave Creek I have lived in this neighborhood all my life, my mother grew up here, my father raised me here. My 


535 4/18/18 Morgan Linford Cave creek


536 4/18/18 Jolanta Gonet-Thomas Scottsdale This is zoned C-1, shouldn't be rezoned, should not become a commercial spot right in the middle of a 


537 4/18/18 Ann Seaback Scottsdale


538 4/18/18 Andrea Nelson Cave Creek


539 4/18/18 Scott Holtzman Phoenix Keep neighborhood beautiful


540 4/18/18 Beverly Brown Cave Creek This is directly adjacent to my property.  It will change water run off in a federally designated flood plain (for 


541 4/18/18 Eric Hanson Cave Creek


542 4/18/18 Mike Wittmers Cave Creek Because it directly affects my home, located in Diamond Creek, next to their proposed parking lot/loading 


543 4/18/18 Alyssa Silver Cave Creek


544 4/18/18 Rose Cassidy Carefree


545 4/18/18 Novelyn Crosswhite Cave Creek







546 4/18/18 Michael DeGennaro Cave Creek Stop the building!


547 4/18/18 Susan Ashton Cave creek I live in the neighborhood! I donâ€™t want commercial property encroaching on my beautiful view and my 


548 4/18/18 Daniel Holmberg Cave Creek Too close for comfort doesnâ€™t belong in a residential area


549 4/18/18 Darlene Southern Cave Creek Cave Creek is a special community and it's unique, small town feel should be preserved.


550 4/18/18 Kelli Siegel Cave Creek


551 4/18/18 Meghan Mitchell Cave Creek It would be an eyesore in our community and it should not be rezoned!


552 4/18/18 Joanne Wohlgemuth Cave creek


553 4/19/18 Alyse Ingram Cave creek Theres already a strage unite at tatum and cave creek. We dnt need big city things in our small old cowboy 


554 4/19/18 M E Smith Cave Creek Over growth


555 4/19/18 Chad Kwiatkowski Cave creek


556 4/19/18 Antonette Marando Cave Creek


557 4/19/18 Sherry Hatch Cave Creek I live in the neighborhood and feel that it would be very unsightly and we already have a number of these 


558 4/19/18 Greg Carfagna Cave creek I lived in this area and agree With all the reason cited by those who wanting to stop the facility from being 


559 4/19/18 Shelly Yohe Cave Creek I do not want the added traffic. A business that actually employs people would be far better than a storage 


560 4/19/18 Jan Brunson Scottsdale Re-zoning should not be allowed. Period. It disrespects the initial purpose of designating zoning.


561 4/19/18 Teresa Reinhard Phoenix Enough desert development


562 4/19/18 Lesa P. Cave Creek Storage facilities are eye sores no matter where they are.  They contribute nothing to the neighborhood. I 


563 4/19/18 Candis Allard Cave Creek To stop the building madness from ruining our beautiful desert.


564 4/19/18 Terry Crull Cave Creek I live in this neighborhood and donâ€™t think this is best for our community.


565 4/19/18 John Crawford Scottsdale The over building of the northern area of Phoenix and Scottsdale is ruining our beautiful desert because of 


566 4/19/18 Shirley Wilson CAVE CREEK Tatum Ranch is a planned community. We need appropriately located C1 areas to serve the needs of our 


567 4/19/18 Karen Stark Cave creek


568 4/20/18 Sandra Blankenship Cave Creek A Storage unit next to a School and across from a Park. Really!! in this day and age. Leave some of the natural 


569 4/20/18 Aline Jones Cave Creek


570 4/20/18 Mike Pfannenstiel Cave Creek


571 4/20/18 Kathleen L Phoenix The encroaching of big business anywhere out in that area just ruins our views of the beautiful desert area that 


572 4/20/18 Maria Nelson Scottsdale


573 4/20/18 Ray nidds cave creek


574 4/20/18 William Cavinder II Cave Creek


575 4/20/18 Jill Loskill Cave creek


576 4/20/18 George Bruggenthies Cave Creek


577 4/20/18 Trisha Chandler Cave Creek I live directly in the area affecting this corner.  WE do not want anymore commercial buildings in the area and 


578 4/20/18 Deb Barrett Cave Creek


579 4/20/18 Diane Welch Cave Creek


580 4/21/18 Eva Colombo Cave Creek This will disrupt our peaceful neighborhood!


581 4/21/18 Kathy Kannada Carefree The reason we bought a home in Carefree is because we love the atmosphere and we feel this type of building 


582 4/21/18 Annalisa Fox Scottsdale


583 4/21/18 Rene Howell Scottsdale Too much growth and not a necessity.


584 4/21/18 Rebecca Bailey Cave Creek







585 4/21/18 Sarah Gorman Scottsdale I am buying a house in Cave Creek and do not want this huge building to be what I see in the desert on my 


586 4/21/18 Wendy Kirsner Phoenix


587 4/21/18 Trisha Williams Cave Creek


588 4/21/18 Rosemary Goldstein Scottsdale Too much traffic in the area


589 4/21/18 Elise Conaway Carefree Not an approprite use of realestate.  Unsightly


590 4/21/18 Shawn Wichman Cave Creek


591 4/21/18 Lisa Smith Cave Creek


592 4/21/18 Christy Scherf Scottsdale We donâ€™t live in this particular neighborhood, however when we moved here almost 2 years ago we almost 


593 4/21/18 Mel McCloud CAVE CREEK


594 4/22/18 jim albin Phx


595 4/22/18 Gregory Russo Cave Creek


596 4/22/18 David Rogers Cave Creek Don't want the noise, trash and traffic that will come with it. There is a storage place on Cave Creek. Rd.that is 


597 4/22/18 Julia McQueen Hamilton


598 4/22/18 ALAN GOTTFRIED CAVE CREEK Noise from traffic, overhead doors ,trucks backing up from docking ports, Ugly ass building, does not belong in 


599 4/22/18 Laurie Bennett Scottsdale


600 4/22/18 Jill Loveall Cave Creek


601 4/22/18 Diane Eckles Cave Creek We do not need this in our community.


602 4/22/18 Shirley Feske Cave Creek


603 4/22/18 Whitney Fancher Cave Creek


604 4/23/18 Oy Shuler Scottsdale Blockage of views


605 4/23/18 Brad Shoemaker Cave Creek


606 4/23/18 Victoria Hunter Cave Creek


607 4/23/18 Elaine Wong Cave Creek


608 4/23/18 Rebeccah Cannon Cave Creek


609 4/23/18 richard beardsley cave creek


610 4/23/18 Gina Rigler Cave Creek


611 4/23/18 Clare Renshaw Cave Creek


612 4/23/18 Carol Tovar Cave Creek This will cause an eyesore plus additional traffic that will be an issue for the current traffic that already exists in 


613 4/23/18 David Blank Cave Creek Home owner


614 4/23/18 Jaime Richardson Cave Creek


615 4/23/18 Mark Viale Cave Creek This will drop my home value and attract unwanted traffic and individuals who do not belong in this area.  I 


616 4/23/18 Shelley Argabright Cave Creek The neighborhood will not benefit from having a structure like this built in this location- visually or re sale 


617 4/23/18 jelena pecic carefree


618 4/23/18 Taylor Smothermon Cave creek THIS IS MY NEIGHBORHOOD!!!


619 4/23/18 Hope Fleming Cave Creek This storage unit would cause more traffic (especially with construction), possibly crime, and more visitors that 


620 4/23/18 Tobi Hawley Cave Creek Home values historically have dropped, community esthetics degraded, zoning should not change ... its 


621 4/23/18 Wendy Quinn Cave Creek This area is populated by children with a daycare. Storage facilities attract transients.  And there is a storage 


622 4/23/18 John Byrnes Cave Creek


623 4/23/18 Steven Strick Cave Creek







624 4/23/18 Mindy Jensen Cave Creek This is not the place for a storage facility, go find a location that doesn't impact our home values and the 


625 4/23/18 Nathen Brill Cave Creek Preserving the rural feel and scenery. The reason we all moved out here in the first place.


626 4/23/18 Kristin Ekstrom Cave creek It will look terrible in the area!


627 4/23/18 Julie Viale Cave Creek A storage facility will bring a constant transient population to our quiet, safe neighborhood.  Resulting in a loss 


628 4/23/18 Gianna Rivera Chandler Over developement of land and poor design are a huge waste of resources and lack of respect for the land.


629 4/23/18 Michelle Cruz Cave Creek


630 4/23/18 Erica Olson Cave creek


631 4/23/18 Digna Affronti cave creek


632 4/23/18 Angela Gosielewski Cavecreek I live right down the street.... not necessary in this area


633 4/23/18 Michelle Parker Cave Creek


634 4/23/18 Frances Zaglifa Cave Creek Eye Sore, Heavy Traffic, Danger to Children at Preschool, Drop in property Values. Type of clientele brought in 


635 4/23/18 Doug Cowley Cave Creek Destroys property values in the development


636 4/23/18 Mirtha Elliott Cave Creek No buildings in our peaceful community


637 4/23/18 Camille McIver Desert Hills There has been so much building. IF this keeps up, it is going to ruin the charm of this area


638 4/23/18 Toni Bartlett Cave Creek


639 4/23/18 James Williams Cave Creek


640 4/23/18 Jose Cruz Cave Creek


641 4/23/18 Elvia Krueger Cave creek I do not want a storage facility close to my home.


642 4/24/18 Jan Shank Scottsdale No RE zoning


643 4/24/18 Jayson Bates Cave creek


644 4/24/18 Jamie Bailey PHOENIX


645 4/24/18 Nikole Jelden Cave Creek


646 4/24/18 Jennifer Walker Phoenix


647 4/24/18 Sara Shimmin Cave Creek


648 4/24/18 Michelle Haag Cave Creek Our area is a beautiful suburb that still has a "country" feel. I do not want to see start to look like a 


649 4/24/18 Joe Barry Phoenix I don't want your junk to block my view.  Keep your junk to yourself.


650 4/24/18 Allen Gobeski Phoenix Better neighbors


651 4/24/18 Dino Skeptar Cave Creek


652 4/24/18 Derek Anderson Cave Creek The 24-hour nature of storage unit businesses would be a detriment from a noise standpoint alone, let alone 


653 4/24/18 Maria Nelson Cave Creek Property Values!!


654 4/24/18 Jacqui Petrelli Cave Creek


655 4/24/18 jaime hernandez GILBERT


656 4/24/18 Perri Coyne Cave Creek Property value


657 4/24/18 Chris Wible Cave Creek I donâ€™t want the added traffic in the area and I feel it will have a huge negative impact on the value of our 


658 4/24/18 Garrett Van Rooy Mesa It's absurd that this is even being considered again. In what world does anyone want to raise their families in a 


659 4/24/18 William Argabright Cave Creek We already have several storage areas already that fit in with the area and this location. Adding one at this 


660 4/24/18 Jeanine Lewis Cave Creek Need low traffic and a safe environment for my child


661 4/24/18 Lon Tovar Cave Creek


662 4/24/18 Torsten G Phx







663 4/24/18 Lexia Greer Cave Creek


664 4/24/18 Temperance Robins Cave Creek Iâ€™m opposed to any C2 business including storage unit on a C1 parcel. We purchased home in his 


665 4/24/18 Troy Smith Cave creek


666 4/24/18 Laurie Greer Scottsdale


667 4/24/18 Fran Bewsey Mesa


668 4/24/18 Robert Messenger Cave Creek


669 4/24/18 Arlene Rocchini Ann Arbor A storage unti does not belong near houses.  There could easily be hazardous materials inside any unit.


670 4/24/18 Ronald Sargent Cave Creek


671 4/24/18 Cynthia Vicinanza Cave creek


672 4/24/18 Oanh Kaechele Cave Creek


673 4/24/18 Emelie gonzales Cave creek


674 4/24/18 Jean Weiss Cave Creek do not want the traffic the eyesore nor the change in our community


675 4/24/18 Kim Snell Cave Creek


676 4/24/18 Raymond Kenneth Scottsdale


677 4/24/18 Kim Kordik Cave Creek We don't need any new construction in a neighborhood. It's an eye sore.


678 4/24/18 Sue Larson Cave Creek Donâ€™t need this type of building next to PreSchool. And donâ€™t like changing zoning.


679 4/24/18 Todd Vesledahl Cave Creek


680 4/24/18 Howard Scheuner Cave Creek


681 4/24/18 Marc Summers Scottsdale


682 4/24/18 Joann Henderson PALM COAST


683 4/24/18 Joe Gubka Cave creek


684 4/24/18 Adam Mayo Cave creek


685 4/24/18 Shelley Arnold Cave Creek


686 4/24/18 Sharon White Cave Creek


687 4/24/18 Giovanni Trevino Maricopa Negativity effects where my family lives and is detrimental to the enviorment


688 4/24/18 Kevin Legro Cave Creek


689 4/24/18 Ron Koch Cave Creek This parcel is way too close to the planned residential communities surrounding it for a multi-story commercial 


690 4/25/18 Jessica Cammarata Cave creek


691 4/25/18 Laurie Puryear Cave creek


692 4/25/18 Sean Farida Cave creek


693 4/25/18 Joe Gazo Cave Creek I strongly oppose the rezoning to C2 in our Cave Creek/North Phoenix neighborhood.  I had just moved my 


694 4/25/18 Marina Gazo Cave Creek We strongly oppose the rezoning to C2 in our Cave Creek/North Phoenix neighborhood.  We are the original 


695 4/25/18 Bradley Mack Goodyear Family lives there and it will ruin the  neighborhood


696 4/25/18 Ann Bennett Cave Creek Traffic will increase which in turn will inhibit my children's outdoor play/freedom to explore, not to mention 


697 4/25/18 Adam Charney Anthem I have family in this development and I find the project distasteful and disrepectful


698 4/25/18 Donna Corbett Cave Creek


699 4/25/18 Britta Kelly Cave Creek


700 4/26/18 Denise Burghoffer Cave Creek This is a residential community  people who are concerned about safety, aesthetics and traffic. Please NO to 


701 4/26/18 Cynthia Shelton Phoenix







702 4/26/18 Conrad Taylor Scottsdale


703 4/26/18 Karen Nick Cave Creek That area is congested enough already, and I care about my neighbors in my surrounding neighborhoods who 


704 4/26/18 Barbara Herzog Cave creek


705 4/26/18 Richard Reese Cave Creek Impact to real estate pricing, crippling effect on in laws and neighbors adjacent to the proposed unit.


706 4/26/18 Eric Nordstrom Phoenix This is a residential community and should not have a facility of this kind located in the neighborhood.


707 4/26/18 Doug Oakley Cave Creek I live in Diamond Creek. I feel this business will devalue my house. There is a storage facility a mile away so this 


708 4/26/18 Carol Castillo Cave creek


709 4/26/18 Joanne Thompson Cave Creek This is in the middle of a residential neighborhood- an eyesore, harms real estate values, brings more traffic to 


710 4/26/18 Anna HanzelovÃ¡ Å½ilina


711 4/26/18 Robert Johnston Cave Creek


712 4/26/18 Chanel Culpepper Tucson


713 4/26/18 Cheryl Nasta Cave Creek


714 4/26/18 Rachel Witt Cave creek


715 4/26/18 Jennifer Kim Cave creek Eye sore and next to our friendâ€™s house!!


716 4/26/18 Debra Booth Scottsdale NO ONE wants that ugly storage facility. It will take away from the value of the homes and neighborhood. Go 


717 4/26/18 Michelle Thomas Cave Creek


718 4/26/18 Brooke Butler Cave creek


719 4/26/18 Christopher Stasik Cave Creek


720 4/26/18 Jessie Viher Cave Creek


721 4/26/18 April Canavan-SimmonsCave creek We want to keep the area rural and canâ€™t take more traffic etc.


722 4/26/18 Tiffany Welling Cave creek It will be an eye sore


723 4/26/18 Lauren Rodgers Cave creek


724 4/26/18 Theresa Klype Scottsdale Conservation of land. Too much building


725 4/26/18 Laura Graczyk Cave Creek Destroying our natural washes and desert animals homes just for more storage units in Cave Creek that are 


726 4/26/18 Linda DiRubbio Cave Creek I live in the area and it would be a negative appearance for the neighborhood as well as environment.


727 4/26/18 Meagan Jeffries Scottsdale There are already some in the area.


728 4/26/18 Stephanie Mitchell Lehi


729 4/26/18 Barbara Merolle Cave creek


730 4/26/18 Janice Magsam Scottsdale


731 4/26/18 Zoe Milne Cave Creek


732 4/26/18 Dorothy Self Phoenix


733 4/26/18 Dana Zapoticzny Phoenix Preserve our land


734 4/26/18 Sarah Horvath Scottsdale


735 4/26/18 Roy Brotherhood Cave Creek We need to keep our desert community free of commercial properties like this. We already have countless 


736 4/26/18 Matt Pavone Cave Creek Home values


737 4/26/18 Robert Spangler Surprise


738 4/26/18 Amy Anderson Cave Creek


739 4/26/18 Susan Hough Cave creek Our grandson is in this development and we don't want this so close to his home.


740 4/26/18 Shauna Spear Cave Creek Decreased property value







741 4/26/18 Taylor Spear Cave creek


742 4/26/18 Linda Graczyk Cave Creek We have a storage facilities less than 1 mile from this location.  This location should be kept as a natural desert 


743 4/26/18 Britt Evers Cave creek


744 4/26/18 Debra Byrnes Cave Creek Property values


745 4/26/18 Elizabeth Leary Cave creek


746 4/26/18 Ann Wick Cave Creek Save the neighborhood space


747 4/26/18 Elissa Ericson Cave creek


748 4/26/18 Kendra Raine Cave Creek Our neighborhood needs businesses that build community and draw locals. Not a storage facility that will take 


749 4/26/18 Danielle Engle Phx I dont want a storage facility next to my sons school. I also dont think a giant building would be aesthetically 


750 4/26/18 Vanessa Clifton Cave Creek This does not belong in a residential neighborhood. Stop trying to rezone this property to fit your needs.


751 4/26/18 Shannon Smith Cave Creek


752 4/26/18 LORI BREITENBUCHERCAVE CREEK Property values and aesthetics.  Homeowners accept and understand buying with original zoning; should not 


753 4/26/18 Michelle Velasquez Cave Creek


754 4/26/18 Michael Vale Cave Creek


755 4/26/18 John Shrewsbury Cave Creek


756 4/26/18 Cindra Ramsey Cave Creek We're loosing our desert.


757 4/27/18 Steph Floe Cave creek I live in this neighborhood and it would ruin the aesthetic of our community.


758 4/27/18 Brian Fortuna GRAND RAPIDS


759 4/27/18 Christopher Sagayo Chandler


760 4/27/18 Jennifer Billingsley Cave Creek


761 4/27/18 Jeffrey Cohen Cave Creek


762 4/27/18 Raymond Merolle Cave Creek


763 4/27/18 Eleanor Peirce Cave Creek Our community does not need another storage facility!


764 4/27/18 Katie Petrine Cave Creek


765 4/27/18 Shannon Gatti Cave Creek


766 4/27/18 Julie Babbitt CC


767 4/27/18 Frances Rollen Phoenix Desert is Arizona!!!. Too much construction going on. Taking the animals territory away from them.


768 4/27/18 Tina kelly Cave Creek


769 4/27/18 Philip Vicinanza Cave creek


770 4/27/18 Mark Larson Cave Creek We donâ€™t need an unsightly storage facility next to a school. Quit trying to rezone! Our neighborhood does 


771 4/27/18 Rick Chapman Cave Creek C2 zoning should not be included this close to a residential area and does not fit this or surrounding area.


772 4/27/18 Gina Schroeder Phoenix Itâ€™s not fair to the houses that thought nothing was being built next to them. We donâ€™t need another 


773 4/27/18 Brittni Swanson JACKSONVILLE


774 4/27/18 Eric Mielke Cave Creek


775 4/27/18 Mary Kathleen Claxton Cave creek


776 4/27/18 Andrea Lynch Schmitt Cave Creek


777 4/27/18 Lars Lawson Carefree


778 4/27/18 Debra Maschino Cave Creek Impacts property values, views & traffic at a very busy intersection.  The security lights on the storage 


779 4/27/18 Shawn Archer Cave creek Itâ€™s dumb. Bad location for a 3 story storage facility. Put a Starbucks or Trader Joeâ€™s there.







780 4/27/18 Danelle Orlich Scottsdale We moved up here to get away from the city, including the buildings that block our views.


781 4/27/18 Pam Crist Cave Creek


782 4/28/18 Jerry Howell Cave Creek


783 4/28/18 Ele Hop Cave Creek Wrong place for this commercial building 


784 4/28/18 Maria Shuster Cave Creek Already a busy intersection. Not a good idea not to mention an eye sore!


785 4/28/18 Annette Stertzer Cave Creek Property value and maintaining an upscale area!


786 4/28/18 Palometta Fleming Gilbert Leave our land the way it is, leave the ugly eyesore business out!


787 4/28/18 Lori Henkemeyer Cave creek


788 4/28/18 Tom Graczyk Cave Creek Storage facilities belong in industrial areas.There is an existing one about a mile and a half away on Cave Creek 


789 4/28/18 Shawn Zimmerman PHOENIX It is too much traffic for a residential area, the same happened to us they put in a business that backed up to 


790 4/28/18 Darlene Southern Cave Creek


791 4/28/18 Christine Miola cave creek


792 4/28/18 Sonya Link Scottsdale


793 4/28/18 John Murphy Maineville


794 4/28/18 Aaron Witsoe Cave Creek It hurts property values, and blocks views we purchased in this neighborhood for.


795 4/28/18 Haadiya Numani Cave Creek Firstly, it doesnâ€™t make any sense to put a commercial storage unit right in the middle of a suburban 


796 4/28/18 Lorri Heiling Cave Creek


797 4/28/18 Pamela Newton Scottsdale


798 4/28/18 Michael H Cave Creek


799 4/28/18 Dee Hutt Cave creek Ugly eyesore


800 4/28/18 Patricia Stapleton Cave creek Stop disturbing wildlife


801 4/28/18 Larry Maschino Cave Creek It is important to me because it lowers the value of all properties in the Diamond Creek residential area.  The 


802 4/28/18 Dan Heiling Cave Creek Concerned about traffic congestion at Dynamite & Tatum.  Also I am concerned about reduced property values  


803 4/28/18 Mary Barrett Cave Creek Too large , I think itâ€™s going to generate a lot of noise at all hours of the day & nite. Where is a wall that is 


804 4/28/18 Lacey Craumer Phoenix


805 4/28/18 Brenda Lauriha Cave Creek


806 4/29/18 Kyle Bracken MARINA DEL REY


807 4/29/18 Nichlas Kuhl Phoenix I own a home in the Diamond Creek Subdivision and this project would be a nuisance to the neighborhood and 


808 4/29/18 Kalinda Lindmark Scottsdale


809 4/29/18 Scott Haan Cave Creek Will help hold home values up in the area.


810 4/29/18 Kirk Armas Phoenix


811 4/29/18 Alan Leshner Scottsdale


812 4/29/18 Kristi Doyle CAVE CREEK


813 4/29/18 Scott Bell Cave Creek


814 4/29/18 Abby J Feldman Cave Creek Why build this at this location?  There are so many other options.  This truly makes no sense.


815 4/29/18 Denise Betcher Cave Creek


816 4/29/18 Tracy Jenkins Cave Creek this is a zone change and commercial right next to a neighborhood.


817 4/29/18 Francesca Nudo Cave creek


818 4/29/18 Shelby Golightly Cave Creek







819 4/29/18 Julie Briguglio Cave Creek


820 4/29/18 Lyn Mistry Cave Creek Too much development, too high, wrong place


821 4/29/18 Joseph Gutierrez-VallalbaCave creek This horrible project need to be STOPPED


822 4/29/18 Ryan Sommers Cave Creek


823 4/29/18 C Thomp Phx


824 4/29/18 Camisa Composti Desert Hills


825 4/29/18 Kevin Knopf Cave creek Letâ€™s keep the open Desert around us, we have a bunch of storage facilities within a couple miles up here!


826 4/29/18 Susan Braverman Cave creek


827 4/29/18 Kelly Reilly Ph That area does not need a storage facility.  To much of the desert is being taken up .  It does not need to be in 


828 4/29/18 Tom B Cave Creek It disrupts natural desert habitat, flora and rain water drainage.


829 4/29/18 Irina T Cave Creek


830 4/29/18 Sheila Mansolillo Cave creek


831 4/29/18 Jeremy Sanchez Cave creek


832 4/29/18 Judith Gerdin Phoenix I want this area to be residential, not commercial.


833 4/29/18 Nick Burchett Cave Creek Because of the views of the mountains.


834 4/29/18 Desiree Hendle Phoenix


835 4/29/18 Joann Mariscal Cave Creek Too close to homes and will cause more traffic and debris.


836 4/29/18 Thomas Dennis Cave Creek


837 4/29/18 Dana Rakinic Scottsdale Will increase noise and traffic on an already overused roadway; too close to existing homes.


838 4/29/18 Robin Isquith Carefree


839 4/29/18 Thomas Andreoli Cave Creek


840 4/29/18 Chris Peterson Cave creek


841 4/29/18 Lilli Roberts Cave Creek


842 4/29/18 Estelle Rolinson Cave Creek


843 4/29/18 Stuart Rolinson Cave Creek The area is currently zoned as C1 and properties were purchased here based on that zoning. Re-zoning should 


844 4/29/18 Wendy Mosior Carefree These developers need to play by the rules and NOT change them and ruin our community in the name of 


845 4/29/18 Ludmila Tanurcov Cave Creek More fungus in the air, higher risk of contracting Valley Fever - that's particularly dangerous to the children, 


846 4/29/18 Belinda Lujan Phoenix This is a residential community. We do not need a storage facility in this location when there are multiple 


847 4/29/18 Marlene Wolthuis Phoenix We bought our homes in good faith & expect you to honor the existing zoning.


848 4/29/18 Michelle Khoury Cave creek We dont need another storege facility in this area. This particular on infringes on the rights of the residential 


849 4/29/18 Robert Germann Cave Creek


850 4/29/18 Julie Perillo Cave creek We donâ€™t need a storage facility in this neighborhood


851 4/29/18 Michael Farida Cave Creek When we purchased our home we were aware that it backed to a c1 zoned parcel. We accepted that and 


852 4/29/18 ML Ayre Chandler Pro-Homeowner - No storage facility on or near this neighborhood.


853 4/29/18 Veronica Dallo Phx


854 4/29/18 Jennifer Gillham Scottsdale


855 4/29/18 Holly Hunter Cave Creek Because I live in the area and donâ€™t feel itâ€™s needed. Itâ€™s an eyesore.


856 4/30/18 Samantha Erdmann Mesa


857 4/30/18 Nicole Bean Scottsdale







858 4/30/18 Jessenia Snyder Cave creek


859 4/30/18 Mary bill Cave Creek


860 4/30/18 Michael Haynes Cave Creek


861 4/30/18 Private Citizen Cave Creek Re-zoning at this point Iâ€™m not fair to those of us that have already bought homes in the area.


862 4/30/18 Colleen Dean Cave Creek


863 4/30/18 Ruth Vesledahl Cave Creek


864 4/30/18 William Kaiser Cave Creek


865 4/30/18 Mary Cervini Cave Creek


866 4/30/18 Rachael Stevens Phoenix


867 4/30/18 Chad Lewis Cave Creek


868 4/30/18 Heather Husom Cave Creek


869 4/30/18 Kym Dianovich Cave Creek


870 4/30/18 Sandra Conklin Cave Creek It doesnâ€™t belong in a residential neighborhood.


871 4/30/18 Brandon Anderson Cave Creek


872 4/30/18 Vicki Dean Cave creek I want to preserve the small town vibe of this immediate neighborhood. The sheer size of this proposed 


873 4/30/18 Eric Mattison Cave Creek It's unnecessary and far too large. Not to mention the options available now. If you're moving in or out, you 


874 4/30/18 Ashley Gillen Cave creek


875 4/30/18 A Rebecca Cave creek Height, number of units, night lighting, water flow for flood zone, doubt that their analysis of foot traffic is 


876 4/30/18 Matt Gum Cave creek I live here


877 4/30/18 Stephanie Sanchez Cave creek Right next to home and preschool. Donâ€™t like any large blogs in the desert.


878 5/1/18 Susan Fox Cave Creek


879 5/1/18 Judy Mesecher Cave creek


880 5/1/18 Sue MartinHoerner Scottsdale I live near this area and am opposed to this storage facility!


881 5/1/18 Susan Lisowski Cave Creek Donâ€™t want the increased traffic.  Donâ€™t want to stare at an oversized building in the neighborhood.


882 5/1/18 Jeremy Tomaeno Cave crek


883 5/1/18 Ellie Workman Cave Creek Traffic , like CVS there


884 5/1/18 Linda Steinberg Cave creek


885 5/1/18 Trish Brotherton Cave Creek


886 5/1/18 Jerry Pierce Cave Creek


887 5/1/18 Samantha Gadesaude Cave Creek There are plenty of storage places in cave creek and this is a residential area and no place for storage facility!!! 


888 5/1/18 Todd Eide Phoenix


889 5/1/18 Lenny Beckman Cave creek I live here.


890 5/1/18 Brian Greer cave creek


891 5/1/18 brian greer scottsdale


892 5/1/18 lexi green cave creek


893 5/1/18 barbara brown cave creek


894 5/1/18 Paul Menchaca Cave Creek


895 5/1/18 Kathy Pichnarcik Scottsdale


896 5/1/18 Jessica Reynolds Cave creek







897 5/2/18 susan green Cave creek The views and traffic


898 5/2/18 kamryn buckwalter Phoenix


899 5/2/18 William Casey Cave Creek Disrupts the view for neighboring communities


900 5/2/18 Elizabeth Bertone Cave Creek


901 5/2/18 Paulette Sceri Cave Creek Property value and eye sore to the community.


902 5/2/18 Chelsea Flaherty Cave creek


903 5/2/18 Becky Moore Cave Creek


904 5/2/18 Susan Roman Cave Creek we cherish the value of our properties which this facility will surely diminish once it goes through


905 5/2/18 Marc Hodge Phoenix


906 5/3/18 Chelsea Johnson Cave Creek


907 5/3/18 John Elliott CAVE CREEK


908 5/3/18 Rick Cox Cave Creek We do not need nor want the view obstruction along with more traffic in this small area.


909 5/3/18 Darolyn Shaw Cave Creek I have lived in this area for about 30 years and it is a great place to live.  If I wanted to live in town, I would 


910 5/3/18 baylee leavitt Chandler


911 5/3/18 Doris Ruiz New York


912 5/3/18 Nancy Wendel Cave creek


913 5/3/18 Pam Buckwalter Phoenix


914 5/4/18 Teresa Vitolo Cave creek


915 5/4/18 Amanda Vitolo Cave creek


916 5/4/18 Frank Nudo Cave Creek


917 5/4/18 Tiffany Daniolos Scottsdale


918 5/4/18 Nicole Kulesza Cave creek


919 5/4/18 Angela RIley Cave Creek Don't destroy our natural views! We have enough storage units anyway!


920 5/4/18 Tania Novela Cave Creek


921 5/4/18 Christina Shen Cave Creek


922 5/4/18 Romisa Baasten Cave Creek Close to my home. Going to impact home value. Rather than a store unit- how about restaurants and retail 


923 5/4/18 Alice Stoner Phoenix


924 5/5/18 Tara Osullivan Phoenix


925 5/7/18 John Hecht Cave Creek
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CARE2 Petitions


Number Date First Name Last Name City State/Province Country Why is this important to you?


1 1/14/2018 Rob Chloe Sam Neeson Highgate United Kingdom


2 1/14/2018 BRAD ELLIOTT Cave Creek Arizona United States


3 1/14/2018 April Mauch Cave Creek Arizona United States


This rezoning directly affects our neighborhood, as it is being built in an area directly next to homes in our community. The 


rezoning should not happen as it could directly affect home prices, traffic in the area, that has already is becoming more 


congested due to all the changes in zoning and development.


4 1/14/2018 Jamie Mauch Cave creek Arizona United States


5 1/14/2018 Mirtha Elliott Cave creek Arizona United States


6 1/14/2018 Robert Macdonald Cave Creek Arizona United States I live in the neighborhood behind the proposed cite


7 1/14/2018 Jolanta Rafferty Cave Creek Arizona United States


8 1/14/2018 Chad Oliver Cave Creek Arizona United States


I don't think a storage facility in the middle of a neighborhood is appropriate. They bring an element of crime and that is not safe 


for a community with children.  There are locations just a mile or 2 away that are not in the middle of residential homes.


9 1/14/2018 Tim Rafferty Cave creek Arizona United States Our neighbor dies not need our want this. Kills peoples property value


10 1/14/2018 Stephanie Stasik Cave Creek Arizona United States


This development will severely block a necessary animal corridor driving the local wildlife either onto a main road (Dynamite) or 


further into our neighborhood; devalue our properties; pose a daily inconvenience to our residents, and the surveillance can cause 


unintended threats to the safety of our children. There is zero net gain for our community from this potential rezoning.


11 1/14/2018 Christopher Stasik Cave Creek Arizona United States


12 1/14/2018 Ashley oliver Cave creek Arizona United States I would not want the elements that a storage facility brings around my children.


13 1/14/2018 Wendy Quinn Cave creek Arizona United States Rezoning and height of structure proposed.


14 1/14/2018 Temperance Robins Cave Creek Arizona United States


This proposed change negatively impacts the safety of our community, property values, and natural wildlife corridor. This is not an 


appropriate cite for a storage facility or C-2 zoning.


15 1/14/2018 Jim Moseley Derby Kansas United States


The natural habitat of the desert is far more important than a business which will likely only last a dozen years or so while 


devaluing property and quality of life to those who call the area home.  Having previously lived in Arizona for over twenty years, I 


have witnessed this personally and do not wish it to happen to others for unnecessary reasons.


16 1/14/2018 Greg Russo Cave Creek Arizona United States


17 1/14/2018 Karla Panning Scottsdale Arizona United States


18 1/14/2018 Michael Abraham Cave Creek Arizona United States Stop the overdevelopment


19 1/14/2018 Damian Walker Phoenix Arizona United States Stop deforesting our natural deserts reducing livable environments for our wildlife.


20 1/14/2018 Tammy Wadina Cave Creek Arizona United States It's a residential area not setup to be commercially driven


21 1/14/2018 Adriane Hutchison Scottsdale Arizona United States


22 1/14/2018 Valerie Stasik Fountain Hills Arizona United States It's my sons neighborhood and I am a believer in preservation


23 1/14/2018 Jason Hodge Cave creek Arizona United States


I would look directly at it out front door, don't not need a 3 story building in the middle of a gated community. Will have a direct 


effect on home values


24 1/14/2018 Beverly Brown Cave Creek Arizona United States


There is not another 3 story building within 5 miles.  C-2 is inappropriate so close to this neighborhood and will bring increased 


traffic.  While the proposal is for a storage unit ( allowing traffic at all hours of the day or night - including RV storage) it opens up 


zoning to strip clubs.  There is no need for storage in this area since there is another storage facility less than 1 mile away.  This is 


an ambitious overreach by a greedy land developer.


25 1/14/2018 Jaime Marin Plymouth Michigan United States


26 1/14/2018 Tracy Jenkins Cave Creek Arizona United States


27 1/14/2018 Elisa Cal Cave creek Arizona United States


28 1/14/2018 Derrick Stoffer Tempe Arizona United States


29 1/14/2018 Catherine Leshinski Phoenix Arizona United States


30 1/14/2018 Carla Ziccarelli Cave Creek Arizona United States Not a good fit the community. Too close to homes. Many like facilities in area.


31 1/14/2018 Jennifer Christman Cave creek Arizona United States


32 1/14/2018 Dawn Winans Scottsdale Arizona United States


33 1/14/2018 Carrie Hodge Cave Creek Arizona United States This will impact the look of the community and affect property values. The building is too tall for the area.


34 1/14/2018 Renee Farida Cave Creek Arizona United States


We live in a nice gated community. It brings down the values of our homes to rezone. More traffic in C-2 developments means 


more noise, light, and air pollution for our families and children.


C-2 zoning allows many businesses to open that are controversial or offensive in nature, and potentially opening the door for 


patrons of questionable character.


35 1/14/2018 Dayna Cavinder Cave Creek Arizona United States


This is in my backyard.  I moved to cave Creek to enjoy the wildlife and homey feel. Not to be inundated with the possibility of 3 


storey storage unit or anything else that backs up to my fence line.


36 1/14/2018 Dee Hutt Cave creek Arizona United States Too close to residential area. Another storage facility nearby. Too tall.


37 1/14/2018 Kyle Oldenburg Cave Creek Arizona United States


38 1/14/2018 Nicole Waters Cave Creek Arizona United States


39 1/14/2018 Courtney Oliart Cave Creek Arizona United States


40 1/14/2018 Greg Gallop Cave Creek Arizona United States NO C-2 in our neighborhood. Neighborhoods are for FAMALIES not for INDUSTRIALIZATION!!!


41 1/14/2018 Jaimie Alemond roanoke Texas United States Our family lives there


42 1/14/2018 Korri Carollo Cave Creek Arizona United States


STOP rezoning to C2 in our Cave Creek-North Phoenix Neighborhood
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43 1/14/2018 Stasi Alexander Falling Waters West Virginia United States


44 1/14/2018 Rosemary Police Cave creek Arizona United States This will disturb our neighborhood


45 1/14/2018 JoAnn Nielsen Cave Creek Arizona United States Too high


46 1/14/2018 Nick Alemond Roanoke Texas United States Our family lives in the neighborhood.


47 1/14/2018 Lyn Mistry Cave Creek Arizona United States


This beautiful and unique community will be changed for the worse and will open up the area for similar ill advised and ugly 


buildings


48 1/14/2018 Susan Green Cave Creek Arizona United States Completely inappropriate for the  neighborhood location.


49 1/14/2018 William Cavinder II Cave Creek Arizona United States


50 1/14/2018 Danijela Quenzler Cave creek Arizona United States


There is no need for a 3 story storage facility in our area.  This will not only be esthetically displeasing, but our property values and 


surrounding homes will be impacted negatively.


51 1/14/2018 Bridget Jablonski Cave Creek Arizona United States


52 1/14/2018 Alison Price Phoenix Arizona United States


53 1/14/2018 Leah Strub Phoenix Arizona United States


I believe this would negatively impact the landscape of North Phoenix/Cave Creek neighborhood! It's not necessary to build such a 


large structure.


54 1/14/2018 Chris Backle Cave Creek Arizona United States Moved here to get away from â€œbig cityâ€ . Keep Cave Creek â€˜small town'.


55 1/14/2018 Cindy Bates Cave Creek Arizona United States


56 1/14/2018 Daniela Mogro Phoenix Arizona United States


57 1/14/2018 Stacey Leshner Cave creek Arizona United States


I have young kids and if this space gets rezoned then it opens the door for a lot of unsavory businesses to open.  Also if this does 


become a storage facility, the noise and random people and traffic


58 1/14/2018 Kim Napier-Collier Cave Creek Arizona United States


59 1/14/2018 Abigail Villodas Cave Creek Arizona United States


60 1/14/2018 Beth Summers Cave creek Arizona United States


61 1/14/2018 Thad Guseman Cave creek Arizona United States My son goes to the Primorse school.  I think we can bring something better to this land other then another storage facility.


62 1/14/2018 Victoria Walker Phoenix Arizona United States


63 1/14/2018 Cassie Richardson Scottsdale Arizona United States


I live in the area and traffic is already bad with many fatalities at this exact intersection.  It would be irresponsible to bring more 


people from out of the area here near our homes just to clog up a dangerous intersection.  People who would be using this facility 


would not likely even be from the area,  bringing more city to our quiet part of town.  Not to mention the desecration of our open 


land that we all prize for its beauty while hiking and mountain biking, all for another commercial building and "parking lot" for 


phoenix people to come out here and park their boats and rvs. Keep phoenix in phoenix!


64 1/14/2018 Stacey Gannon Cave Creek Arizona United States It will be such an eye sore and reduce property values of the surrounding neighborhoods!


65 1/14/2018 Karlee Leyva Scottsdale Arizona United States


66 1/14/2018 Maey King Cave Creek Arizona United States Changing the zoning on this property does not benefit the community. We do not want a large multi story building on this site.


67 1/14/2018 Sunny parker Cave Creek Arizona United States This is so wrong.  Moved here because of what Cave Creek represents.  Keep C-2 out of our neighborhoods.


68 1/14/2018 Amy Hill Cave Creek Arizona United States


It will completely change the feel of the neighborhood, will not go in that area at all. Should not be built next


To a preschool.


69 1/14/2018 Ryan Sommers Cave Creek Arizona United States


70 1/14/2018 Kevin O'Connell Cave Creek Arizona United States


C-2 zoning would be awful for our neighborhoods property values and severely impact our the peace & quiet we enjoy in the 


mornings, evenings and on weekends.


71 1/14/2018 Keaka Hashimoto Cave Creek Arizona United States That area should not be rezoned to add more traffic and already shrinking natural habitat.


72 1/14/2018 David Leshner Cave Creek Arizona United States


This would be devastating for our HOA as it would hurt home values, create safety concerns and privacy, increased traffic, noise, 


lighting and really effect the community.


73 1/14/2018 Becca Holt Cave Creek Arizona United States This is a neighborhood and not an industrial park where 3 story storage facilities belong!


74 1/14/2018 Michelle Khoury Cave Creek Arizona United States It is not needed and will ruin the small town atmosphere of our neighborhood.


75 1/14/2018 Liz Lariz Phoenix Arizona United States


76 1/14/2018 Michelle Fulcher Phoenix Arizona United States


We are concerned about increased traffic, noise, and lights.  The tone of neighborhood will be negatively impacted with a storage 


facility or something even less desirable if zoning changes.


77 1/14/2018 Sarah O'Connell Cave Creek Arizona United States


Adding a C-2 would dramatically change our neighborhood, from property values to safety and our views of the surrounding 


desert and Black Mountain.  It's unnecessary as there are several other areas that could be used before development in this 


particular spot.


78 1/14/2018 Ashley Nacco Cave Creek Arizona United States


79 1/14/2018 Amanda Brown Cave Creek Arizona United States


I am not opposed to a commercial building but am extremely opposed to a height variance. We moved up north to enjoy the 


Mountain/desert View's and to get away from the city. A 3 story building with security lights would be awful for the 


neighborhood. We also have a dark sky ordinance that should be enforced. Again, we all moved here to get away from tall city 


buildings and bright lights. I am not in the immediate area but am a Cave Creek Realtor and this would bring down property values 


in the area. In addition, once one gets approved, it is only a matter of time until others follow.


80 1/14/2018 Jennifer Terhark Cave Creek Arizona United States


81 1/14/2018 Kristina Koontz Phoenix Arizona United States


82 1/14/2018 Sharon Briggs Phoenix Arizona United States I live near this beautiful scenic part of the north Valley. This would be an eyesore!







85


86


87


88


89


90


91


92


93


94


95


96


97


98


99


100


101


102


103


104


105


106


107


108


109


110


111


112


113


114


115


116


117


118


119


120


121


122


123


124


125


126


127


128


129


130


131


132


A B C D E F G H


83 1/14/2018 Joanne Gerster Cave Creek Arizona United States We do not want this in our community to bring down property values and increase traffic.


84 1/14/2018 Tanya Giles Scottsdale Arizona United States


85 1/14/2018 Austin Tatka Cave creek Arizona United States Cave Creek isn't supposed to be like Phoenix and everywhere else.


86 1/14/2018 Jeff Davis CAVE CREEK Arizona United States


87 1/14/2018 Theresa Kirat NY New York United States Planning to move to CC to get away from city life. I'd like to keep the view!


88 1/14/2018 Elizabeth Russo Cave Creek Arizona United States


89 1/14/2018 Jamie Curley Phoenix Arizona United States I work in this area. A large 3 story commercial building would be an eyesore in this quaint Cave Creek area community.


90 1/14/2018 Sharyn Flanagan Cave Creek Arizona United States A three story building does not belong in this neighborhood.  It will ruin the desert we are trying to preserve


91 1/14/2018 Kathleen Chapman Cav Creek Arizona United States Bad for property values and an eyesore for the neighborhood


92 1/14/2018 Ilene Jamison Cave Creek Arizona United States The flavor of the neighborhood would definitely change with this structure!  This belongs in the city not in a bedroom community.


93 1/14/2018 Dina Cardenas Cave Creek Arizona United States


94 1/14/2018 Joy Golden Cave Creek Arizona United States Do not want a huge storage facility in this area,


95 1/14/2018 Natasha Sawyer Phoenix Arizona United States


96 1/14/2018 Craig Walker Cave creek Arizona United States This will ruin desert views and this is a mostly residential area this would be an eye sore


97 1/14/2018 Ruth Vesledahl Cave Creek Arizona United States Values in neighborhood, flooding, views, safety,


98 1/14/2018 Roxanne Carlson Cave creek Arizona United States


99 1/14/2018 Susan Pendley Cave Creek Arizona United States


We do not want commercialization in our natural landscape. We value the natural beauty and that's why we moved here. Go 


south to the 101.


100 1/14/2018 Edmund Chapman Cave Creek Arizona United States


101 1/14/2018 Christina Bowen Cave creek Arizona United States


102 1/14/2018 STacey Sebastian Cave Creek Arizona United States


103 1/14/2018 KRISTAN LUNDQUIST Scottsdale Arizona United States Over-development


104 1/14/2018 Elise Conaway Carefree Arizona United States


105 1/14/2018 Karen Crossetti Cave Creek Arizona United States


106 1/14/2018 Dennis Marino scottsdale Arizona United States


THIS REZONING REQUEST WILL HAVE AN EXTREMELY NEGATIVE IMPACT OR APPEARANCE AND SAFETY OF OUR COMMUNITY. 


STOP THE OVER DEVELOPMENT WITHIN OUR RESIDENTIAL COMMUNITY ONLY TO INCREASE TAXES AND WEALTH FOR INVESTORS 


AND DEVELOPERS


107 1/14/2018 Emily Pettee Cave Creek Arizona United States We live in the area and do not want to see larger commercial development.


108 1/14/2018 Nancy Wible Cave Creek Arizona United States It has the potential to lower our property values.


109 1/14/2018 Jocelyn Grobmeier Englewood Colorado United States


I grew up in that neighborhood. My dad still lives in my childhood home not far from here. I would be devastated if this was built 


here. People move out to get away from things like this. As far as I see it, there is no need. It will block beautiful views. It will 


cause more traffic in this area.


110 1/14/2018 Priscilla Ferry Scottsdale Arizona United States


111 1/14/2018 Kristin Dahl Phoenix Arizona United States


The valley is a tourist destination because of our beautiful views and old west atmosphere. 


If we continue to change zoning to create more dense neighborhoods and higher buildings that ruin our scenic vistas, we become 


just another city.


112 1/14/2018 Stephanie Brown Cave Creek Arizona United States


113 1/14/2018 Amber Wachtmann Cave Creek Arizona United States


114 1/14/2018 Kari Bacon Cave Creek Arizona United States


115 1/14/2018 Francine Lindblom Cave Creek Arizona United States


116 1/14/2018 Katie Nolan Littleton Colorado United States


117 1/14/2018 Marlene Albrecht Cave Creej Arizona United States The homeowners who will be impacted are NOT the people who will use this facility. Be a respectful business build elsewhere.


118 1/14/2018 Teresa Carman Cave Creek Arizona United States Keep this a family friendly neighborhood!!


119 1/14/2018 Laurie Puryear Cave Creek Arizona United States This isn't community where I live!


120 1/14/2018 Tracy Nee Cave creek Arizona United States I live in cave creek. All the houses beong built are lowering the value of the existing houses and making it hard to sell them


121 1/14/2018 Todd Vesledahl Cave Creek Arizona United States Home values,


122 1/14/2018 Melissa Joseph Phoenix Arizona United States


123 1/14/2018 Alex Smith Phoenix Arizona United States


124 1/14/2018 Lisa B Cave Creek Arizona United States


There is already a storage facility up the street from this proposed site. I value my "out of city" living up here with the wide open 


spaces.


125 1/14/2018 Dominique Peworski Cave Creek Arizona United States


126 1/14/2018 Tim Randall Cave Creek Arizona United States The wrong type of development and would adversely affect the desert landscape and mountain views.


127 1/14/2018 Michael Farida Cave Creek Arizona United States


128 1/14/2018 Virginia Gorr Phoenix Arizona United States


A 3 story storage facility has no place in a residential neighborhood. It will be unsightly, and not in tune with the rest of the area.  


Please don't allow it to be built.


129 1/14/2018 Joshua McLaughlin Cave Creek Arizona United States I live in the neighborhood


130 1/14/2018 Rennei Farida Cave Creek Arizona United States
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131 1/14/2018 Michael Haas Cave Creek Arizona United States


I believe this will affect the value of the neighborhood, the street traffic and possibly the crime rate. I am also not in favor of 


rezoning an area that is already established and was sold to the neighbors on the premise that it won't change, or in this case, be 


rezoned.


132 1/14/2018 Jessica McLaughlin Cave Creek Arizona United States


133 1/14/2018 Derra Lee Edwards Phoenix Arizona United States


134 1/14/2018 Ruth Tinant Cave Creek Arizona United States


135 1/14/2018 Ruth Rogers WOOLWICH Maine United States


136 1/14/2018 Karen Parmenter Cave Creek Arizona United States Do not need these types of businesses in our beautiful residential neighborhoods.


137 1/14/2018 Rachel Prokop Cave creek Arizona United States


138 1/14/2018 Sue Ferguson Phoenix Arizona United States I live close to this area and do not think it would be an appropriate business for this location.


139 1/14/2018 Liz Sarrubbo Cave Creek Arizona United States Do not want a 3 story building built here.


140 1/14/2018 Elissa Ericson Cave creek Arizona United States


141 1/14/2018 Guy Babbitt Cave Creek Arizona United States Protect our property safety and values


142 1/14/2018 Cheryl Willis Cave Creek Arizona United States


143 1/14/2018 jean brady cave creek Arizona United States enough!  where does it end?  3 story building, really?


144 1/14/2018 Nicole Steiner Cave Creek Arizona United States


145 1/14/2018 Vedrana Gaetano Cave creek Arizona United States


146 1/14/2018 Cindy Zandbergen Scottsdale Arizona United States


147 1/14/2018 Katherine Kiesel Cave Creek Arizona United States


148 1/14/2018 James Woodward New River Arizona United States Keep this land Rural - this is horse country.


149 1/14/2018 Karim Oliart Cave Creek Arizona United States


150 1/14/2018 Tom Brady Cave Creek Arizona United States This is not the type of building in the area. Not sure if there is another 3 story building anywhere in miles.


151 1/14/2018 Joanne Feiler Cave Creek Arizona United States


152 1/14/2018 Nancy Whiting Cave Creek Arizona United States This is not wanted here, please deny approval!


153 1/14/2018 Lori Carden Cave Creek Arizona United States We pay a premium to stay away from industrial areas. This is NOT WANTED.


154 1/14/2018 Daniel Gaetano Cave Creek Arizona United States


155 1/14/2018 Lola Harvey Cave Creek Arizona United States


We live in Cave Creek. This structure would be high and could possibly be rezoned for some other type of business. There is 


already a storage place in Cave Creek off Cave Creek road.


156 1/14/2018 Mary Markey Cave Creek Arizona United States Don't want this building in my neighborhood. This is a residential neighborhood


157 1/14/2018 Sheri Hood Phoenix Arizona United States


158 1/14/2018 Betty Dust ng Phoenix Arizona United States Are we going to become wall to wall buildings,,,,,


159 1/14/2018 Keri Pinon Cave Creek Arizona United States


160 1/14/2018 Pamela Prasher Mesa Arizona United States


161 1/14/2018 Enrique Pinon Cave Creek Arizona United States


162 1/14/2018 Maureen Love Cave creek Arizona United States


We do not need storage or re zoning in this area.  Three stories is too big and the lot is too small.  This would impact our desert, 


our neighborhood and our community in a negative way.  The neighborhood behind would forever be changed and there is a 


preschool there where many of our children spend their day.  They do not need to be exposed to the noise and dust and exhaust 


of construction of such a project nor the traffic of a storage facility which would risk their safety.  No re zoning or variance or 


storage facility!


163 1/14/2018 Elise Riccio Cave Creek Arizona United States


164 1/14/2018 Roseanne Finocchiaro CaVe creek Arizona United States


T


Do not change zoninf to c-2. This kind of business and size of building does mot beling in oue community.


165 1/14/2018 Blake Koolick Cave Creek Arizona United States


166 1/14/2018 Briana Stockman Phoenix Arizona United States


167 1/14/2018 Sara Shimmin Cave Creek Arizona United States


168 1/14/2018 Adam Lemisch Cave Creek Arizona United States


169 1/14/2018 Casey Stephens Cave Creek Arizona United States


170 1/14/2018 Natalie Driscoll Scottsdale Arizona United States I do not want the kinds of businesses this refining would attract.


171 1/14/2018 Gina Avilla Fountain Hills Arizona United States We visit my family at their house often and an increase of traffic and noise makes the area undesirable.


172 1/14/2018 Tammie Werner Cave Creek Arizona United States Don't want it to affect home values!


173 1/14/2018 Vonda L Cave Creek Arizona United States This kind of business and building is not wanted or needed in this area.


174 1/14/2018 Aimee Soltau Scottsdale Arizona United States I don't want anything to block our beautiful views and scenery.


175 1/14/2018 Megan M Cave Creek Arizona United States This is a horrible location.  Move it away from our beautiful community!


176 1/14/2018 Gina Rigler Cave Creek Arizona United States


177 1/14/2018 Rhonda Green Cave Creek Arizona United States Do not want a large storage center near home


178 1/14/2018 Randy Beard Fountain Hills Arizona United States


I visit my grandkids who live in this neighborhood and we often watch the wildlife around their home. It would break their hearts 


to see the wildlife killed on the road because they were displaced.


179 1/14/2018 Jennifer Louis Cave Creek Arizona United States Zoning should not be changed in this resident area.


180 1/14/2018 Maria Teresa Valadez Cave Creek Arizona United States Preserve the community lifestyle that 99.9% of the homeowners invested in regardless of it was 20 years ago or last month


181 1/14/2018 Cindra Ramsey Cave Creek Arizona United States I like our rural area, don't need tall buildings.  There are plenty of storage companies in the immediate area.


182 1/14/2018 Danielle Stutz Cave Creek Arizona United States
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183 1/14/2018 Lucinda Walters Naia Phoenix Arizona United States


I live near here. C-1 zoning is sufficient. We see developer trying to cram C-2 zoning in between two C-1 and residential areas. 


Stop it! Jim Waring usually helps developers so contact him as well. Enough is enough


184 1/14/2018 Michele Gurrieri Cave creek Arizona United States


185 1/14/2018 Mary wheeler Bedford Texas United States


186 1/14/2018 Julie Schilly Phoenix Arizona United States


187 1/14/2018 Scott Steiner Cave Creek Arizona United States


188 1/14/2018 Wade Tinant Cave creek Arizona United States


189 1/14/2018 Alexis Martin Scottsdale Arizona United States


190 1/14/2018 Jill Piovano Cave creek Arizona United States


191 1/14/2018 sean rogers Cave Creek Arizona United States


192 1/14/2018 Sarah Fredericks Anthem Arizona United States


193 1/14/2018 Regina Davis Cave Creek Arizona United States


194 1/14/2018 Cathy Carroll Cave Creek Arizona United States


195 1/14/2018 Julie Viale Cave Creek Arizona United States


The new zoning would dramatically decrease our home value and would potentially bring a negative element into our 


neighborhood resulting in higher crime.


196 1/15/2018 Eileen McDougall Cave Creek Arizona United States


We purchased in this neighborhood because there were no multi-story business and want to keep it rural for the indigenous 


species here. Adding more structures will jeopardize animal migration pattern.


197 1/15/2018 Jamie Herseth Cave Creek Arizona United States


198 1/15/2018 Jeff Waters Cave Creek Arizona United States


199 1/15/2018 Dena MacDonald Cave Creek Arizona United States


200 1/15/2018 Claudia Hudson Cave creek Arizona United States


201 1/15/2018 Melanie Miljush Phoenix Arizona United States


We need to leave beautiful nature alone. This land is appreciated by those who see


It every day and live in proximity to it.


202 1/15/2018 Sherry Kohn BOCA RATON Florida United States


203 1/15/2018 Leslie F CAVE CREEK Arizona United States


We moved here in June 2017 and specifically chose this area due to the rural setting and beautiful views. There are plenty of 


storage companies in the immediate area. Please take this eyesore some place else-away from all of us!


204 1/15/2018 Laura Jorde Scottsdale Arizona United States


The proposed building would lower property values and be a danger to the Pre School, including but not limited to traffic 


increases and potential umsavory businesses allowed with zoning change.


205 1/15/2018 Marc Petrine Cave Creek Arizona United States A three story building would dwarf other structures in the area.


206 1/15/2018 John Minor Cave Creek Arizona United States 3 level eye sore close to a preschool zoned for future bad business. We do not need another storage facility in this area.


207 1/15/2018 Kathy Duran Cave creek Arizona United States It's my neighborhood


208 1/15/2018 Jim Vance Scottsdale Arizona United States


209 1/15/2018 Susan Green CAve Creek Arizona United States


210 1/15/2018 Nicole Corning Cave Creek Arizona United States


211 1/15/2018 Dan Reisbacher Cave Creek Arizona United States


212 1/15/2018 Janeen Russello Scottsdale Arizona United States


213 1/15/2018 lynn traynham cave creek Arizona United States


214 1/15/2018 Nancy Raspiller Scottsdale Arizona United States


215 1/15/2018 Colleen Neese Cave Creek Arizona United States The proposed building will be an eye sore and bring down property values! It's the last thing we need here!


216 1/15/2018 Kimberly Kordik Cave Creek Arizona United States


There is already a storage facility 2 blocks down at Cave Creek Rd and Tatum near the Frys shopping center. Plus my property 


value will suffer as every open desert space gets added to the ever growing concrete jungle CC is becoming.


217 1/15/2018 Rachel Rossi Phoenix Arizona United States


We have plenty of storage facilities in the close vicinity of this proposed site. The land was zoned intentionally to help keep our 


neighborhood a desirable place to live.


218 1/15/2018 David Lantz Cave Creek Arizona United States A 3 story commercial building does not belong nestled in a residential area.


219 1/15/2018 Patrick Green Cave creek Arizona United States


220 1/15/2018 Janis King RENO Nevada United States


221 1/15/2018 Patty Hill Scottsdale Arizona United States Traffic congestion, safety, livestock,  schools, area demographics, home value impacts.


222 1/15/2018 Christy N Cave Creek Arizona United States Would rather see a neighborhood friendly business there, not a 3 story eyesore.


223 1/15/2018 Stephanie Legro Cave creek Arizona United States


First,  it started with the mass amounts of residential properties being built with absolutely no yards and it seems as if neighbors 


can reach out their windows to touch one anotherâ€¦ And now this type of building in more of a residential area just doesn't 


belong here. We have beautiful mountain views and we have pristine land and we would like to keep it that way. There are many 


other options to wear this type of building can be built but Cave Creek is not one of them. Please, I ask that you take these 


comments and this petition seriously because we have to maintain our land for what it is. We chose to move to Cave Creek Almost 


3 years ago because if it's quaint charm and since we've moved here I have been disgusted with the amount of development that's 


been going on and it just has to stop.


224 1/15/2018 Heather Berry Cave Creek Arizona United States This rezoning case doesn't fit the existing desert residential nature of the neighborhood.


225 1/15/2018 Alice Ferguson-Meyer Phoenix Arizona United States Although I no longer live in the area, I cherish it and it's open space beauty where I lived for 14 years


226 1/15/2018 Keri Roberts Cave Creek Arizona United States STOP this monstrosity from going up. We don't need it here.


227 1/15/2018 Jean Krbec Phoenix Arizona United States I want our neighborhood to stay with the same character.


228 1/15/2018 Andrea Rice Cave creek Arizona United States


229 1/15/2018 Robert Kelly Cave creek Arizona United States ðŸ–•ðŸ–•ðŸ–•ðŸ–•ðŸ–•ðŸ–•ðŸ–•
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230 1/15/2018 Sandra Owen Cave Creek Arizona United States


I moved out of the zoning that allowed multiple stories to live in an area that is aesthetically appealing in 1995. I picked Tatum 


Ranch because of the future plans to keep the area from extensive overbuilding. I am very much against tall buildings in the area. 


This is what ruined Scottsdale's charm & appeal from many years ago.  There is a storage facility within 2 miles so this is not 


necessary for the area.


231 1/15/2018 Cynthia Grace Cave creek Arizona United States


I believe that a commercial building of this height is not appropriate for this residential area. Our community enjoys a more rural 


atmosphere and this development is contrary to what we love about our neighborhoods.


232 1/15/2018 JENNY W Phx Arizona United States


233 1/15/2018 Samantha Stream Phoenix Arizona United States This is a family neighborhood....a 3 story's building will be a huge eye sore and change the feel of our community.


234 1/15/2018 Shelby Voss Cave creek Arizona United States


235 1/15/2018 Wendy Walker Phoenix Arizona United States Seriously?   Another storage unit?  There is one on Tatum and Union Hills.  Use that one and quit destroying the desert.


236 1/15/2018 Patrick Kenny cave creek Arizona United States


237 1/15/2018 Sharon Glanville Cave Creek Arizona United States


Our community is a desert view community.  This monstrosity or any other taller structure will not only block our views but being 


unwanted traffic to the area. 


Please do NOT ever rezone this beautiful area and let the residents enjoy the land and views they bought into years ago. Thank 


you!


238 1/15/2018 Judy Santeo Mea, Arizona United States


239 1/15/2018 Audrea Perry Phoenix Arizona United States


240 1/15/2018 Susan Cable New River Arizona United States


Need to stop these development â€œvariancesâ€  in mostly residenVal areas. Think about the people who live there for once! This 


type of thing can happen anywhere...


241 1/15/2018 Anthony Apodaca Cave Creek Arizona United States


242 1/15/2018 Andrea McKinney Cave Creek Arizona United States


243 1/15/2018 Shandra Locken Phoenix Arizona United States


244 1/15/2018 David Lowe cave creek Arizona United States


245 1/15/2018 Diane Ostlund Scottsdale Arizona United States This is my residential/small business neighborhood - I'd like to see it stay that way for our children and their chikdren


246 1/15/2018 Laura Aden Cave Creek Arizona United States


247 1/15/2018 Jillian McLyn Cave Creek Arizona United States


248 1/15/2018 Michael Colgero Cave Creek Arizona United States


249 1/15/2018 George Pearsall Cave Creek Arizona United States


Enough with the zoning changes. It was zoned already so leave as it was. Comply or take your business elsewhere. A 3 story 


building is out of place with the neighborhood and the area.


250 1/15/2018 Mark Viale Cave Creek Arizona United States My property value will decrease and an unwanted element will be brought to our area.


251 1/15/2018 Casella Kathy Scottsdale Arizona United States Just say no to another eye-sore


252 1/15/2018 Tina Kelly Cave Creek Arizona United States we live in the area and do not want to see more traffic - Tatum is always backed up and there are so many accidents


253 1/15/2018 Garrett Van Rooy Mesa Arizona United States


This sets a poor standard and allows people to ruin the aesthetic of a family-oriented neighborhood in favor of clashing and 


oppressive structures. This would hurt whatever family is next to the structure and diminish their quality of life.


254 1/15/2018 Stacy LaFrance Cave Creek Arizona United States I live in the community directly behind this location. I'm strongly opposed to this rezoning.


255 1/15/2018 Susan Ried Cave Creek Arizona United States A 3 story storage facility is NOT needed in this area.


256 1/15/2018 Jennifer Schindler Cave Creek Arizona United States This will bring down the value of my home!


257 1/15/2018 Steven Landgraf Cave Creek Arizona United States Keep the area rural!


258 1/15/2018 Arlene Downey Cave Creek Arizona United States


259 1/15/2018 Amy Smith Cavecreek Arizona United States


260 1/15/2018 Mitch Love Cave Creek Arizona United States Too much development!  No need for more storage.


261 1/15/2018 Ryan Reid Cave creek Arizona United States


262 1/15/2018 Lisa Crist Phoenix Arizona United States


I attend church in this area.   This facility would destroy the natural beauty of this area.   There are homes nearby and a storage 


facility would negatively impact the neighborhood


263 1/15/2018 Tracy Creamer Scottsdale Arizona United States


264 1/15/2018 Mindy Graeber Cave creek Arizona United States Doesnt need to be there. Not zoned for it


265 1/15/2018 Mara Gossack Cave Creek Arizona United States


266 1/15/2018 Lynn Dwyer Cave Creek Arizona United States


Not appropriate use


property values


267 1/15/2018 Jennifer Sjoquist CAVE CREEK Arizona United States


268 1/15/2018 Michelle Sabia Cave Creek Arizona United States Wish to keep big buildings and big corporations away from Cave Creek.


269 1/15/2018 Ervina Sylestine Mesa Arizona United States


270 1/15/2018 Stacey Reid Cave Creek Arizona United States


271 1/15/2018 Britta Kelly Cave Creek Arizona United States


272 1/15/2018 Robert Altenbern Cave Creek Arizona United States Home values


273 1/15/2018 Ellyn Markowitz Cave Creek Arizona United States


274 1/15/2018 Christina Marsh Cave Creek Arizona United States


275 1/15/2018 Annalisa Fox Scottsdale Arizona United States


276 1/15/2018 Charleen Clark Cave Creek Arizona United States


277 1/15/2018 Sally Mudd Cave Creek Arizona United States


278 1/15/2018 Manuel Montero Cave creek Arizona United States
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279 1/15/2018 Kortney Otten Scottsdale Arizona United States


I live in the area and this is not keeping with the aesthetics or desires of the surrounding community. It is unnecessary and 


unwanted. Surely the builder/business can follow the code, rules, and guidelines, like all the rest of us, without being allowed a 


variance (that the rest of us community members would not receive). There should be no special exceptions- follow the rules like 


the rest of us. This is not good or beneficial for the community and will affect property values and the overall look that everyone 


here is trying to preserve.


280 1/15/2018 Sharon Collins Cave Creek Arizona United States


This proposed rezoning of land is completely inappropriate for the area.  This is a residential, somewhat rural neighborhood.  The 


residents chose to move to this area for the open area, desert view feel.  Three story high buildings have no place in this area.  


There is a storage facility right around the corner which can meet this need.  This type of building does not belong in their 


neighborhood.  I STRONGLY oppose the rezoning in general and building of any 3-story facility in this area.


281 1/15/2018 Kristina Barry Commerce city Colorado United States


282 1/15/2018 Helen Hugo Cave Creek Arizona United States


283 1/15/2018 Julie Briguglio Cave Creek Arizona United States We are a small town and do not need 3 story businesses in our neighborhood


284 1/15/2018 Rebecca Sieben Scottsdale Arizona United States


285 1/15/2018 Pamela Seuss Cave Creek Arizona United States


286 1/15/2018 Amber Wittmers Cave Creek Arizona United States


I did not purchase my home with a beautiful view of black mountain and in a place where the desert landscape is supposed to be 


maintained to have it destroyed by a 3 story storage facility.  I also do not believe that the storage facility is the end goal.


287 1/15/2018 John Valovic Cave Creek Arizona United States


We do not need or want the extra traffic, flood zone is an issue,  and fhe amount of homes they want to build.  Enoght already!!!!   


Greed is one of the seven deadly sins....


288 1/15/2018 Michael Delgado CAVE CREEK Arizona United States Long time resident in tatum ranch, dont want more traffic or developement.


289 1/15/2018 Rebecca Braver-Nahorodny Cave Creek Arizona United States


290 1/15/2018 Kelly Henry Cave creek Arizona United States


It will create more traffic on dynamite blvd also lower home values as well an eye sore as a 3 story building.i also have concern for 


the possibility of flooding down dynamite road


291 1/15/2018 McKenzie Green Cave creek Arizona United States


This is where I grew up. Arizona is beautiful and I am so sad that we keep building in the beautiful areas of cave creek. Pleaser 


STOP!


292 1/15/2018 Carly St. Germain Cave Creek Arizona United States


293 1/15/2018 David Hutchings Cave Creek Arizona United States


294 1/15/2018 Peggy Beene Phoenix Arizona United States I live up north to avoid this keep of development.


295 1/15/2018 Elaine Castellano Cave creek Arizona United States We don't need rezoning !!! Period.


296 1/15/2018 Ronald Petterec Scottsdale Arizona United States


297 1/15/2018 Karissa Thomas Cave Creek Arizona United States


298 1/15/2018 Judith Mariahazy New river Arizona United States


My family moved to this beutiful area 35 years ago for the beauty and its rural nature. We expected change and growth. But, the 


edition of higher elevation structures will destroy the ambiance here. It is unfair for the city to continually pander to the desires of 


commercial developers and ignore the wishes of families that live here.


299 1/15/2018 Megan Koppes Cave creek Arizona United States


300 1/15/2018 Pam Frear Cave creek Arizona United States i live in this area- needs to stay rural and not have blocked views that affect prop values


301 1/15/2018 Esther Trujillo Desert Hills Arizona United States We love to see our stars at night...we do not need anymore congestion


302 1/15/2018 Hadly Kinard Scottsdale Arizona United States NO on 3  stories.  So sad!


303 1/15/2018 Shawn archer Cave creek Arizona United States It will negatively impact my property value.


304 1/15/2018 Cynthia Shelton Phoenix Arizona United States


305 1/15/2018 Jason Bowar Cave creek Arizona United States Property values


306 1/15/2018 Louis Hagler Cave Creek Arizona United States


307 1/15/2018 Elizabeth Rosen-Ducat Cave Creek Arizona United States


This would be a big mistake! This area is meant as horse country  and development of the area should be kept small town 


appropriate!!


308 1/15/2018 Cynthia McNaughton Cave Creek Arizona United States We need to keep Cave Creek rural areas as are, p lease do not do this!


309 1/15/2018 Ashley Hashimoto Cave Creek Arizona United States


310 1/15/2018 Dana Davis Cave Creek Arizona United States We do not need or want 3 story commercial building affecting our home values


311 1/15/2018 Linda Pierce Desert hills Arizona United States


312 1/15/2018 Alexandra Baskovitz Cave Creek Arizona United States


313 1/15/2018 Wendy Mosior Carefree Arizona United States


Too large, three stories is just ridiculous, too close to existing residents houses, 24 hour traffic...Need I continue...My vote is 


NOOOOO!!!


314 1/15/2018 Carol King Cave Creek Arizona United States


Too


Many reasons to list


315 1/15/2018 Bonnie Earl Desert Hills Arizona United States Too many buildings crowding out our natural desert.


316 1/15/2018 Heather Rochefort Cave Creek Arizona United States This will negatively impact property values. Cave Creek is beautiful. Let's keep it that way.


317 1/15/2018 Lori Getz Cave Creek Arizona United States


318 1/15/2018 Renee Blackwell Cave Creek Arizona United States Property value


319 1/15/2018 Caroline Haenszel Cave Creek Arizona United States


Absolutely not! We already have a storage center currently and have seen a new 'Toy  Barn' being constructed.  A three story 


structure is unnecessary and just too big. **Most importantly, the preschool does not need this kind of traffic. The zoning should 


not change and the lot is too small. The homes behind this lot will suffer. NO THANK YOU!


320 1/15/2018 Ashley Dembowski Phoenix Arizona United States
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321 1/15/2018 Lori Martinez Cave Creek Arizona United States Important to keep the small town feel of Cave Creek.. we moved here to get away from the city and high density feel.


322 1/15/2018 Catherine Fey Scottsdale Arizona United States


We don't need a re-zoning.  We don't need 3-story space with potential of commercialization.  Keep property values from going 


down, do not add traffic in that area, and keep the rural/desert community that we strive hard to keep and fully enjoy.


323 1/15/2018 Judith Dietz CavÃ¨ Creek Arizona United States Do not want industrial zoning  in our residential  areas -  that's why we have zoning in the first place


324 1/15/2018 Jennifer Davies Cave Creek Arizona United States Not appropriate for our neighborhood!


325 1/15/2018 Lisa Wolters-Broder Cave Creek Arizona United States To maintain the character of Cave Creek


326 1/15/2018 Melinda Turner Phoenix Arizona United States


327 1/15/2018 Stacy Okeeffe Cave creek Arizona United States


328 1/15/2018 Stephanie Brewer Cave Creek Arizona United States


Not only do I live in the community abutting the property in question, but I am also a local realtor concerned about the values of 


nearby residential properties. In my career, I have seen many homes be negatively impacted by commercial buildings near 


residential properties. With the increase in traffic, noise and potential crime, homes inevitably lose value and are harder to sell. 


Residents moved out to this area of north Phoenix to be aware from the busy commercial aspects of central Phoenix. We need to 


protect the integrity of the desert and our quiet residential communities. This is not the right place for a large storage facility.


329 1/15/2018 Corri Soberanes Cave creek Arizona United States


Things like this are destroying the charm of Cave Creek which is why we moved here. Please don't allow this. 


Thank You


330 1/15/2018 Susan Kirby Cave Creek Arizona United States Save our neighborhood from all commercial properties.


331 1/15/2018 RICHARD LOVERNICK Ann Arbor Michigan United States the proposed development will destroy the character of the immediate neighborhood


332 1/15/2018 Matthew Zuccaro Cave Creek Arizona United States Preserve overall character of the neighborhood, not turn into a commercial site


333 1/15/2018 Donna Corbett Cave Creek Arizona United States


334 1/15/2018 Tiffany Stebner Cave creek Arizona United States


335 1/15/2018 Kristin Ashabranner Cave creek Arizona United States


336 1/15/2018 Kelley Pavkov Scottsdale Arizona United States


337 1/15/2018 Carrie Katai Cave Creek Arizona United States Property values, views, traffic


338 1/15/2018 Caroline Goddard Cave Creek Arizona United States A commercial building of that size is completely inappropriate for that location.


339 1/15/2018 Jess B------ Edmonton Canada


340 1/15/2018 Sheri Oâ€™Neal Cave Creek Arizona United States The building is too high. Not a suitable structure for this area.


341 1/15/2018 Dona Rule Mesa Arizona United States Family and Friends live there and they are appalled that this would even be a consideration.


342 1/15/2018 Aaron Hill Cave Creek Arizona United States Decreased property home values in exchange for an unnecessary business.


343 1/15/2018 Laurie Weeden New River Arizona United States


3 story buildings are not why we live where we do, if this is allowed here, these things will just keep creeping farther and farther 


north. Added traffic is also a concern.


344 1/15/2018 Carol Cabalka Waunakee Wisconsin United States


345 1/15/2018 Allison Haller Cave Creek Arizona United States Rezoning this parcel of land to a C-2 will negatively affect the propty value of my home.


346 1/15/2018 Dawn Meadows Fountain hills Arizona United States Many reasons.


347 1/15/2018 Melissa Lambiaso Phoenix Arizona United States Value of my property


348 1/15/2018 Megan Nix Phoenix Arizona United States We dont need this in our town......


349 1/15/2018 Mary McGarrity CAVE CREEK Arizona United States


350 1/15/2018 Tannaz Braucht Cave creek Arizona United States


351 1/15/2018 Marilyn Wrigley Carefree Arizona United States


As an immediate neighbor of Cave Creek,  members of Carefree strongly protect the interests of sister community Cave Creek. I 


oppose the rezoning of this land as it will diminish  the quality of life in Cave Creek with intensified light pollution, visual eyesore 


(3 stories tall), increased traffic congestion, and decrease the property values of those in the immediate area.


352 1/15/2018 Daniel Robertson Cave Creek Arizona United States Property values, traffic, crime, community aesthetic


353 1/15/2018 Kelly Lantz Cave Creek Arizona United States


354 1/15/2018 Nicole Westerman Cave Creek Arizona United States


355 1/15/2018 Chip Krizan Cave Creek Arizona United States


It will bring To much traffic. Block the natural views! No more evening lights. It's becoming more difficult to see our night sky's due 


to all the lights!


356 1/15/2018 Christina Pettit Cave Creek Arizona United States


It will bring To much traffic. Block the natural views! No more evening lights. It's becoming more difficult to see our night sky's due 


to all the lights!


357 1/15/2018 Donna Dooley Carefree Arizona United States


358 1/15/2018 Jodi McGhee Scottsdale Arizona United States Because it needs to stay a rural area


359 1/15/2018 Scott Marine Cave Creek Arizona United States Crime, traffic and property values


360 1/15/2018 Susan McMillan Cave Creek Arizona United States We do not want anymore commercial buildings in the area we want to protect our property values.


361 1/15/2018 Kate Buckley Cave creek Arizona United States


362 1/15/2018 Angela Legge Cave creek Arizona United States Not the place for a building this size...


363 1/15/2018 Alexis Pettit Cave Creek Arizona United States It will bring To much traffic.


364 1/15/2018 Jordan Buckley Cave Creek Arizona United States


365 1/15/2018 Timothy Pettit Cave Creek Arizona United States Traffic is terrible! Stop the building


366 1/15/2018 Tina Taylor Phoenix Arizona United States Traffic and view issues


367 1/15/2018 Tanner Hill Scottsdale Arizona United States


The whole purpose of living in this area was to be away from the city and to be in the beautiful desert. Not to have a munch 


building put in
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368 1/15/2018 ronald lindquist phoenix Arizona United States 3 story building and another shopping plaza is not needed


369 1/15/2018 Roxanne Chew Desert Hills Arizona United States


370 1/15/2018 Timo Moeller Cave Creek Arizona United States


371 1/15/2018 Alyssa Baumann Cave Creek Arizona United States


372 1/15/2018 valiant g Phoenix Arizona United States


373 1/15/2018 h valiant Phoenix Arizona United States


374 1/15/2018 JOHN NORBERCIAK CAVE CREEK Arizona United States


375 1/15/2018 Trina Wright Cave Creek Arizona United States


376 1/15/2018 LAURA BIXLER SCOTTSDALE Arizona United States


377 1/15/2018 Troy Lysaght Cave creek Arizona United States Don't wish the value of my home to depreciate


378 1/15/2018 Susan Braverman Cave creek Arizona United States


379 1/15/2018 Lynn Gerveler Cave Creek Arizona United States


380 1/15/2018 Renee Clock Cave Creek Arizona United States


381 1/15/2018 Jason Asbury Cave Creek Arizona United States


382 1/15/2018 Richard Gerlach Cave Creek Arizona United States


383 1/15/2018 Lisa Zimmerman Phoenix Arizona United States


384 1/15/2018 Sheri Roberts Cavecreek Arizona United States


385 1/15/2018 Linda Steinberg Cave creek Arizona United States


386 1/15/2018 Alane Martens Cave Creek Arizona United States


387 1/15/2018 Tricia Reynolds Cave Creek Arizona United States


388 1/15/2018 Linda Tucker Cave creek Arizona United States


389 1/15/2018 Lauren Kiesling Phoenix Arizona United States


390 1/15/2018 Meghan Mitchel Cave Creek Arizona United States


A 3 story commercial building would be an eye sore, it does not fit in with the neighborhood aesthetics in the area. Also will 


negatively impact our home values and bring too much traffi.


391 1/15/2018 Archana Pailla Phoenix Arizona United States


392 1/15/2018 Ora Kurland Cave Creek Arizona United States


393 1/15/2018 Kelly Davis Phoenix Arizona United States


394 1/15/2018 Lisa Buelna Phoenix Arizona United States


395 1/15/2018 Laura Cometa Cave Creek Arizona United States


Preserving natural beauty and sight lines is extremely important to me. This zoning designation would be an open door to hideous 


large buildings that are inappropriate for our area.


396 1/15/2018 Hallie Flood Cave Creek Arizona United States


397 1/15/2018 Ann Kerr Cave Creek Arizona United States


398 1/15/2018 Thomas Dennis Cave Creek Arizona United States Do not want rezoning for height allowances.


399 1/15/2018 Jan Bruner Cave Creek Arizona United States Quality of neighborhood


400 1/15/2018 Kevin Gilbert Cave creek Arizona United States Eyesore and traffic are big, but don't like the precidence it sets


401 1/15/2018 Mike Wittmers Cave Creek Arizona United States


Because my house is right next to the proposed rezoning area.  The list of problems this will cause my family is endless.  Most of 


all being that our property value will decrease tremendously.  Not for one second do I believe that they will actually put a storage 


facility in.  Susan Bitter Smith has been involved in too many shady dealings and her hands are all over this one, as well.  I will do 


anything and everything to stop the rezoning effort and construction of what ever ridiculous structure is proposed.


402 1/15/2018 Thomas Konieczny Scottsdale Arizona United States Increased Traffic and decreased housing values


403 1/15/2018 Jason White Cave Creek Arizona United States I think this would be bad for surrounding neighborhood property values and oppose this.


404 1/15/2018 Kent Pederson Phoenix Arizona United States I want more open desert!!!


405 1/15/2018 Mark Wysolmierski Cave Creek Arizona United States Zoning this area as commercial right near a preschool will disturb the area and add noise and distractions to a peaceful area.


406 1/15/2018 Julie White Cave Creek Arizona United States


407 1/15/2018 Craig Wolman Cave Creek Arizona United States


408 1/15/2018 Tom Bollwitt Cave Creek Arizona United States


409 1/15/2018 Al Guagenti Cave creek Arizona United States Noise and industry  does not belong in a non-soliciting neighborhood that quiet and free of commercial business


410 1/15/2018 Regina Ficken Cave Creek Arizona United States


411 1/15/2018 James Karberg Cave Creek Arizona United States


412 1/15/2018 Amber Gutierrez Cave Creek Arizona United States


This proposed property is directly behind my home.  I am against any business that requires I see to zoning being put in our 


residential neighborhood. It will not only affect us directly but all of the communities surrounding us.  We love our community and 


care tremendously about our neighbors and local businesses. A three story storage building would be unattractive, out of place 


and would directly impact the way of life for many of us in Diamond Creek. C-2 zoning has NO place in our community and so 


close to our homes. Traffic, lighting, structure, zoning, noise and view are all affected by this proposed atrocity.


413 1/15/2018 Tobi Hawley Cave Creek Arizona United States


414 1/15/2018 John Fosbinder Scottsdale Arizona United States


415 1/15/2018 Steve Sherwood Cave Creek Arizona United States I am a Realtor and hold residential real estate in high regard


416 1/15/2018 Maureen Drennan Cave Creek Arizona United States


I own a home on peak view and feel this would not help the homes values in our neighborhoods!! This is a very busy intersection 


already and any more development would increase traffic and also create an eyesore!!!







419


420


421


422


423


424


425


426


427


428


429


430


431


432


433


434


435


436


437


438


439


440


441


442


443


444


445


446


447


448


449


450


451


452


453


454


455


456


457


458


459


460


461


462


463


464


A B C D E F G H


417 1/15/2018 kellyn dubois phoenix Arizona United States


418 1/15/2018 anthony affronti Cave Creek Arizona United States We do not need anymore commercial properties being built in residential area.


419 1/15/2018 Michael Vale Cave Creek Arizona United States


420 1/15/2018 Mike Trudeau Cave Creek Arizona United States 3 story buildings should be where 3 story buildings usually are.. The city .. Not in residential areas with desert landscape


421 1/15/2018 Chris Lowenberg Cave Creek Arizona United States The Building is too high and the resulting re-zone of the land will negatively affect homeowner land values


422 1/15/2018 Mark Olson Cave Creek Arizona United States C2 zoning is not what I want near my neighborhood


423 1/15/2018 Richard Pipkin Phoenix Arizona United States Very concerned about impact of nearby C-2 zoning on quality of life, home values, and other issues in our community.


424 1/15/2018 Shelly Brown Cave Creek Arizona United States We do not need anything else to lower our home values!!! NO! NO! NO!!


425 1/15/2018 Chris Vicari Cave Creek Arizona United States No need for 3 story structure in this location.  Enough traffic as is.  Go down by Desert Ridge, or even farther away.


426 1/15/2018 Ronald Sargent Cave Creek Arizona United States Simple !! Property values will be effected


427 1/15/2018 Melanie Watts Cave Creek Arizona United States


428 1/15/2018 Harry McGinnity Cave Creek Arizona United States This is the wrong Neighborhood for this building!


429 1/15/2018 John Mcclure Cave creek Arizona United States This is not what are community needs!


430 1/15/2018 Ken Beyer Cave Creek Arizona United States Property value decreasing, increased traffic and the continued degradation of the natural surroundings


431 1/15/2018 Shelby Golightly Cave Creek Arizona United States


I have lived in the area for 18 years. It has been great seeing it grow, yet still maintain the small town feel it has always had. 


Building a three story building will change the feel of the entire area. Once there is one there will be more and it might as well be 


like areas further south. We live out of town a few miles for a reason, we'd like to keep it that way.


432 1/15/2018 Cathy Beyer Cave Creek Arizona United States


As a homeowner in the address area I believe a three story commercial building will negatively effect the views and property 


values in the area.


433 1/15/2018 Anthony Gross Cave Creek Arizona United States


Traffic patterns in Cave Creek are getting worse by the year since I moved up here in 2000. Too many housing developments are 


already in plans and this storage unit will only add to congestion and traffic patterns/light pollution/ destruction of precious desert 


etc.


434 1/15/2018 Jeffrey Jones Cave Creek Arizona United States I would rather keep the neighborhood residential and light business.  C2 would not be a good designation for our neighborhood


435 1/15/2018 Brie Hill Cave Creek Arizona United States


436 1/15/2018 Jaynie nielsen Cave creek Arizona United States Home values, traffic flow issue


437 1/15/2018 Joseph Lord Cave creek Arizona United States This would be horrible to the look of the neighborhood


438 1/15/2018 frances cherrick Cave Creek Arizona United States


439 1/15/2018 Eleanor Peirce Cave Creek Arizona United States There are too many eye sores already in this area!


440 1/15/2018 Shelley Kniffen Phoenix Arizona United States


I live, work, and worship in this area. There are no other three story buildings around, and I think it will just stick out like a sore 


thumb. This area could us a restaurant or supermarket, but not a storage facility.


441 1/15/2018 Mark Schonhoff Cave Creek Arizona United States


442 1/15/2018 Linda Delgado-Wood Cave Creek Arizona United States


There are many other locations that can support a storage facility in the area.  However, not next to a residential area, and 


especially NOT next to a school !  This facility probably will not be supported by local residents as so many as very opposed.


With the rash of thefts & vandalism that has already hit our communities, we don't need any more issues with people 


â€œcasingâ€  our neighborhoods.


443 1/15/2018 Cara Hrycyk Scottsdale Arizona United States


444 1/15/2018 Rebecca Sherrill Phx Arizona United States


We already have too much traffic at that intersection.  Also, it is a residential area.  All the business in the area is small.  That 


would be an eyesore.


445 1/15/2018 Jeremy King Cave creek Arizona United States There is no need for it and it's to tall .


446 1/15/2018 Kimberly Blackert Cave Creek Arizona United States


447 1/15/2018 John Shrewsbury Cave Creek Arizona United States No RE-ZONING!!!


448 1/15/2018 felix p Phoenix Arizona United States


449 1/15/2018 Hildie Cohen Phoenix Arizona United States


450 1/15/2018 David Blank Cave Creek Arizona United States


451 1/15/2018 BethAnne Countrymen Cave Creek Arizona United States


452 1/15/2018 Daniel Katai Cave Creek Arizona United States


453 1/15/2018 Jerry Wood Cave Creek Arizona United States No height waiver for ANY building near any residential area or school.


454 1/15/2018 Melissa Rowland Cave Creek Arizona United States Way to make the community ugly, Corp greed! No thank you dilly weeds


455 1/15/2018 Pamela Dix Scottsdale Arizona United States


456 1/15/2018 Cindy Yount Cave creek Arizona United States We like our town and don't want it to look like downtown Tokyo


457 1/15/2018 Dawn Riolo Cave creek Arizona United States


Keep our desert views!  We do not need a storage page up here.  We have one just 1.5 miles from this proposed location.    Move 


south of the 101 please!


458 1/15/2018 Karen Peet CAVE CREEK Arizona United States


459 1/15/2018 Jennifer Miller Cave creek Arizona United States


460 1/15/2018 Lorri Heiling Cave Creek Arizona United States


461 1/15/2018 Deborah Barrett Cave Creek Arizona United States


462 1/15/2018 Robert Joyner Cave Creek Arizona United States
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463 1/15/2018 Paula Anderson cave creek Arizona United States


Three stories is NOT appropriate to this neighborhood and is NOT in keeping with existing development. C-2 zoning is extremely 


undesirable, as it decreases property values within a mile or more. This zoning also allows a foothold for controversial and 


offensive businesses which we don't want in our neighborhood.


464 1/15/2018 Regina Whalen Cave Creek Arizona United States


Doesn't conform with overall neighborhood surroundings and why do think need to construct something so high? C 2 zoning does 


not belong in this neighborhood


465 1/15/2018 Grace Bentivegna Cave Creek Arizona United States


Amending the zoning doesn't align with the Phoenix General plan. The proposed rezoning seeks significant change, it is large scale 


(3 story) surrounded by residential with only limited exception of a few 2 story properties.


466 1/15/2018 Melodi Harmon Cave Creek Arizona United States


I like our neighborhood here at Diamond Creek and feel this type of zoning will diminish our property value. Hope the city does 


not allow this to happen. Seems very unnecessary!  ðŸ™ ðŸ »


467 1/15/2018 Amy Witsoe Cave Creek Arizona United States


468 1/15/2018 Keith Cannon Cave Creek Arizona United States


The proposed project and the proposed zoning do not fit with the current development of the area. A storage facility is an urban 


eyesore that would be a blemish in this peaceful desert community, inconsistent with the residential neighborhood, the school 


and the park.


469 1/15/2018 David Swanson Cave Creek Arizona United States


470 1/15/2018 maria gee scottsdale Arizona United States eyesore, will block the view, more traffic


471 1/15/2018 Kristina Keating Scottsdale (city of Phoenix) Arizona United States


472 1/15/2018 Meghan Wright Scottsdale Arizona United States I grew up in Cave Creek, I dont want to see this happen.


473 1/15/2018 Christine Sparacino Cave creek Arizona United States


474 1/15/2018 Hillary Hutson Cave creek Arizona United States Too high of a building for the area.  Will effect hosting prices.  Also,  I don't want a storage facility next to my kid's school.


475 1/15/2018 Lissa Stewart Cave Creek Arizona United States


476 1/15/2018 Tiffany White Cave creek Arizona United States Way to close to my home and we are being inundated with homes and commercial!


477 1/15/2018 Aaron Witsoe Cave Creek Arizona United States


It is not what we want near our neighborhood and not why we bought here. It's also not good in that location as it relates to the 


park and views.


478 1/15/2018 Susie Visser Phoenix Arizona United States It won't be a good addition to our neighborhood


479 1/15/2018 Donna Mulvey Gieber Cave Creek Arizona United States Because it doesn't fit.


480 1/15/2018 Susan Lisowski Cave creek Arizona United States Safety if the neighborhood.  Don't want a 24 hour facility where people can come and go all night


481 1/15/2018 Scott & Jan Longman Cave Creek Arizona United States Keep Cave Creek... Cave Creek damnit! ðŸ˜Ž


482 1/15/2018 Marlene Wolthuis Phoenix Arizona United States


C-2 will negatively impact the neighborhood.  This is predominately a residential neighborhood and should remain so.  This kind of 


business is not conducive to the area.  It will create more traffic on Tatum & Dynamite which is already excessive.


483 1/15/2018 Victoria Hunter Cave Creek Arizona United States


484 1/15/2018 Lisa Dimond Cave Creek Arizona United States


Keep the rural and small community feel in the area. Property values. Traffic. Size of the building is a concern as well as the traffic 


and congestion.


485 1/15/2018 Oy Shuler Scottsdale Arizona United States A 3 story building would be obtrusive for a neighbor. It would block west exposures and sight lines.


486 1/15/2018 Kathleen Claxton cave acreek Arizona United States A 3 story storage facility doesn't fit and we have so many other ones in the neighborhood.


487 1/15/2018 Deirdre Ambrose Cave Creek Arizona United States I don't feel that is reflective of our beautiful surroundings


488 1/15/2018 Emilie Heles Cave Creek Arizona United States Do not destroy our beautiful landscape. One of the reasons we live there is because of it and the small town feel.


489 1/15/2018 Marilyn Goodwill Cave Creek Arizona United States


C-2 zoning does not provide the type of businesses that are desirable for this area. If changed, it would create a downward spiral 


in the integrity of our community.


490 1/15/2018 sergio morales cuernavaca Mexico


491 1/15/2018 Tracy Follmer Scottsdale Arizona United States


492 1/15/2018 Jennifer Russo Cave Creek Arizona United States


It's important to preserve the integrity of Cave Creek's history.  This installation does not fit into the community and compromises 


the authenticity of the neighborhood vibe.


493 1/15/2018 Joseph Lambiaso Phoenix Arizona United States


494 1/15/2018 Annie Manuel Cave Creek Arizona United States


495 1/15/2018 Heather Kindrick Cave creek Arizona United States


496 1/15/2018 Kate Hunt cave creek Arizona United States wrong landscape, wrong community for this bldg.


497 1/15/2018 Diane Welch Cave Creek Arizona United States


498 1/15/2018 chris rondeau cave creek Arizona United States


499 1/15/2018 Holly Andrews Cave Creek Arizona United States


500 1/15/2018 Trisha Weber Scottsdale Arizona United States


501 1/15/2018 Henry Nye Neenah Wisconsin United States takes away from the beauty of Cave Creek


502 1/15/2018 Carol Wittmann Cave creek Arizona United States


That is not the right place for a storage facility .


Try on cave creek road where all the other ones are.


We like our residential neighborhood and that doesn't belong.


503 1/15/2018 Cheryl Dillow Cave Creek Arizona United States


504 1/15/2018 Steven Alfheim Cave Creek Arizona United States


We moved to Cave Creek because of the natural beauty and blending of structures into the landscape.  We are seeing more and 


more of these kinds of structures going up ruining the look and feel of this very special community.  Obviously it is driven by 


business and revenues, but at what expense?


505 1/15/2018 Connor Rafferty cave cree Arizona United States Its not appropriate for our beautiful family neighborhood
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506 1/15/2018 Sue Larson Cave Creek Arizona United States


No need to re-zone this property to C-2, already have storage units on Cave Creek Road. Three story bldg not needed in this small 


space. Affects all property values surrounding this corner.


507 1/15/2018 Victoria Rafferty cave creek Arizona United States


508 1/15/2018 Marc Hodge Cave creek Arizona United States Business height is too tall, rezoning under unfair practices


509 1/15/2018 Clare Renshaw Cave Creek Arizona United States


510 1/15/2018 John Pettee Cave Creek Arizona United States I live close by and don't want a three story building in the desert!


511 1/15/2018 Tanya Zuniga Cave creek Arizona United States


512 1/15/2018 Stacy Batcheller Cave creek Arizona United States


513 1/15/2018 Sharon Janovsky Cave Creek Arizona United States


514 1/15/2018 Katie Petrine Cave Creek Arizona United States Real estate values and quiet enjoyment in my neighborhood.


515 1/15/2018 Nikhila Ravi Phoenix Arizona United States No Rezoning.


516 1/15/2018 Gail Buenger Cave Creek Arizona United States 3 stories is too high for the neighborhood and a storage facility woukd be terrible on that corner.  Do not rezone


517 1/15/2018 Lori Henkemeyer Cave creek Arizona United States


518 1/15/2018 Benjamin Cresswell phoenix Arizona United States


519 1/15/2018 Daniel Schmelz Cave Creek Arizona United States I believe it will bring down the value of our land as well it will be an eye sore.


520 1/15/2018 Jelena Pecic Carefree Arizona United States


521 1/15/2018 Tiffany Wilson Cave Creek Arizona United States


522 1/15/2018 Lesley Sloan Cave Creek Arizona United States


We like living on the outskirts of town and dont want to over commercialize ruining the feel of the neighborhood. If I wanted to 


live in an area that looked like the city I wouldn't be out here. Please don't do this.


523 1/15/2018 Erin Johnson Cave Creek Arizona United States Please stop re-zoning


524 1/15/2018 Jamie Idriss Cave Creek Arizona United States


525 1/15/2018 Mary Brancato Cave Creek Arizona United States


Main thoroughfares have an immense effect on the adjoining neighborhoods. Over a period of many decades, my lovely 


neighborhood in IL turned into a S-hole because of horrible city zoning. Cave Creek is a special place. Don't let what happened to 


MacArthur Blvd. in Springfield IL happen here. Let's keep it classy and nice. Future generations will thank you for it.


526 1/15/2018 Stacey Rochman Cave Creek Arizona United States


527 1/15/2018 Lisa Ackerman-O'Brien Cave Creek Arizona United States


528 1/15/2018 S Dymoke Carefree Arizona United States It will massively and negatively affect the natural beauty of our carefully preserved desert


529 1/15/2018 Tom and Patti Walter Cave Creek Arizona United States


530 1/15/2018 Jayson Bates Cave creek Arizona United States No need for this type of business at this location.


531 1/15/2018 Mike Soberanes Cave creek Arizona United States Please don't ruin our town. This is outrageous


532 1/15/2018 Jose Lazarini Cave Creek Arizona United States


I live in this neighborhood which matters to me how it will look, in order to keep the values of our homes and keep it appealing to 


future residents and buyers to our homes


533 1/15/2018 Bonnie Drenth Cave Creek Arizona United States


534 1/15/2018 Cynthia Townsend Cave Creek Arizona United States


535 1/15/2018 Margie Capampangan Cave Creek Arizona United States


536 1/15/2018 Lisa Casanova Phoenix Arizona United States


This is a beautiful residential area with great, hardly touched desert landscape in between. Why would you building anything 


commercial let alone 3 stories


537 1/15/2018 andrea whitten cave creek Arizona United States its ugly, unnecessary, and will blame ck so many precious sunset/sunrise views!!!


538 1/15/2018 richard beardsley cave creek Arizona United States


539 1/15/2018 Morgan Linford Cave creek Arizona United States


540 1/15/2018 Robin Hughes Phoenix Arizona United States Wells drying up due to these homes being placed on under an acre. Desert Hills wasn't supposed to be under an acre per Home.


541 1/15/2018 Jacqueline Woods Cave creek Arizona United States This would be a horrible place for this type of building! Think about all of the homes and properties it would be interfering with


542 1/15/2018 Jacqueline Coker Cave Creek Arizona United States


543 1/15/2018 Danny Jenkins Cave creek Arizona United States


544 1/15/2018 Joseph Hightshue Phoenix Arizona United States Don't think a building like that is any benefit to the neighborhood especially next to a childcare facility.


545 1/15/2018 Debbie Veneziano Phoenix Arizona United States


546 1/15/2018 Jill Collins Phoenix Arizona United States


547 1/15/2018 Suzanne rioux Scottsdale Arizona United States


548 1/15/2018 Tammy Baker Scottsdale Arizona United States


549 1/15/2018 Shelley Arnold Cave Creek Arizona United States


Although this lot was always slated for development, it was never expected to be something like a storage facility with several 


nearby in appropriately zoned areas.


550 1/15/2018 Paul Pannozzo Scottsdale Arizona United States


This area does not need that kind of business or structure erected.   No one who lives around here wants it.  Do not allow this 


zoning change.


551 1/15/2018 Colleen Dean Cave Creek Arizona United States We live within a block of this corner. A 3 story building will be very unsightly. Cave Creek does not need more storage.


552 1/15/2018 Stephanie Duchene CAVE CREEK Arizona United States This will be an eyesore. We don't need anymore storage facilities. Keep Cave Creek beautiful...don't rezone.


553 1/15/2018 John Blackwell Cave Creek Arizona United States I don't want unsightly commercial development near my largest investment in addition to increases in traffic.


554 1/15/2018 Patrick Wilson Cave Creek Arizona United States Proposed project may negatively impact property values and traffic.


555 1/15/2018 Andrew Tillotson Phoenix Arizona United States
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556 1/15/2018 Alan Wright Cave Creek Arizona United States


Just because some political needs votes for the mid term elections doesn't mean we need to put a storage facility in our 


neighborhood funded by their money grubbing friends. I can't believe this is even being considered. This doesn't make sense for 


our neighborhood and it will drive the neighborhood real estate value down.


557 1/15/2018 Santina Dipaola Glendale Arizona United States This will be my future home and it cause loss to the beautiful views.


558 1/15/2018 Kelsey Tillotson Phoenix Arizona United States


559 1/15/2018 Estelle Rolinson Cave Creek Arizona United States


560 1/15/2018 Ann Ezzell Cave Creek. Arizona United States We need to protect as much desert land as possible


561 1/15/2018 Leigh ann Kluge Cave Creek Arizona United States Against c2 zoning


562 1/15/2018 Rebeccah Cannon Cave Creek Arizona United States


I was born and raised in Arizona. I have seen how ill-advised and inconsistent zoning leaves permanent  scars on neighborhoods. 


That's what C-2 zoning and this industrial project would do to our quiet neighborhood. There is plenty of commercial property on 


nearby thoroughfares if the demand exists for more self-storage facilities. I oppose this zoning change with all the energy I can 


muster.


563 1/15/2018 Roger Page Cave Creek Arizona United States


1) I live in an equestrian community next to it 2) The proposed building structure would be less than 100' from a pre-school and 


when the 1st child get struck anf injured or killed by someone from this facikity, plaintiffs counsel will namecevery person, 


company and municipality who approved the facility because they knrw beforehsnd or should have know that a reasonable and 


prudentvperson would not build a commercial structure wirh high motor vehiclectraffic next to a pre- school.  Thrre is not a jury in 


the world that would not return a verdict in favor of the plaintiff and not an Insurance company underwriter in thecworld who 


would approve an Imsurance policy for this business next to a Pre-School.  The above needs to be made clear to the decision 


makers regarding this matter.


564 1/15/2018 Shannon Lincoln Cave Creek Arizona United States


565 1/15/2018 Ron Weiss Cave Creek Arizona United States


This area is the in the community I live and work in. As a real estate agent who knows the importance of how the beauty of an 


area directly correlates to homeowner values and happiness, I feel this could have a very negative effect.


566 1/15/2018 Elaine Philipps Cave Creek Arizona United States


567 1/15/2018 Lee Phillips Scottsdale Arizona United States


For the 20 years that I have lived in this area, this is not in keeping with the character of this beautiful area.  Not only out of 


character, but a blight to anyone that travels through that intersection.  I VOTE NO ON THIS THREE STORY PLAN!


568 1/15/2018 Stuart Rolinson CAVE CREEK Arizona United States


C2 Zoning is not appropriate in a residential area, especially next to a pre-school.  Not sure what the owners were thinking when 


they applied for this.  Surely the increase in the land value is not worth the lives of young children that will be endangered due to 


increased commercial traffic.


569 1/15/2018 Raymond Seuss Cave Creek Arizona United States


570 1/15/2018 Elaine Wong Cave Creek Arizona United States


571 1/15/2018 C Reese Cave Creek Arizona United States Not needed!


572 1/15/2018 Sandy Maddox Cave Creek Arizona United States Takes away from the beauty of our neighborhood


573 1/15/2018 Janice Weinmann-danis Cave Creek Arizona United States Our neighborhood is becoming an eyesore


574 1/15/2018 Jimeen Hamblen Cave creek Arizona United States


575 1/15/2018 Jessica Gibson-Taylor Phx Arizona United States


576 1/15/2018 Pamela Newton Scottsdale Arizona United States Very plainly...property values WILL be negatively affected.


577 1/15/2018 Kevin Legro Cave Creek Arizona United States


578 1/15/2018 Tracy Steffan Cave creek Arizona United States


579 1/15/2018 Teresa DUrso Cave Creek Arizona United States


580 1/15/2018 Dennis Liddell Scottsdale Arizona United States


581 1/15/2018 Adam Carlson Cave creek Arizona United States


582 1/15/2018 Colleen Walski Cave Creek Arizona United States Against C2 zoning.  Preservation of of a small town community.


583 1/15/2018 jane g Phoenix Arizona United States


584 1/15/2018 jane gg Phoenix Arizona United States


585 1/15/2018 Valerie Haddad Cave Creek Arizona United States


586 1/15/2018 G Peterson Scottsdale Arizona United States


587 1/15/2018 John Burghoffer Cave Creek Arizona United States


588 1/15/2018 Denise Burghoffer Cave Creek Arizona United States Multi level building placed in a community of homes is simply wrong. Sure to bring unsafe issues


589 1/15/2018 Cindy Morton Phoenix Arizona United States No reasonable value to the community. Please don't allow it.


590 1/15/2018 Raychel CLEBURN Cave creek Arizona United States


Ive lived in tatum ranch since i was 8 now 3p years old, the desert is where we lice you keep tearing it down what will we hsve 


left?


591 1/15/2018 Marissa Swift Cave Creek Arizona United States Will decrease home values, eye sore


592 1/15/2018 Jorge Marzolla Cave Creek Arizona United States


593 1/15/2018 Heather Eldridge Cave creek Arizona United States


594 1/15/2018 John Hansen Phoenix Arizona United States


Too much ambiguity about what might eventually be built at this site. Our property values and neighborhood security could likely 


be negatively impacted.


595 1/15/2018 z keith Phoenix Arizona United States


596 1/15/2018 keith z Phoenix Arizona United States


597 1/15/2018 Daniel Gioglio cave creek Arizona United States


598 1/15/2018 Pam Albo Cave Creek Arizona United States


599 1/15/2018 Tanya Walker Cave Creek Arizona United States


600 1/15/2018 Shannon Gettings Phoenix Arizona United States
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601 1/15/2018 Steve Alley Czbe Creek Arizona United States We dont way C-2 zoning


602 1/15/2018 Mj Caldwell Cave creek Arizona United States


603 1/15/2018 Lisa Smith Cave Creek Arizona United States


604 1/15/2018 Frances Zaglifa Cave Creek Arizona United States


This neighborhood does not need a storage facility nor do we need such an eye sore in our neighborhood not to mention the types 


of audiences this type of establishment will attract. We have a preschool nearby and this is a wonderful family neighborhood. We 


have worked hard to keep our neighborhood in a beautiful atmosphere, we will fight to keep our neighborhood safe for our 


children and families.


605 1/15/2018 Jenna Kuder Phoenix Arizona United States Community is more valuable than money.


606 1/16/2018 Nicholas Kuhl Phoenix Arizona United States


I own the property at 4563 E. Hedgehog Place which is adjacent to the re-zoning project. The project is not consistent with the rest 


of the area and will bring excess traffic, potential crime and affect the appearance and value of the area.


607 1/16/2018 Meghan Kendrick Cave creek Arizona United States I do not want this industrial building


608 1/16/2018 Marla Williams New River Arizona United States Please stop this rezoning


609 1/16/2018 Yvette Molina Cave creek Arizona United States


I live in Cave Creek and am tired if developers sqeezing in houses and business's where ever they can with no regard for the 


people and homes that have been here for years.


610 1/16/2018 Martha Bowers Scottsdale Arizona United States


611 1/16/2018 Ellen Nielsen Cave creek Arizona United States No high rises in Cave creek


612 1/16/2018 Tim Cahanes Cave creek Arizona United States


613 1/16/2018 Sue Sennett Cave Creek Arizona United States


There is too much traffic in this RESIDENTIAL area already.  Notbonly is there a safety issue, but people move here to get away 


from buildings that impede their views of nature.


614 1/16/2018 Robert Targosz Scottsdale Arizona United States


615 1/16/2018 Amy Fowler Cave creek Arizona United States This type of variance is to close to a pre school


616 1/16/2018 Marjorie Schnell Anthem Arizona United States


We want to preserve our scenic areas and neighborhoods, not add unsightly commercial buildings, pollution and congestion. 


Especially we don't want tall ugly commercial buildings that block beautiful views.


617 1/16/2018 Carrie Conklin Cavecreek Arizona United States It will ruin the looks of our neighborhood!


618 1/16/2018 Sheila King Cave Creek Arizona United States This is a unique neighborhood/community and we do not want this type of traffic in our neighborhood!!!!


619 1/16/2018 Allan Rosen-Ducat Cave creek Arizona United States


This proposed project is not appropriate for the location.  The impact will be extreme in many ways. Visually, monetarily and 


planning related.  The type of development, creates an aberrant zoning presidence within a developing and maturing residential 


corridor.  The impact from this project will negatively effect and impact this community for decades in the future.


620 1/16/2018 Jennifer Forrest Carefree Arizona United States Protect property values, don't want an eyesore building!


621 1/16/2018 Christy Radez Scottsdale Arizona United States


622 1/16/2018 Roger Anderson Cave Creek Arizona United States


I don't want to see a three story monster in the middle of our Sonoran Desert. That doesn't belong there. Find a place that is 


already zoned C2.


623 1/16/2018 Joe Gazo Cave Creek Arizona United States


I strongly oppose the rezoning to C2 in our Cave Creek/North Phoenix neighborhood.  I had just moved my wife and three boys to 


Diamond Creek (subdivision just south of C-2) approximately seven months ago for a bigger house for my family and to live closer 


to my aging parents, who also live in the same neighborhood.  I would have never moved here, knowing that this parcel of land 


would have the potential to be re-zoned.  


Firstly, there are approximately nine storage facilities within a six mile radius of this area.  I do not see an immediate need for a 3-


story storage facility. With nine storage facilities within this immediate area, there is clearly a saturation of this type of business.


Secondly, the potential for for other establishments to open as part of the C2 re-zoning is very alarming to me.  With the re-


zoning, there is a potential  to build a marijuana despensory, adult bookstore, taxi station, etc.  These types of businessess are not 


appropriate for our community considering that there is a park directly across the street where my boys play, along with a pre-


school adjacent to C2.  Not to mention the local schools and churches not to far from this area.


Tertiary,   I find it very difficult to believe that the developer went door-to-door in Diamond Creek and found that most residents 


favored the storage facility.  My wife is a stay-at-home-mom and not once did someone from the developer's office come to 


discuss.  My parents are also retired, and also stated that no one came to their house.  


I implore you to vote against this rezoning and ask yourself, "Would I want this in my neighborhood."  Would you want your 


property values to go down?  Would you want an eye-sore in your neighborhood that would directly conflict with the beauty of 


the natural surroundings?  Would you want increased traffic flow in your neighborhood?  We certainly do not!
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624 1/16/2018 Wendy Gazo Cave Creek Arizona United States


I strongly oppose the rezoning to C2 in our Cave Creek/North Phoenix neighborhood.  I had just moved to Diamond Creek 


(subdivision just south of C-2) with my husband and three boys approximately seven months ago for a bigger house for my family 


and to live closer to my aging in-laws, who also live in the same neighborhood.  I would have never moved here, knowing that this 


parcel of land would have the potential to be re-zoned.  


Firstly, there are approximately nine storage facilities within a six mile radius of this area.  I do not see an immediate need for a 3-


story storage facility. With nine storage facilities within this immediate area, there is clearly a saturation of this type of business.


Secondly, the potential for for other establishments to open as part of the C2 re-zoning is very alarming to me.  With the re-


zoning, there is a potential  to build a marijuana despensory, adult bookstore, taxi station, etc.  These types of businessess are not 


appropriate for our community considering that there is a park directly across the street where my boys play, along with a pre-


school adjacent to C2.  Not to mention the local schools and churches not to far from this area.


Tertiary,   I find it very difficult to believe that the developer went door-to-door in Diamond Creek and found that most residents 


favored the storage facility.  I am a stay-at-home-mom and not once did someone from the developer's office come to discuss.  


My in-laws are also retired, and also stated that no one came to their house.  


I implore you to vote against this rezoning and ask yourself, "Would I want this in my neighborhood."  Would you want your 


property values to go down?  Would you want an eye-sore in your neighborhood that would directly conflict with the beauty of 


the natural surroundings?  Would you want increased traffic flow in your neighborhood?  We certainly do not!


625 1/16/2018 Marina Gazo Cave Creek Arizona United States


I strongly oppose the rezoning to C2 in our Cave Creek/North Phoenix neighborhood.  My husband and I are the original owners 


and have been living in Diamond Creek (subdivision directly south of proposed development) since 2000.  My son and his family 


moved to Diamond Creek approximately seven months ago to help care for my husband who has had suffered some health issues.  


Firstly, there are approximately nine storage facilities within a six mile radius of this area.  I do not see an immediate need for a 3-


story storage facility. With nine storage facilities within this immediate area, there is clearly a saturation of this type of business.


Secondly, the potential for for other establishments to open as part of the C2 re-zoning is very alarming to me.  With the re-


zoning, there is a potential  to build a marijuana despensory, adult bookstore, taxi station, etc.  These types of businessess are not 


appropriate for our community considering that there is a park directly across the street where my grandsons play, along with a 


pre-school adjacent to C2.  Not to mention the local schools and churches not to far from this area.


Tertiary,   I find it very difficult to believe that the developer went door-to-door in Diamond Creek and found that most residents 


favored the storage facility.  My daughter-in-law is a stay-at-home-mom and not once did someone from the developer's office 


come to discuss.  My husband and I are both retired and we have yet to have someone knock on our door to discuss.  


I implore you to vote against this rezoning and ask yourself, "Would I want this in my neighborhood."  Would you want your 


property values to go down?  Would you want an eye-sore in your neighborhood that would directly conflict with the beauty of 


the natural surroundings?  Would you want increased traffic flow in your neighborhood?  We certainly do not!


626 1/16/2018 Elaine Bishop Cave Creek Arizona United States


627 1/16/2018 Sean Farida Cave creek Arizona United States Behind my home


628 1/16/2018 Rebecca Rayhorn Phoenix Arizona United States


629 1/16/2018 Jose Cruz Cave Creek Arizona United States


We've lived in DC community since 1999 and knew it would one day be developed, but not C2 which will hurt property values and 


is not appropriate for the area. This would open the door for more  undesirable commercial buildings in our neighborhoods and 


destroy the desert environment.


630 1/16/2018 Bilynda Neal Cavecreek Arizona United States Not large


631 1/16/2018 Dylan Robins Cave Creek Arizona United States


This is my neighborhood and I don't believe that the rezoning and potential business activity in this space is inappropriate for the 


community that resides here,.


632 1/16/2018 Suzie Bachinsky Scottsdale Arizona United States I live in the area and do not want this type of building in our area.


633 1/16/2018 Janet Kelly Cave Creek Arizona United States We want to peeseve this town and not with tall buildings!


634 1/16/2018 Kirby Plessas Cave Creek Arizona United States Neighborhood integrity


635 1/16/2018 Angelica Henry Cave creek Arizona United States


636 1/16/2018 Laura Feghali Cave Creek Arizona United States


Wish to stop big commercial development in what is considered the outskirts of Scottsdale. Desert preservation is desperately 


needed!


637 1/16/2018 Kelly Visokey Cave Creek Arizona United States


638 1/16/2018 Cynthia Vicinanza Cave creek Arizona United States
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639 1/16/2018 john link scottsdale Arizona United States


The design submitted is insane! A THREE STORY storage place set on a relatively small parcel of land and there for has to be built 


up past the normal hight allowed, even if it were properly zoned. There is nothing in the area that is even close to this design or 


look, it will be an eye soar and stand out like a  third thumb. Also the Neighborhood behind it will be negativly affected! I've talked 


to many residents and they were not properly notified and are more than concerned about people being able to see into their 


back yard and home as well as what it will potentially do to their property values; taking them down in a negative way.  This type 


of building and business simply doesn't fit, match or belong in this area, hence; the current zoning that they are requesting to be 


changed.


640 1/16/2018 James McDougall Cave Creek Arizona United States


641 1/16/2018 Brooke Butler Cave creek Arizona United States


642 1/16/2018 Richard Bakutis jr Phoenix Arizona United States


643 1/16/2018 Ann Wick Cave creek Arizona United States


644 1/16/2018 Deloris Thaxton Cave. Creek Arizona United States Please find another more suitable location that is already zoned for commercial buildings , not a great location.


645 1/16/2018 Kellie Lord Cave Creek Arizona United States


I don't want my neighbor to be over run with tall business buildings. This is a neighborhood, a community, a beautiful place for 


families and we want to keep it that way!


646 1/16/2018 CARMELA MANNUZZA CAVE CREEK Arizona United States We would be concerned with future tenants. We have enough commercial zoning.


647 1/16/2018 Erica Stoutenburgh Cave Creek Arizona United States


648 1/16/2018 Sarah Hughes Cave Creek Arizona United States


Too many mini-storage facilities already.


Height affects everyone's views.


Preserve our desert and it's animals.


It is not zoned commercial for a reason!


Please don't do this, choose another location.


649 1/16/2018 Anthony Miller Cave creek Arizona United States To preserve our neighborhood


650 1/16/2018 William Hodges Cave Creek Arizona United States


Property value impact


Eyesore


Counterintuitive to local / cultural aesthetic


651 1/16/2018 Kim Lepore Cave Creek Arizona United States


652 1/16/2018 Brianna Byman Cave Creek Arizona United States


653 1/16/2018 Del Nelson CAVE CREEK Arizona United States Property value


654 1/16/2018 Jeff Moore Phoenix Arizona United States


655 1/16/2018 Crissy Landis Payson Arizona United States Preserve residential neighborhoods


656 1/16/2018 Lisa Coleman Cave Creek Arizona United States This in my neighborhood and I do NOT want any commercial buildings like this to destroy the desert even further. I vote NO


657 1/16/2018 Vicki Crowther Phoenix Arizona United States


Variances should not be allowed. Why have rules if monied entities can strongarm to break them? Homeowners and locals 


purchase according to zoning, variances are a bait-and-switch. Tall buildings block mountain views and lower property values. Do 


not allow a varience for more tall box buildings.


658 1/16/2018 Susan Hadley Cave Creek Arizona United States


659 1/16/2018 Natalie Brooks Cave Creek Arizona United States


If it affects my neighbors and my surrounding neighborhoods I don't want it! I wasn't to keep our values up and our views of the 


mountains visible!


660 1/16/2018 Duane Novosel Phoenix Arizona United States Property values will be negatively impacted.  There is no reason for this change.


661 1/16/2018 Stacie Witten Scottsdale Arizona United States


662 1/16/2018 Travis Argabright Scottsdale Arizona United States I do not want the increase in traffic. We have way to much already from other project and new housing


663 1/16/2018 John Nielsen Cave creek Arizona United States


664 1/16/2018 Cynthia Ray Cave Creek Arizona United States


No further commercial development in a beautiful residential area is needed. Put commercial structures oni/incurrently zoned 


areas. There are enough that exist. Let's be forward in our thinking and preserve the natural beauty that attracts people.


665 1/16/2018 Sarah Fairfield Cave creek Arizona United States I live near this location


666 1/16/2018 Mat Herseth Cave Creek Arizona United States


667 1/16/2018 April Johnston Cave Creek Arizona United States The building is too tall and not zoned for the neighborhood.


668 1/16/2018 Tamara Herbst Cave Creek Arizona United States We like our little Community the way it is. That's why many of us moved here cuz it doesn't feel like we're in a city


669 1/16/2018 Gary Sennett Cave Creek Arizona United States


670 1/16/2018 Bryan McCulloch Cave creek Arizona United States


671 1/16/2018 Sheila Mansolillo Cave Creek Arizona United States


672 1/16/2018 Dennis Lisowski Cave creek Arizona United States This storage unit will negatively impact housing values.   It will bring crime into the area.   Safety concerns for all.


673 1/16/2018 Robert Messenger Cave Creek Arizona United States I disagree with this project in this neighborhood


674 1/16/2018 Pradeep Vallanur Ramesh Cave Creek Arizona United States


675 1/16/2018 Mackenzie Steinbach Phoenix Arizona United States


676 1/16/2018 Jessica Gilbertson Cave creek Arizona United States


677 1/16/2018 Kendra Lindsay Chandler Arizona United States


678 1/16/2018 Polly Sesi Scottsdale Arizona United States


679 1/16/2018 Melissa Baker Cave Creek Arizona United States I


680 1/16/2018 Jonathan Baker Cave Creek Arizona United States


681 1/16/2018 Karissa Howard cave creek Arizona United States
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682 1/16/2018 Mindy Mebus Scottsdale Arizona United States


683 1/16/2018 Jason Stewart Plainfield Illinois United States


684 1/16/2018 John & Laura Gober CAVE CREEK Arizona United States


685 1/16/2018 Shawna Phillips Peoria Arizona United States This is NOT an industrial area and this should not be allowed in ANY neighborhood...


686 1/16/2018 Brittany Williams Cave Creek Arizona United States


687 1/16/2018 Susan Ashton Cave Creek Arizona United States


Because I do not want the urban growth!!  nor do I want to be looking at an ugly three-story storage unit we don't have a need For 


this mess.  quit destroying the beautiful desert. we moved out here to be away from this kind of garbage !


688 1/16/2018 Jason Gazo Cave Creek Arizona United States


I disagree with this project.  A C2 three story building does not belong next to a residential area as it will degrade the property 


values of the homes nearby.


689 1/16/2018 Jon Gazo Cave Creek Arizona United States


690 1/16/2018 Heidi Nickel Cave creek Arizona United States Zoning rules should not be changed once issued


691 1/16/2018 Sayra Nevarez Phoenix Arizona United States


Leave our community the way it is. We don't want a storage facility so close to our homes. There are plenty of them out there 


already. We do not need another one!


692 1/16/2018 Melissa Trinkl Cave Creek Arizona United States


693 1/16/2018 April Guagenti Cave Creek Arizona United States


694 1/16/2018 Karine Hansen Cave crwk Arizona United States


695 1/16/2018 Justin Wight Cave creek Arizona United States I live nearby and work across the street and that is not what we need.  Lots of more industrial places better suited.


696 1/16/2018 Sandra Hermiz Phoenix Arizona United States


697 1/17/2018 Robert Sonin Scottsdale Arizona United States


Because I'm building a house barely a mile away from the proposed site of this building and have no desire to see a c2 rezoning 


that close to my house


698 1/17/2018 Carolyn Brown Cave Creek Arizona United States Peace, Quiet, Beautiful Desert Living


699 1/17/2018 Jerome Pierce Cave Creek Arizona United States A 3 story building would be too tall and visible from the surrounding neighborhood. This would significantly lower home values.


700 1/17/2018 Dina Mati Scottsdale Arizona United States


701 1/17/2018 Nadia Salem Phoenix Arizona United States


702 1/17/2018 Raymond NIdds Cave Creek Arizona United States Re-zoning will negatively change our suburban-rural lifestyle.


703 1/17/2018 Kim Schalberg Cave Creek Arizona United States


Don't want the refining because we have a nice looking community and we don't need three story starsge units and another 


businesswoman move in. Please stop!!


704 1/17/2018 vanessa rice Cave Creek Arizona United States


What is the purpose of moving to an area and knowing what the zoning restrictions are if a rich developer is just going to come in 


a change it.  There are enough storage units in the area and this will affect my property values and traffic!!


705 1/17/2018 Rachel Olson Cave Creek Arizona United States


706 1/17/2018 Dow Brooks Cave creek Arizona United States


707 1/17/2018 kelly Bair cave creek Arizona United States I live there with horses and don't want the congestion


708 1/17/2018 Claudia St Clair Cave Creek Arizona United States


709 1/17/2018 Christine Thomas Cave Creek Arizona United States


710 1/17/2018 Brian Lamberger Cave Creek Arizona United States


711 1/17/2018 Rachel Stewart Phoenix Arizona United States


712 1/17/2018 BEATRICE WYATT CAVE CREEK Arizona United States


We have no commerical buildings of this size anywhere in this area. Homes in this area are limited to only 2 story. 


This size and type of commercial building does not fall within the design of the community. 


A short distance away there is a storage facility , located on Cave Creek Road, where it is not right next to homes and across the 


street from a heavily used park.


This is not an appropriate location for a multi-level storage facility.


713 1/17/2018 Jolene Heffern Carefree Arizona United States It's a horrible idea to change this zoning


714 1/17/2018 Rachel Leo Phoenix Arizona United States


715 1/17/2018 Audrey Beardsley Cave Creek Arizona United States


716 1/17/2018 Nancy Nichols Cave creek Arizona United States There is currently NO c3 in this area. Too many residential areas. Don't want it here!


717 1/17/2018 Courtney Olson cave creek Arizona United States To preserve the lifestyle of our rural community.


718 1/17/2018 Dee H Cave creek Arizona United States


719 1/17/2018 Solange De Aveiro Ramos Cave creek Arizona United States This will drecrease the house amount. The area will be ugly busy


720 1/17/2018 Debbie Beede Scottsdale Arizona United States


721 1/17/2018 Sean Stewart Phoenix Arizona United States


722 1/17/2018 Mario Martinez Cave Creek Arizona United States


723 1/17/2018 St Clair Donald Cave Creek Arizona United States This structure will ruin the area. Zoning should not be changed.


724 1/17/2018 Pamela Martin Cave Creek Arizona United States Keep the community as a community.


725 1/17/2018 Gail Garrett Cave Creek Arizona United States


I have lived in Arizona for 50 years. I moved to Cave Creek for the Open Spaces, the views, and the desert rural lifestyle! 


I started out in Scottsdale, then moved to North Scottsdale, and sadly over the years watch the town change completely.


Once you start changing the zoning, the town will change, the developers will come in and it will look like any Town USA.


It is important to me to keep our unique desert rural life style!!


That is why most of us moved up here to begin with!!
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726 1/17/2018 Robert Johnston Cave Creek Arizona United States


727 1/17/2018 Ghassan Sesi Scottsdale Arizona United States


We love the neighborhood the way it is peaceful and quiet  so please leave as is there is other location they can open up at  but 


not here 


Thank you


728 1/17/2018 kimberly tyler Cave Creek Arizona United States


729 1/17/2018 George Fallar Cave Creek Arizona United States


This is a ridiculous request, there are no other three story buildings anywhere in the vicinity and it's not like a storage facility will 


be a boon to this rural neighborhood and, even if it was, there's plenty of existing storage facilities within easy driving distance.


The value of my property will be negatively impacted as will the quality of life for adults and kids that live in our area specifically 


because of the rural nature of the surroundings.


730 1/17/2018 Kevin McKay Scottsdale Arizona United States I have several friends in this area that I visit regularly and looking at the Cave Creek area as a future residences.


731 1/17/2018 Catherine Zindell Carefree Arizona United States


732 1/17/2018 Drew Luis Cave Creek Arizona United States


733 1/17/2018 Jacque Hazelton Cave Creek Arizona United States


734 1/17/2018 Mercedes Hess Cave Creek Arizona United States


735 1/17/2018 Jeanne Graydon New River Arizona United States Keep our rural lifestyle!


736 1/17/2018 Michael Morales Cave Creek Arizona United States


737 1/17/2018 Philip Stehle Aledo Texas United States


I own a house in Diamond Creek, at 4544 East Bent Drive. I believe that the zoning change, and subsequent development will 


adversely impact my property's value.


738 1/17/2018 Brittany Lorincz Cave Creek Arizona United States


739 1/17/2018 Matthew Witsoe Cave creek Arizona United States


740 1/17/2018 Mary Ann Milligan Cave Creek Arizona United States


741 1/17/2018 Nathan Sleeper Cave creek Arizona United States


A three story variance is one issue and putting a storage unit with the additional traffic next to a school with accesss on both sides 


is a big issue. There are already enough issues with the CVS traffic speeding in the parking lot creating potentially dangerous and 


deadly situations with very small children.


742 1/17/2018 Stacy Benetos Cave creek Arizona United States


743 1/17/2018 Al Einberger Cave Creek Arizona United States The area is a residential area and this zoning change would allow marijuana growers.


744 1/17/2018 Jana Shira Chillicothe Missouri United States


745 1/17/2018 Janice Guido Cave Creek Arizona United States Eye sore...wanting to keep this area as uncommercial as possible.  This type of building belongs in the city.


746 1/17/2018 Erika W CAREFREE Arizona United States


To preserve property value and the aesthetics of the community. Changing the zoning to C-2 will only serve to attract businesses 


that do not conform to the area, increase traffic and lower residential property values.  I ask that you DO NOT approve the 


rezoning to C-2.


747 1/17/2018 Jennifer Hernandez Cave creek Arizona United States


748 1/17/2018 Kevin McFadden Cave Creek Arizona United States I live very close to this area.


749 1/17/2018 Caroline Salevitz Scottsdale Arizona United States


750 1/17/2018 Marissa Montero Cave Creek Arizona United States Because we live close by.  We moved here to raise our son in a safe neighborhood and environment and this could change that.







From: David Leshner
To: Greg Stanton; Jim Waring; Kaelee Wilson; Joel Carrasco
Subject: Tatum & Dynamite Rezoning Issue - May 3rd meeting
Date: Sunday, May 06, 2018 12:57:02 PM
Attachments: mime-attachment.msg

Mayor Stanton Letter 2.docx

Dear Mayor Greg Stanton and Councilman Jim Waring,

My Uncle, Stephen Leshner provided me your contact info.  I’m writing you a second
letter from my first back in January on the rezoning issue that is going on in District 2 at
the corner of Tatum & Dynamite.  The developer (1784 Capital Holdings) dropped their
initial proposal and came back with a new one that is a PUD rezone for commercial
storage facility.  While they have removed the height feature they are still looking to
build a 2 story with an additional basement right behind our neighborhood.  This facility
will be double the size of the CVS that is on the same corner and I’m asking for your
assistance to help our community fight this. 
 
My wife and I bought this home in January 2011 with this being the home we would
raise our kids in and have them grow up in and if this goes through I don’t see us
staying.  This creates many concerns besides the giant eye sore that we will see each
morning from our driveway that I have addressed in this letter.
 
I’m very concerned of the politics involved on this case.  As I mentioned in the first
letter 1784 Capitol Holdings who is the developer trying to purchase the land has hired
Wendy Riddell as the attorney.  Mrs. Riddell also serves for District 2 on the board for
the Maricopa County Board of adjustments which I believe is involved with a lot of the
rezoning cases in Maricopa County.  I feel this is a major conflict of interest in a
rezoning case.
 
In addition, after the last go around on this rezoning issue, 1784 Capitol Holdings
hired Steven Bowser as the engineer for this project.  Mr. Bowser also serves as the
chair for the Desert View Village Planning Committee.  The next steps for this
rezoning would go to this committee to vote on.  While, Mr. Bowser will not vote –
it will be his co board members that he has spent a lot of time and he is the chair
person for this committee.  I don’t see how anyone involved with the planning
committee should be paid by the developer trying to get approval.  That should not
be allowed and Mr. Bowser should be removed from this committee immediately.
 
Furthermore, 1784 Capitol Holdings has also hired Susan Bitter Smith from Technical
Solutions who is running the lead on this.  This is a career politician who had to resign
back in December 2015 due to conflict of interest as she was the head of Southwest
Cable Communications Association and also serving as a corporate commission
member.
 
Our homeowner’s association which is directly behind this piece of land will be heavily
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David & Stacey Leshner


4531 E. Running Deer Trail, Cave Creek, AZ 85331


602-206-5388


 


 


 


January 21, 2018


Mayor Greg Stanton


Recipient Company Name


Recipient Address


Dear Mayor Greg Stanton,


My Uncle, Stephen Leshner provided me your contact info as I believe you have worked with him in the past.  I’m reaching out to you today to see if you can help with a rezoning issue up in District 2 at the corner of Tatum & Dynamite.  The land on the Southwest corner is zoned C1 and currently has a CVS and a Primrose Day care on the land.  A potential buyer (1784 Capital Holdings) is pushing for rezoning to build a 25,000-square foot storage facility and in addition is looking for an additional request of adding a height ordinance to build three stories and 34 feet.


I’m concerned of the politics involved on this case.  1784 Capitol Holdings who is the developer trying to purchase the land has hired Wendy Riddell as the attorney.  Mrs. Riddell also serves for District 2 on the board for the Maricopa County Board of adjustments which I believe is involved with a lot of the rezoning cases in Maricopa County.  I feel this is a major conflict of interest in a rezoning case.


1784 Capitol Holdings has also hired Susan Bitter Smith from Technical Solutions who is running the lead on this.  This is a career politician who had to resign back in December 2015 due to conflict of interest as she was the head of Southwest Cable Communications Association and also serving as a corporate commission member.


Our homeowner’s association which is directly behind this piece of land will be heavily affected.  We have over 160 homes and when all of us bought into this association we knew the land could be built on, but for C1 zoning only which is geared for residential areas.  C2 brings in a lot more issues and is not what our association signed up for.  We have put together several issues that we have with the project.


1.         I feel this will add crime and potential transients that will come into the neighborhood.  Everything I have researched has shown C2 zoning has more crime than C1 zoning.  The privacy is also a huge issue as this backs up directly to our neighborhood.  Across the street on the other side of Dynamite there is C2 zoning, but there is a large wall behind it and then a wash behind that and another wall before the housing starts.  There is enough of a buffer where there isn’t as much privacy concern.  This would allow potential pedophiles to get a storage unit and have access to look into our neighborhood.  It presents a lot of opportunities for evil people to have easy access.


2.         1784 Capitol Holdings is promising an 8 am start time to 6 pm close time with people having to be out by 9 pm, but their web site specifically states the goal is to build these and ultimately sell them and this very well could be a 24/7 access facility with the next owner.


3.         The noise from the vehicles with the unloading of trucks coming in and out.  The architectural plans they have put together have the loading and unloading area directly next to our neighborhood.  The plan is to have the front of this facility face our neighborhood vs facing dynamite which Primrose and CVS currently face.


4.         The flooding issues.  That property is in a flood zone and they will need to raise the land to build where they are building.  That excess water is going to come directly down into our neighborhood. 


5.         Potential for cell phone towers being constructed on the site as many self-storage facilities do and the owner mentioned this as a possibility at the public meeting.


6.         Local real Estate agents have already advised that our home values will drop


7.         The height of the building.  They are going to have be three stories vertical and people can look directly into our neighborhood.  There is not one three story building close to our neighborhood or community.  I would estimate no three-story buildings within five miles of this locations.


8.         You are setting a precedence for other C2 zoning coming into the area.  Their attorney mentioned that this was special C2 zoning for storage, but this opens the door to potentially converting other buildings in that lot to C2.  There is no guarantee that Primrose Day Care will stay in business. A Sunrise Preschool nearby is now a drug and alcohol center near Tatum and Cave Creek.


9.         Lighting.  This would cause lighting to go directly to our neighborhood.  Also with the late hour access their would-be lights coming on and off that would be right in front of our community.


10.       It takes away from what the 85331-area code offers which is desert living away from the big city environment.  The views that our homeowners paid for would be gone.


One of the other major items that the group also brought up is a need for self-storage in the area and I disagree, I mapped out this area and within 7 miles and we have 12 storage facilities including one right around the corner on Cave Creek Road in between Tatum & Dynamite.  To put that in perspective there are more self-storage facilities in that area than there are Starbucks.


1.       Tatum Ranch Storage Solutions – located 1.9 miles away


a.      29201 N. Cave Creek Road


Cave Creek, AZ 85331


480-442-7895


2.      Allstate Self Storage – located 2.2 miles away


a.      31434 N. Cave Creek Road


Cave Creek, AZ 85331


480-630-3003


3.      Life Storage – located 6.2 miles away


a.      7227 E. Williams Dr.


Scottsdale, AZ 85255


480-666-7482


4.      Life Storage – located 6.4 miles away


a.      7425 E. Williams Dr.


Scottsdale, AZ 85255


480-666-7470


5.      CubeSmart Self Storage – located 6.6 miles away


a.      2680 E. Mohawk Lane


Phoenix, AZ 85050


602-206-8688


6.      Desert Storage – located 5.7 miles away


a.      E, Carefree Hwy & N. Cave Creek Road


Cave Creek, AZ 85331


480-488-4414


7.      UNI Group – located 6.0 miles away


a.      1840 E. Deer Valley Road


Phoenix, AZ 85024


623-516-4774


8.      Life Storage – located 6.3 miles away


a.      34215 N. Black Mountain Parkway


Cave Creek, AZ 85331


480-666-7429


9.      U-Haul Moving & Storage at Cave Creek – located 6.4 miles away


a.      20618 N. Cave Creek Road


Phoenix, AZ 85024


602-765-9600


10.   Public Storage – located 7.2 miles away


a.      19215 N. Cave Creek Road


Phoenix, AZ 85024


602-842-6139


11.   Cave Creek Self Storage LLC – located 7.2 miles away


a.      19215 N. Cave Creek Road


Phoenix, AZ 85024


602-404-7071


12.   Life Storage – located 6.5 miles away


a.      18625 N. Tatum Blvd.


Scottsdale, AZ 85050


602-971-0333


There was a public meeting on Wednesday January 17th at the local library and over 150 people attended to voice their concern on this project.  The room occupancy was to small and we had to move outside.  The owner from 1784 Capital Holdings, did not even go outside to listen to our concerns about this project and remained inside with his attorney.  Susan Bitter Smith did go outside and took notes.  The meeting was filmed on Facebook live and I’m providing the link below.  The owner, Greg McKone didn’t come outside until being asked by several members of the community toward the end, but in my opinion, he showed disrespect with trying to be part of the community and even listening to our concerns at a public meeting.


https://www.facebook.com/amber.rambin/videos/10212763743862522/





An online petition went around as well and as I write this letter over 850 people have signed that are around the community.  Here is the link to the online petition.





https://www.thepetitionsite.com/583/263/728/cave-creek-az/





The part that really concerned me is that after the meeting one of our more vocal residents, Jason Hodge received a death threat on the next-door app.  The police came and investigated and someone created three fake user names from the same IP address.  I’m attaching what the threat said and I do apologize in advance for the horrible language that is provided in there.  This does concern me and although the police were not able to track the IP address, I have a feeling on who was involved as I find it hard to believe this was a random person.


I know business in business and there are unfair politics, but I’m asking you as the mayor to get involved as I feel we are being forced into this by a very powerful organization.   I have no doubt that this group builds great storage facilities, but we bought our property knowing that the land was built for C1 use and not for C2 use and our community should not be forced to have a storage facility right next to our neighborhood where our kids play right outside.  


We are all hard-working Phoenicians and live in a great neighborhood.  My wife and I are expected our third child in April and love our community.  This is a place we feel very fortunate to be a part of and feel if this property is rezoned that it is going to take away from what we purchased and force us to move away and take a significant loss from a home owners value.


I feel we are fighting a losing battle against Goliath and I as David am asking for help as I feel dirty politics are playing a major field in this battle and I see this being pushed through against our will.  


Sincerely,


David & Stacey Leshner
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			David & Stacey Leshner


4531 E. Running Deer Trail, Cave Creek, AZ 85331


602-206-5388


			


			


			








January 21, 2018


Mayor Greg Stanton


Recipient Company Name


Recipient Address


Dear Mayor Greg Stanton,


My Uncle, Stephen Leshner provided me your contact info as I believe you have worked with him in the past.  I’m reaching out to you today to see if you can help with a rezoning issue up in District 2 at the corner of Tatum & Dynamite.  The land on the Southwest corner is zoned C1 and currently has a CVS and a Primrose Day care on the land.  A potential buyer (1784 Capital Holdings) is pushing for rezoning to build a 25,000-square foot storage facility and in addition is looking for an additional request of adding a height ordinance to build three stories and 34 feet.


I’m concerned of the politics involved on this case.  1784 Capitol Holdings who is the developer trying to purchase the land has hired Wendy Riddell as the attorney.  Mrs. Riddell also serves for District 2 on the board for the Maricopa County Board of adjustments which I believe is involved with a lot of the rezoning cases in Maricopa County.  I feel this is a major conflict of interest in a rezoning case.


1784 Capitol Holdings has also hired Susan Bitter Smith from Technical Solutions who is running the lead on this.  This is a career politician who had to resign back in December 2015 due to conflict of interest as she was the head of Southwest Cable Communications Association and also serving as a corporate commission member.


Our homeowner’s association which is directly behind this piece of land will be heavily affected.  We have over 160 homes and when all of us bought into this association we knew the land could be built on, but for C1 zoning only which is geared for residential areas.  C2 brings in a lot more issues and is not what our association signed up for.  We have put together several issues that we have with the project.


1.	 I feel this will add crime and potential transients that will come into the neighborhood.  Everything I have researched has shown C2 zoning has more crime than C1 zoning.  The privacy is also a huge issue as this backs up directly to our neighborhood.  Across the street on the other side of Dynamite there is C2 zoning, but there is a large wall behind it and then a wash behind that and another wall before the housing starts.  There is enough of a buffer where there isn’t as much privacy concern.  This would allow potential pedophiles to get a storage unit and have access to look into our neighborhood.  It presents a lot of opportunities for evil people to have easy access.


2.	1784 Capitol Holdings is promising an 8 am start time to 6 pm close time with people having to be out by 9 pm, but their web site specifically states the goal is to build these and ultimately sell them and this very well could be a 24/7 access facility with the next owner.


3.	The noise from the vehicles with the unloading of trucks coming in and out.  The architectural plans they have put together have the loading and unloading area directly next to our neighborhood.  The plan is to have the front of this facility face our neighborhood vs facing dynamite which Primrose and CVS currently face.


4.	The flooding issues.  That property is in a flood zone and they will need to raise the land to build where they are building.  That excess water is going to come directly down into our neighborhood. 


5.	Potential for cell phone towers being constructed on the site as many self-storage facilities do and the owner mentioned this as a possibility at the public meeting.


6.	Local real Estate agents have already advised that our home values will drop


7.	The height of the building.  They are going to have be three stories vertical and people can look directly into our neighborhood.  There is not one three story building close to our neighborhood or community.  I would estimate no three-story buildings within five miles of this locations.


8.	You are setting a precedence for other C2 zoning coming into the area.  Their attorney mentioned that this was special C2 zoning for storage, but this opens the door to potentially converting other buildings in that lot to C2.  There is no guarantee that Primrose Day Care will stay in business. A Sunrise Preschool nearby is now a drug and alcohol center near Tatum and Cave Creek.


9.	Lighting.  This would cause lighting to go directly to our neighborhood.  Also with the late hour access their would-be lights coming on and off that would be right in front of our community.


10.	It takes away from what the 85331-area code offers which is desert living away from the big city environment.  The views that our homeowners paid for would be gone.


One of the other major items that the group also brought up is a need for self-storage in the area and I disagree, I mapped out this area and within 7 miles and we have 12 storage facilities including one right around the corner on Cave Creek Road in between Tatum & Dynamite.  To put that in perspective there are more self-storage facilities in that area than there are Starbucks.


1.  Tatum Ranch Storage Solutions – located 1.9 miles away


a. 29201 N. Cave Creek Road


Cave Creek, AZ 85331


480-442-7895


2. Allstate Self Storage – located 2.2 miles away


a. 31434 N. Cave Creek Road


Cave Creek, AZ 85331


480-630-3003


3. Life Storage – located 6.2 miles away


a. 7227 E. Williams Dr.


Scottsdale, AZ 85255


480-666-7482


4. Life Storage – located 6.4 miles away


a. 7425 E. Williams Dr.


Scottsdale, AZ 85255


480-666-7470


5. CubeSmart Self Storage – located 6.6 miles away


a. 2680 E. Mohawk Lane


Phoenix, AZ 85050


602-206-8688


6. Desert Storage – located 5.7 miles away


a. E, Carefree Hwy & N. Cave Creek Road


Cave Creek, AZ 85331


480-488-4414


7. UNI Group – located 6.0 miles away


a. 1840 E. Deer Valley Road


Phoenix, AZ 85024


623-516-4774


8. Life Storage – located 6.3 miles away


a. 34215 N. Black Mountain Parkway


Cave Creek, AZ 85331


480-666-7429


9. U-Haul Moving & Storage at Cave Creek – located 6.4 miles away


a. 20618 N. Cave Creek Road


Phoenix, AZ 85024


602-765-9600


10. Public Storage – located 7.2 miles away


a. 19215 N. Cave Creek Road


Phoenix, AZ 85024


602-842-6139


11. Cave Creek Self Storage LLC – located 7.2 miles away


a. 19215 N. Cave Creek Road


Phoenix, AZ 85024


602-404-7071


12. Life Storage – located 6.5 miles away


a. 18625 N. Tatum Blvd.


Scottsdale, AZ 85050


602-971-0333


There was a public meeting on Wednesday January 17th at the local library and over 150 people attended to voice their concern on this project.  The room occupancy was to small and we had to move outside.  The owner from 1784 Capital Holdings, did not even go outside to listen to our concerns about this project and remained inside with his attorney.  Susan Bitter Smith did go outside and took notes.  The meeting was filmed on Facebook live and I’m providing the link below.  The owner, Greg McKone didn’t come outside until being asked by several members of the community toward the end, but in my opinion, he showed disrespect with trying to be part of the community and even listening to our concerns at a public meeting.


An online petition went around as well and as I write this letter over 850 people have signed that are around the community.  Here is the link to the online petition.


The part that really concerned me is that after the meeting one of our more vocal residents, Jason Hodge received a death threat on the next-door app.  The police came and investigated and someone created three fake user names from the same IP address.  I’m attaching what the threat said and I do apologize in advance for the horrible language that is provided in there.  This does concern me and although the police were not able to track the IP address, I have a feeling on who was involved as I find it hard to believe this was a random person.


I know business in business and there are unfair politics, but I’m asking you as the mayor to get involved as I feel we are being forced into this by a very powerful organization.   I have no doubt that this group builds great storage facilities, but we bought our property knowing that the land was built for C1 use and not for C2 use and our community should not be forced to have a storage facility right next to our neighborhood where our kids play right outside.  


We are all hard-working Phoenicians and live in a great neighborhood.  My wife and I are expected our third child in April and love our community.  This is a place we feel very fortunate to be a part of and feel if this property is rezoned that it is going to take away from what we purchased and force us to move away and take a significant loss from a home owners value.


I feel we are fighting a losing battle against Goliath and I as David am asking for help as I feel dirty politics are playing a major field in this battle and I see this being pushed through against our will.  


Sincerely,


David & Stacey Leshner
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		David & Stacey Leshner

4531 E. Running Deer Trail, Cave Creek, AZ 85331

602-206-5388

		

		

		





May 4, 2018

Mayor Greg Stanton and Councilman Jim Waring

200 W. Washington St.

Phoenix, AZ 85003

Dear Mayor Greg Stanton and Councilman Jim Waring,

My Uncle, Stephen Leshner provided me your contact info.  I’m writing you a second letter from my first back in January on the rezoning issue that is going on in District 2 at the corner of Tatum & Dynamite.  The developer (1784 Capital Holdings) dropped their initial proposal and came back with a new one that is a PUD rezone for commercial storage facility.  While they have removed the height feature they are still looking to build a 2 story with an additional basement right behind our neighborhood.  This facility will be double the size of the CVS that is on the same corner and I’m asking for your assistance to help our community fight this.  

My wife and I bought this home in January 2011 with this being the home we would raise our kids in and have them grow up in and if this goes through I don’t see us staying.  This creates many concerns besides the giant eye sore that we will see each morning from our driveway that I have addressed in this letter.

I’m very concerned of the politics involved on this case.  As I mentioned in the first letter 1784 Capitol Holdings who is the developer trying to purchase the land has hired Wendy Riddell as the attorney.  Mrs. Riddell also serves for District 2 on the board for the Maricopa County Board of adjustments which I believe is involved with a lot of the rezoning cases in Maricopa County.  I feel this is a major conflict of interest in a rezoning case.

In addition, after the last go around on this rezoning issue, 1784 Capitol Holdings hired Steven Bowser as the engineer for this project.  Mr. Bowser also serves as the chair for the Desert View Village Planning Committee.  The next steps for this rezoning would go to this committee to vote on.  While, Mr. Bowser will not vote – it will be his co board members that he has spent a lot of time and he is the chair person for this committee.  I don’t see how anyone involved with the planning committee should be paid by the developer trying to get approval.  That should not be allowed and Mr. Bowser should be removed from this committee immediately.

Furthermore, 1784 Capitol Holdings has also hired Susan Bitter Smith from Technical Solutions who is running the lead on this.  This is a career politician who had to resign back in December 2015 due to conflict of interest as she was the head of Southwest Cable Communications Association and also serving as a corporate commission member.

Our homeowner’s association which is directly behind this piece of land will be heavily affected.  We have over 160 homes and when all of us bought into this association we knew the land could be built on, but for C1 zoning only which is geared for residential areas.  The rezoning brings in a lot more issues and is not what our association signed up for.  We have put together several issues that we have with the project.

1.	 I feel this will add crime and potential transients that will come into the neighborhood.  Everything I have researched has shown this type of zoning has more crime than C1 zoning.  The privacy is also a huge issue as this backs up directly to our neighborhood.  Across the street on the other side of Dynamite there is C2 zoning, but there is a large wall behind it and then a wash behind that and another wall before the housing starts.  There is enough of a buffer where there isn’t as much privacy concern.  This would allow potential pedophiles to get a storage unit and have access to look into our neighborhood.  It presents a lot of opportunities for evil people to have easy access.

2.	1784 Capitol Holdings is promising an 8 am start time to 6 pm close time with people having to be out by 9 pm, but their web site specifically states the goal is to build these and ultimately sell them and this very well could be a 24/7 access facility with the next owner.

3.	The noise from the vehicles with the unloading of trucks coming in and out.  The architectural plans still have the loading and unloading area directly behind our neighborhood.  The plan is to have the front of this facility face our neighborhood vs facing dynamite which Primrose and CVS currently face.  The developer put a fact sheet together stating the traffic would be significantly lower, but this brings a much different type of traffic with larger trucks coming to drop off items.  

4.	The flooding issues.  One of the big changes they made to the proposal was adding a basement vs going with a three-story building.  That property is in an AO flood zone and they will need to raise the land to build where they are building in my opinion or they risk getting heavily flooded.  That excess water is going to come directly down into our neighborhood and we have had major flooding issues on our street and wash area already.

5.	Potential for cell phone towers being constructed on the site as many self-storage facilities do and the owner mentioned this as a possibility.  I have three young kids that sleep within a football field of where this facility is built and I’m very concerned being this close to cell phone towers and the long term effects that will have on them.

6.	Local real Estate agents have already advised that our home values will drop.

7.	You are setting precedence for other zoning coming into the area.  Their attorney mentioned that this was special zoning for storage, but this opens the door to potentially converting other buildings in that lot to C2.  There is no guarantee that Primrose Day Care will stay in business. A Sunrise Preschool nearby is now a drug and alcohol center near Tatum and Cave Creek.

8.	Lighting.  This would cause lighting to go directly to our neighborhood.  Also with the late hour access their would-be lights coming on and off that would be right in front of our community.

9.	It takes away from what the 85331-area code offers which is desert living away from the big city environment.  The views that our homeowners paid for would be gone.  I also feel this is going to create a commercial/industrial look that you see in city areas that are going to really take away from the Diamond Creek and Tatum Ranch area.

10.  I’m also concerned with the underground digging for the basement and bringing this  to our neighborhood.  I feel not only will there be a ton of noise, this is going to bring up dirt and issue that are going to increase chances of valley fever as well as disrupting the underground wildlife of scorpions and rattle snakes that are going to come right into our neighborhood.

One of the other major items that the group also brought up is a need for self-storage in the area and I continue to disagree with this.  I have a done a lot of research nationally and storage facilities are a big new fad because of the turn in the rental market over the last 10 years after the housing crash and they are popping up everywhere.  Certain states have already started putting restrictions on new storage facilities because they are becoming saturated.  Florida, New York, Texas, South Carolina and Washington are states within the last couple of years that have put restrictions because they have seen too many being built.

https://www.sparefoot.com/self-storage/news/4779-restrictions-on-self-storage-development-proposed-in-miami/

https://www.nytimes.com/2017/04/13/nyregion/self-storage-new-york-city.html

I mapped out this area and within 7 miles and we have 12 storage facilities including one right around the corner on Cave Creek Road in between Tatum & Dynamite.  To put that in perspective there are more self-storage facilities in that area than there are Starbucks.

1.  Tatum Ranch Storage Solutions – located 1.9 miles away

a. 29201 N. Cave Creek Road

Cave Creek, AZ 85331

480-442-7895

2. Allstate Self Storage – located 2.2 miles away

a. 31434 N. Cave Creek Road

Cave Creek, AZ 85331

480-630-3003

3. Life Storage – located 6.2 miles away

a. 7227 E. Williams Dr.

Scottsdale, AZ 85255

480-666-7482

4. Life Storage – located 6.4 miles away

a. 7425 E. Williams Dr.

Scottsdale, AZ 85255

480-666-7470

5. CubeSmart Self Storage – located 6.6 miles away

a. 2680 E. Mohawk Lane

Phoenix, AZ 85050

602-206-8688

6. Desert Storage – located 5.7 miles away

a. E, Carefree Hwy & N. Cave Creek Road

Cave Creek, AZ 85331

480-488-4414

7. UNI Group – located 6.0 miles away

a. 1840 E. Deer Valley Road

Phoenix, AZ 85024

623-516-4774

8. Life Storage – located 6.3 miles away

a. 34215 N. Black Mountain Parkway

Cave Creek, AZ 85331

480-666-7429

9. U-Haul Moving & Storage at Cave Creek – located 6.4 miles away

a. 20618 N. Cave Creek Road

Phoenix, AZ 85024

602-765-9600

10. Public Storage – located 7.2 miles away

a. 19215 N. Cave Creek Road

Phoenix, AZ 85024

602-842-6139

11. Cave Creek Self Storage LLC – located 7.2 miles away

a. 19215 N. Cave Creek Road

Phoenix, AZ 85024

602-404-7071

12. Life Storage – located 6.5 miles away

a. 18625 N. Tatum Blvd.

Scottsdale, AZ 85050

602-971-0333

We did another online petition that went around as well and as I write this letter over 922 people have signed that around the community protesting this storage facility.  That is a lot of voters in District 2.  Here is the link to the online petition.

https://www.thepetitionsite.com/574/767/704/stop-the-storage-facility-at-tatum-amp-dynamite/

As I mentioned in my January letter, the shady business handlings of this developer are really concerning to me.  We again had signs in our neighborhood that were ripped us this past week and torn down.  This happened the last time.  Back in January, the part that really concerned me is that after the meeting one of our more vocal residents, Jason Hodge received a death threat on the Next-door app.  The police came and investigated and someone created three fake user names from the same IP address.  I’m attaching the original letter that has that information.

I know business in business and there are unfair politics, but I’m asking you as the mayor and councilman of District 2 to get involved as I feel we are being forced into this by a very powerful organization that will pay off whoever it needs to make money on this project.   I have no doubt that this group builds great storage facilities, but we bought our property knowing that the land was built for C1 use and not to become a large commercial storage facility. Our community should not be forced to have a storage facility right next to our neighborhood where our kids play right outside.  

We are all hard-working Phoenicians and live in a great neighborhood.  My wife and I welcomed our third child in April and love our community and what it brings to our family.  This is a place we feel very fortunate to be a part of and feel if this property is rezoned that it is going to take away from what we purchased and force us to move away and take a significant loss from a home owners value.

I feel we are fighting a losing battle against Goliath and I as David am asking for help as I feel dirty politics are playing a major field in this battle and I see this being pushed through against our will.  

Sincerely,

David & Stacey Leshner
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affected.  We have over 160 homes and when all of us bought into this association we
knew the land could be built on, but for C1 zoning only which is geared for residential
areas.  The rezoning brings in a lot more issues and is not what our association signed
up for.  We have put together several issues that we have with the project.
 

1.                    I feel this will add crime and potential transients that will come into the
neighborhood.  Everything I have researched has shown this type of zoning
has more crime than C1 zoning.  The privacy is also a huge issue as this
backs up directly to our neighborhood.  Across the street on the other side
of Dynamite there is C2 zoning, but there is a large wall behind it and then
a wash behind that and another wall before the housing starts.  There is
enough of a buffer where there isn’t as much privacy concern.  This would
allow potential pedophiles to get a storage unit and have access to look
into our neighborhood.  It presents a lot of opportunities for evil people to
have easy access.
 

2.                    1784 Capitol Holdings is promising an 8 am start time to 6 pm close time
with people having to be out by 9 pm, but their web site specifically states
the goal is to build these and ultimately sell them and this very well could
be a 24/7 access facility with the next owner.

 
3.                    The noise from the vehicles with the unloading of trucks coming in and

out.  The architectural plans still have the loading and unloading area
directly behind our neighborhood.  The plan is to have the front of this
facility face our neighborhood vs facing dynamite which Primrose and CVS
currently face.  The developer put a fact sheet together stating the traffic
would be significantly lower, but this brings a much different type of traffic
with larger trucks coming to drop off items. 

 
4.                    The flooding issues.  One of the big changes they made to the proposal

was adding a basement vs going with a three-story building.  That property
is in an AO flood zone and they will need to raise the land to build where
they are building in my opinion or they risk getting heavily flooded.  That
excess water is going to come directly down into our neighborhood and we
have had major flooding issues on our street and wash area already.

 

 
5.                    Potential for cell phone towers being constructed on the site as many self-

storage facilities do and the owner mentioned this as a possibility.  I have
three young kids that sleep within a football field of where this facility is
built and I’m very concerned being this close to cell phone towers and the
long term effects that will have on them.

 
6.                    Local real Estate agents have already advised that our home values will

drop.

 



7.                    You are setting precedence for other zoning coming into the area.  Their
attorney mentioned that this was special zoning for storage, but this opens
the door to potentially converting other buildings in that lot to C2.  There is
no guarantee that Primrose Day Care will stay in business. A Sunrise
Preschool nearby is now a drug and alcohol center near Tatum and Cave
Creek.
 

8.                    Lighting.  This would cause lighting to go directly to our neighborhood.
 Also with the late hour access their would-be lights coming on and off that
would be right in front of our community.

 
9.                    It takes away from what the 85331-area code offers which is desert living

away from the big city environment.  The views that our homeowners paid
for would be gone.  I also feel this is going to create a
commercial/industrial look that you see in city areas that are going to
really take away from the Diamond Creek and Tatum Ranch area.

 
10.                 I’m also concerned with the underground digging for the basement and

bringing this  to our neighborhood.  I feel not only will there be a ton of
noise, this is going to bring up dirt and issue that are going to increase
chances of valley fever as well as disrupting the underground wildlife of
scorpions and rattle snakes that are going to come right into our
neighborhood.

 
One of the other major items that the group also brought up is a need for self-storage
in the area and I continue to disagree with this.  I have a done a lot of research
nationally and storage facilities are a big new fad because of the turn in the rental
market over the last 10 years after the housing crash and they are popping up
everywhere.  Certain states have already started putting restrictions on new storage
facilities because they are becoming saturated.  Florida, New York, Texas, South
Carolina and Washington are states within the last couple of years that have put
restrictions because they have seen too many being built.
 
https://www.sparefoot.com/self-storage/news/4779-restrictions-on-self-storage-
development-proposed-in-miami/
 
https://www.nytimes.com/2017/04/13/nyregion/self-storage-new-york-city.html
 
I mapped out this area and within 7 miles and we have 12 storage facilities including
one right around the corner on Cave Creek Road in between Tatum & Dynamite.  To
put that in perspective there are more self-storage facilities in that area than there are
Starbucks.

1.        Tatum Ranch Storage Solutions – located 1.9 miles away
a.       29201 N. Cave Creek Road

Cave Creek, AZ 85331
480-442-7895

https://www.sparefoot.com/self-storage/news/4779-restrictions-on-self-storage-development-proposed-in-miami/
https://www.sparefoot.com/self-storage/news/4779-restrictions-on-self-storage-development-proposed-in-miami/
https://www.nytimes.com/2017/04/13/nyregion/self-storage-new-york-city.html


2.       Allstate Self Storage – located 2.2 miles away
a.       31434 N. Cave Creek Road

Cave Creek, AZ 85331
480-630-3003

3.       Life Storage – located 6.2 miles away
a.       7227 E. Williams Dr.

Scottsdale, AZ 85255
480-666-7482

4.       Life Storage – located 6.4 miles away
a.       7425 E. Williams Dr.

Scottsdale, AZ 85255
480-666-7470

5.       CubeSmart Self Storage – located 6.6 miles away
a.       2680 E. Mohawk Lane

Phoenix, AZ 85050
602-206-8688

6.       Desert Storage – located 5.7 miles away
a.       E, Carefree Hwy & N. Cave Creek Road

Cave Creek, AZ 85331
480-488-4414

7.       UNI Group – located 6.0 miles away
a.       1840 E. Deer Valley Road

Phoenix, AZ 85024
623-516-4774

8.       Life Storage – located 6.3 miles away
a.       34215 N. Black Mountain Parkway

Cave Creek, AZ 85331
480-666-7429

9.       U-Haul Moving & Storage at Cave Creek – located 6.4 miles away
a.       20618 N. Cave Creek Road

Phoenix, AZ 85024
602-765-9600

10.   Public Storage – located 7.2 miles away
a.       19215 N. Cave Creek Road

Phoenix, AZ 85024
602-842-6139

11.   Cave Creek Self Storage LLC – located 7.2 miles away
a.       19215 N. Cave Creek Road

Phoenix, AZ 85024
602-404-7071

12.   Life Storage – located 6.5 miles away
a.       18625 N. Tatum Blvd.

Scottsdale, AZ 85050
602-971-0333

We did another online petition that went around as well and as I write this letter over
922 people have signed that around the community protesting this storage facility. 
That is a lot of voters in District 2.  Here is the link to the online petition.
 
https://www.thepetitionsite.com/574/767/704/stop-the-storage-facility-at-tatum-

https://www.thepetitionsite.com/574/767/704/stop-the-storage-facility-at-tatum-amp-dynamite/


amp-dynamite/

As I mentioned in my January letter, the shady business handlings of this developer are
really concerning to me.  We again had signs in our neighborhood that were ripped us
this past week and torn down.  This happened the last time.  Back in January, the part
that really concerned me is that after the meeting one of our more vocal residents,
Jason Hodge received a death threat on the Next-door app.  The police came and
investigated and someone created three fake user names from the same IP address. 
I’m attaching the original letter that has that information.
I know business in business and there are unfair politics, but I’m asking you as the
mayor and councilman of District 2 to get involved as I feel we are being forced into
this by a very powerful organization that will pay off whoever it needs to make money
on this project.   I have no doubt that this group builds great storage facilities, but we
bought our property knowing that the land was built for C1 use and not to become a
large commercial storage facility. Our community should not be forced to have a
storage facility right next to our neighborhood where our kids play right outside. 
We are all hard-working Phoenicians and live in a great neighborhood.  My wife and I
welcomed our third child in April and love our community and what it brings to our
family.  This is a place we feel very fortunate to be a part of and feel if this property is
rezoned that it is going to take away from what we purchased and force us to move
away and take a significant loss from a home owners value.
I feel we are fighting a losing battle against Goliath and I as David am asking for help as I
feel dirty politics are playing a major field in this battle and I see this being pushed
through against our will. 
 
Sincerely,
 
 
David Leshner

Please consider the environment before printing this email.

******************* Internet Email Confidentiality *******************

The information contained in this message (including any attachments) may be
privileged and confidential and protected from disclosure. If the reader of this
message is not the intended recipient, or an employee or agent responsible for
delivering this message to the intended recipient, you are hereby notified that it is
strictly prohibited (a) to disseminate, distribute or copy this communication or any
of the information contained in it, or (b) to take any action based on the
information in it. If you have received this communication in error, please notify
us immediately by replying to the message and deleting it from your computer.

**********************************************************************

https://www.thepetitionsite.com/574/767/704/stop-the-storage-facility-at-tatum-amp-dynamite/


From: jean 
To: Mayor Williams; jim@jimwaring.com; Joshua Bednarek; Angie Holdsworth; PDD Desert View VPC; NSD NSD;

investigators@abc15.com; 3oys@azfamily.com; FoxPhoenixPress@foxtv.com; wes@sonorannews.com;
news@ktar.com; JALLEN@azleg.gov; HCARTER@azleg.gov; NBARTO@azleg.gov

Subject: Tatum & Dynamite re-zoning
Date: Thursday, August 23, 2018 1:17:43 PM

This is beyond amazing.  
The harassment these neighbors are experiencing is the most absolutely outrageous.  Is there
no way to trace the source of these 'tips'??  At the very least, these agencies have call waiting I
assume.   Although I'm sure this is not technically illegal, surely if you find that multiple
unfounded, untrue complaints come from the same source something can be done?
Unbelievable that they can simply call the town, city, etc and lodge unfounded, untrue
complaints against private citizens.  Are they penalized when there is no foundation found for
the untrue allegation?  Do they have to account for their actions?  for wasting time and
resources that could absolutely be put to better use?  
Is there no end to their lies and harassment?
How about if we get on with killing this re-zoning proposal and then this would end!!  
Enough!!!

Jean 

mailto:mayor.williams@phoenix.gov
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From: jean 
To: Mayor Williams; jim@jimwaring.com; Joshua Bednarek; Angie Holdsworth; PDD Desert View VPC; NSD NSD;

investigators@abc15.com; 3oys@azfamily.com; FoxPhoenixPress@foxtv.com; wes@sonorannews.com;
news@ktar.com; JALLEN@azleg.gov; HCARTER@azleg.gov; NBARTO@azleg.gov

Subject: Tatum & Dynamite re-zoning
Date: Thursday, August 23, 2018 1:17:43 PM

This is beyond amazing.  
The harassment these neighbors are experiencing is the most absolutely outrageous.  Is there
no way to trace the source of these 'tips'??  At the very least, these agencies have call waiting I
assume.   Although I'm sure this is not technically illegal, surely if you find that multiple
unfounded, untrue complaints come from the same source something can be done?
Unbelievable that they can simply call the town, city, etc and lodge unfounded, untrue
complaints against private citizens.  Are they penalized when there is no foundation found for
the untrue allegation?  Do they have to account for their actions?  for wasting time and
resources that could absolutely be put to better use?  
Is there no end to their lies and harassment?
How about if we get on with killing this re-zoning proposal and then this would end!!  
Enough!!!

Jean y
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From: Wade.Tinant
To: wr@berryriddell.com; Council District 2 PCC; PDD Desert View VPC
Subject: Tatum & Dynamite site information
Date: Monday, May 14, 2018 6:48:54 AM

Wendy,
When we met on Monday, 4/23, we discussed several things, including the following:
1. Providing the topo map for the existing site. While it sounds like a new topo survey was not completed when
Primrose was constructed, the existing elevations for the parcel under the proposed PUD remain largely unchanged.
When can we expect this information? When will the new topo survey be completed?
2. We discussed putting actual elevations on the rendering drawings at bottom floor, finished grade, mean roof
height and top of parapet walls. Currently the renderings and drawings only label dimensions relative to each other
without tying the building into an elevation. When can this information be expected?
3. Have the Elevation certs for Primrose and CVS been obtained? Can you provide those certs?
4. Has the 100 yr flood analysis been run to establish the 100 hydraulic grade lines and when can that information be
provided?
5. What were the allowable and expected discharge values into Diamond Creek subdivision before CVS? After
CVS? After Primrose? After this development?
6. There were also multiple site plan questions discussed that have been open since January 11, 2018. Any eta on
when we can expect feedback on any or all of those questions? 
We all need to be cognizant of the current flooding exposure in this area. I addition to this PUD, the box culvert that
ties into the south channel is currently dead ended under Tatum and generates no flow. The south channel still
floods. What will happen when the AZRA parcel on the SE corner of Tatum & Dynamite is developed and this box
culvert starts conveying storm water from a large upstream drainage basin? I (and we) are concerned that the
existing infrastructure is not sufficient.

Look forward to receiving the info ETA’s.

Wade

mailto:wr@berryriddell.com
mailto:council.district.2@phoenix.gov
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From: Stacy LaFrance
To: Kaelee Wilson; Council District 2 PCC; wr@berryriddell.com; PDD Desert View VPC
Subject: Tatum & Dynamite Storage Facility Informational Meeting
Date: Friday, May 04, 2018 6:58:31 PM

I need to express my frustration with the developer and the meeting held last night. Based on
my observations, I can only conclude that the developer intended to make this meeting
difficult to attend so as to reduce participation. 

It was hosted at a very large resort that was likely intimidating to many of our residents. 
The resort is not in Cave Creek or near our homes.  There are locations that would have
better accommodated us, much closer to our homes. 
Attendees either had to valet park which is costly or park and walk quite a distance, up
and down 2 large flights of stairs, walk outside through a happy hour venue and across a
lawn to get to the meeting.
We had a few residents that were utilizing walkers or wheelchairs. Travelling to the
meeting location was incredibly challenging for them. 
The developer did not provide any signage to find the meeting once in the hotel.
The location of the meeting within the hotel changed without notice. 
The meeting started at 5 PM. In order to navigate the large resort, address parking and
find the location, you needed to arrive at 4:30 PM at the latest.  That means that
everyone with a job had to take off (perhaps unpaid) a minimum of 1 hour and perhaps
up to 2 hours depending on drive time and traffic.
We were not informed about comment cards by anyone except fellow residents.

And finally, while not surprising, the representatives of the developer were well-versed and
well-practiced at how to deflect questions or provide answers that didn't really answer the
questions being asked. 

It is terribly disappointing. 

-----------------------------------
Stacy LaFrance

mailto:kaelee.wilson@phoenix.gov
mailto:council.district.2@phoenix.gov
mailto:wr@berryriddell.com
mailto:desertviewvpc@phoenix.gov


From: Wade.Tinant
To: PDD Desert View VPC; Kaelee Wilson
Subject: Tatum and Dynamite letter to Developer
Date: Tuesday, May 08, 2018 3:43:44 PM
Attachments: Letter to Applicant, COP and City Council rezoning 1-10-18.docx

I have attached a letter I sent to the developer in regards to the initial proposal on January 10, 2018.
 Most all of these challenges still exist with the existing PUD. I just wanted to ensure these
comments were captured as neighborhood concerns open since January.
 
Wade

mailto:desertviewvpc@phoenix.gov
mailto:kaelee.wilson@phoenix.gov

To: Susan Bitter Smith (Rep of the applicant)

CC: Wendy Riddell (Applicant), Joel Carrasco (City Planning), Jim Waring (City Council District 2), Barbara Gonzales (Neighborhood Service Department) 

RE: Zoning amendment cases Z-89—17 & Z-SP-16-17

We, as full time residents in the community, demand that the  Desert  View Village Planning Committee, the City of Phoenix Planning Commission and the City of Phoenix City Council  deny zoning amendment cases  Z-89—17 & Z-SP-16-17.

Why amending the zoning from C-1 to C-2 doesn’t align with the Phoenix General Plan

1. Spot Zoning – When referencing the current zoning map, these amendments propose altering the zoning to allow a C-2 zone in between a C-1 zone and a residential (R1-18) zone.  This does not support a gradual transition from commercial to residential zones.  
This is especially evident along the Southern and Western boundaries of the parcel.









C-1 is designed to be compatible with nearby residential districts whereas C-2 districts are designed to be compatible with for a wide range of commercial activity. 

2) An amendment is NOT warranted – It is customary for amendments to require the four (4) following conditions exist:

a) Special circumstances or conditions which do not apply to other similar properties in the same zoning district. 

i) If anything, this amendment would CREATE special conditions!

b) The special circumstances were not self-imposed by the current or previous owners.

c) The amendment is necessary in order for the owner or applicant to enjoy reasonable and substantial property rights.

i) This property has always had two washes running through it. The washes weren’t added after the property was purchased. The property has been zoned C-1 for as many years as I can see in my research as well. Why the change now?  Why should the community be impacted and why should we, as a City, allow our planning and zoning standards to be thrown by the way side for private interests?  The landowner bought a goose and now, at the expense of the community and City, expects the community to pay to make this a golden goose. All the while, asking the City turn the other cheek, abandon well established standard zoning standards, to allow even more well-being to get sucked out of the local community for the benefit of private enterprise.   If the City allows this amendment to be made, that is EXACTLY what the City is doing. Turning the other cheek. As a community and City, we need to stick to our standards.  That’s why they are called standards. And, as if this isn’t enough, the private enterprise has the audacity to propose additional floors and building height in excess of the standard limitations of both C-1 and C-2 zoning!  It appears that the developer would simply prefer to run wild and just have the City as-built whatever zoning the City thinks appropriate once the development is over.  

d) The amendment will not be materially detrimental to the persons residing or working in the vicinity, to adjacent property, to the neighborhood or to the public in general.

i) The amendment would be detrimental to our neighborhood due to the issues outlined throughout this letter and to nearby residential property values. There is NO benefit to adding C-2 zoning. Look at the high level of vacancy in the C-2 zoning across the street. Shouldn’t we fill those slots before even considering adding more C-2 zoning? Everyone bought their houses in the surrounding community based on this parcel being zoned C-1. If this amendment were to go through, can we all get a do-over purchasing our property too? 

Based on these standards, we are unable to justify supporting any amendments to the current C-1 zoning or current building height limits. 

3. Inappropriate use of large scale development in an Area of Stability – The neighborhood in which the rezoning is proposed is an Area of Stability. Yet, the proposed rezoning seeks significant change. The proposed development is large scale – and would be surrounded by residential property with only limited exception. Furthermore, there are few 2-story properties along Tatum and Dynamite.

Our concerns as full time residents near the proposed amendment

1. The storage facility is simply “proposed”.  The real issue is the risk that the neighborhood is exposed to by allowing the zoning to be amended to C-2.  There are numerous permitted uses under C-2 zoning that have been proven, in multiple studies, to have a drastic, negative impact on nearby communities (financially, socially, safety, and others). Some of these businesses include:



2nd Hand store

Surplus store

Bus terminal

Blood/Plasma bank

Pawn Shops

Gun retail & sales

Bars

Liquor store

Chemical/ drug storage and distribution

Tattoo shops

Hospital

Smoke shops

Taxi cab garage

 



And, if Primrose ever closed, Adult businesses (bookstores, theatre and even live entertainment) would be allowed to be built on the property as well as medical marijuana dispensary.

2. Increased traffic-has a recent traffic study been completed?  Has the aggregate impact on local traffic been considered in conjunction with all of the other recent developments? It seems Tatum and Dynamite are at capacity now without further strain from additional development.

3. Increased activity – Currently our neighborhood enjoys quiet and private evenings, mornings and weekends.  The additional traffic generated by allowable uses in a C-2 District, as opposed to a C-1 District would shatter this tranquility. This traffic would consist patrons driving in and out of the (with headlights at night), patrons within the building (with windows facing the neighborhood), delivery trucks delivering to storage units (with back up alarms, etc.).

4. Hours of operation – The hours of operation of businesses in a C-2 district would be greater than those hours of operation experienced by businesses in a C-1 district.  For reasons described in the next section, this would greatly inhibit the neighborhoods ability to enjoy our current lifestyle. This is especially concerning in regards to allowable loading times of 6 AM to 10 PM in C-2 zones, in addition the operating hours themselves.

5. Increased activity + Increased hours of operation = Increased security risk, increase in exposure to crime

6. Neighbors purchased their residences based on C-1 zoning.  The Desert View Village and Diamond Creek are some of the most sought after places to live in the metro area.  Altering adjacent zoning would create undo financial and lifestyle harm to an otherwise model neighborhood. Due to the way housing comps are utilized in residential real estate, this impact would cause ripple effects to all neighbors, not just those within six hundred (600) feet of the development. 

7. Recreational impacts: These parcels are adjacent to Dynamite Park which attracts visitors from all over.  Technical Solutions Proposed Self-Storage will negatively impact the experience of visitors to Dynamite Park by degrading the valley’s view during the day, creating significant light pollution at night, and generating increased traffic in the area at peak recreation times between 4 and 8 PM on weekdays and on Weekends.  The hours of operation of Self-Storage would be in direct conflict with recreation users.

8. Economic impacts: The proposed use is likely to generate fewer higher paying jobs for the local economy. 

9. Impacts to the local community: The Diamond Creek Community and surrounding area is a highly sought after location due to its unique character and access to natural areas.  The proposed rezoning offers little to no benefit to the local community.  However it is expected to impact quality of life for the reasons state above.  Any economic benefits could be negated by a reduction in local property values, especially for homes in close proximity such as ours in Diamond Creek.  

In summary, the proposed use will diminish the character of Diamond Creek Community, a cherished community. The proposed rezoning is in direct conflict with the community.  

Concerns about this specific development

There are some aspects of the proposed site plan that would cause unnecessary impacts to our neighborhood.  Some of these impacts include:

1. Site access – In multiple locations in the Zoning standards, access to sites is to be from an arterial or collector street.  The proposed development proposed not one but TWO points of ingress and egress.  The access off of Tatum would put a substantial amount of traffic directly adjacent to residences.  Access to a commercial facility, on the proposed parcel, should be limited to ingress and egress from Dynamite only. Other than corner lots, no other properties in the vicinity allow for this sort of access to two different adjacent streets and around other properties. No access of off Tatum!

2. Utilities – the plan does not clearly show where utilities would be brought into the site.  Would there be overhead utilities?

3. Location of the proposed building on the property – the proposed building is located in such a manner that the open space on the parcel is adjacent to Dynamite instead of the nearby neighborhood.  With minor drainage improvements the location of this building could be easily altered to create open space between this building and the neighborhood instead of wasting open space near a busy street. This would reduce privacy invasion, visual impairment and noise levels to the neighborhood. The proposed site plan shows constructing a road over the wash near Tatum. This wash certainly appears to have a greater flow capacity than the drainage channel near Dynamite so alternate means seem very reasonable.

4. Location of the loading area-The loading area is placed such that delivery trucks will be facing the neighborhood while backing up and pulling out of the loading area.  Again, this area should face the adjacent street, not the adjacent neighborhood. 

5. Some other concerns are clearly labelled as restrictions in both C-1 and C-2 zoning districts. ‘Any lighting shall be placed so as to reflect the light away from adjacent residential districts. No noise, odor or vibration shall be emitted so that it exceeds the general level of noise, odor or vibration emitted by uses outside the site. Such comparison shall be made at the boundary of the site”. The current landscaping does not give the neighborhood any confidence that we will not be impacted by additional light and noise due to the location of the building on the property and the proposed, amended building height. 

6. Obstructed view from residences-Neighbors currently enjoy viewing open skies over the adjacent property.  Any building height above the allowable height of thirty (30) feet would impede this view to an unacceptable level.

7. Invasion of privacy-The elevation of the proposed development will allow patrons from this business to have a direct line of sight into the yards and patios of all adjacent neighbors. This is in direct conflict with the purpose of R1-18 zoning which promotes, among other things, outdoor living.  As the 2015 General Plan also notes, the average temperature in Phoenix is 74 degrees and we average 334 days of sunshine per year.  Being able to enjoy these benefits, in the privacy of our own homes, yards and patios would be ruined.  This loss of privacy is not acceptable. 

8. Greatly reducing the view of Black Mountain-One of the great things about our neighborhood is the view of Black Mountain.  This view would be unnecessarily impacted if additional building height were to be allowed. This view is enjoyed not only by residents on Running Deer Trail, but also by any neighbor walking along Running Deer Trail to the mailbox, to the nearby park or to a neighbor’s house. 

As currently proposed, we are strongly opposed to the rezoning amendments.  In the spirit of partnering and being reasonable neighbors, we are willing to listen and have dialogue on these matters. We seek alignment that will allow the applicant to prosper without impacting our neighborhood.  Some of the specific things to discuss, about this or any other development on this parcel are:







1. Baseline studies on light and noise levels at the boundary of the site with current conditions. This will allow the applicant and the neighborhood to objectively ensure that the neighborhood is not impacted by this development through the planning, construction or operation phases of the development. This includes reflecting sunlight into the neighborhood. 

2. Relocation of the building within the parcel.  

3. Relocate the loading and unloading facility.

4. Additional landscaping between the residential neighborhood and the development. Options could include natural landscaping, screening walls, etc. 

5. Eliminate the access off of Tatum.

6. Elimination of windows on sides of the buildings facing the neighborhood and school yard.

7. Limit lighting (quantity and elevation) on sides of the building facing the neighborhood.

8. Stay within the thirty (30) foot building height restriction.

9. Identify a way that the neighborhood is not exposed to risk of the other businesses allowed by C-2 zoning. 

10. Limit the hours of operation and the hours for deliveries and pickups.

11.  Disallow back up alarms on delivery trucks. 

12. Move parking away from the residential side of the property.

13. Eliminate all development south of CVS and south of Primrose.

14. Security plan – how will this development ensure we, as well as our kids, are safe?

15. How will this development handle drainage into our neighborhood?

In conclusion, we are reasonable neighbors. We are not opposed to growth. However, these zoning amendments are not reasonable. 



We, as full time residents in the community, demand that the  Desert  View Village Planning Committee, the City of Phoenix Planning Commission and the City of Phoenix City Council  deny zoning amendment cases  Z-89—17 & Z-SP-16-17.



We are willing to work with the developer and have dialogue to resolve specific concerns in regards to a potential building itself.



Sincerely
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From: Wade.Tinant
To: Kaelee Wilson; PDD Desert View VPC; Council District 2 PCC; wr@berryriddell.com
Subject: Tinant letter in response to PUD proposal Z-22-18
Date: Monday, May 07, 2018 5:04:25 PM
Attachments: Response to 3-27-18 Narrative.docx

The attached letter is my review and comment of PUD proposal Z-22-18.  I am firmly against the
approval of this PUD application. I ask that the Village Planners challenge the Developer on the
points in the attached letter as well as those challenges laid out in the comparison of this proposal
and the Phoenix General Plan, North Land Use Plan and PUD process.
 
Wade
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Monday, May 7th, 2018

Dear Councilman Waring,

As a homeowner adjacent to the proposed Tatum & Dynamite Self-Storage, I am compelled to provide my response to the Development Narrative submitted to the City of Phoenix on March 27, 2018 in regards to PUD Z-22-18.  I have organized my thoughts in the same order as the Development Narrative to facilitate easier discussion.  My recommendations are in the Conclusion section of this letter.

A. Purpose and Intent

B. Design Concept

C. Land Use Plan

D. Site Conditions and Location

E. General Plan conformance

F. Zoning and Land Use Compatibility

G. List of Uses

H. Development Standards

I. Design Guidelines

J. Signs

K. Sustainability

L. Infrastructure

M. Phasing Plan

N. Exhibits

A.	Purpose and Intent

In at least 4 locations in this proposal the statement that “this site is identified as Commercial on the Phoenix General Plan” is made. After a thorough review of both the Phoenix General Plan and the North Land Use plan, the only area designated Commercial was the area North of Dynamite as well as West of Tatum.  Nowhere does any map from either of these plans designate this area to be commercial. 



The developer notes the unusual configuration and the existence of two significant drainage channels on the parcel in question. It is important to note that this “unusual configuration” was 100% caused by the property owner.  The timeline below clearly indicates this fact.

1999 – Owner is granted re-zoning on 9.95 Acres from S-1 to C-1 per Z-125-99

1999 – Diamond Creek homes constructed and sold

2004 – Owner carves off the prime portion of this parcel for CVS

2012 – Owner carves off the next most prime portion of this parcel for Primrose

2012 – Owner has carved off and sold all of the original parcel but for the 5.6 acres in the current configuration

2017 – Developer files permit to up zone to C-2; Withdrawn due to public sentiment

2018 – Developer files proposal to circumvent standard zoning via PUD; outcome pending



Any special circumstances or conditions were self-imposed by the owner/Developer. The owner willingly subdivided off the more desired portions of the original parcel for CVS and Primrose, leaving this “unique” parcel.  Now, in one final cash grab, the Developer expects the community to allow a C2 business to be placed on a parcel zoned C1.  Why can’t the remaining parcel remain zoned as C1?  The adjacent businesses (CVS and Primrose) are successful businesses and both of these businesses are C1.  The owner/Developer could still enjoy reasonable and substantial property rights with C-1 zoning.



The purpose and intent of this PUD is nothing more than a guise to put a C2 business on a C1 parcel. The PUD would be materially detrimental to persons residing in the vicinity.



The Developer also cites that the community “needs” the amenity of a self-storage unit in multiple locations. Over 1,000 people and 95% of the adjacent Diamond Creek neighborhood do NOT want or need this amenity. 

It is also interesting to note that in the original proposal, the Developer states, “There are only two self-storage facilities within a 6 mile radius of the site, the closest of which is 3 miles away. There is an old adage that 90% of a storage units business will come from within a 5 mile radius.  The red circle below represents the 5 mile radius around Tatum & Dynamite.  The blue circles represent the 5 mile radius of other nearby storage units. In areas so cluttered with storage units (i.e. Cave Creek Rd and the 101), I only drew one blue circle to represent the 5 mile radius of the cluster but still allow the map to be legible. It is interesting that 6 (not 2) storage units show up on this map with a 5 mile radius. A 6 mile radius would include 8 (not 2) existing storage units.  How could the Developer be so miss-informed as to the actual number of storage units within a 6 mile radius?



**Note where the red arrow is pointing. The minute area between the red circle and the blue circles represents the only area in the vicinity that this proposed storage unit would add coverage to the 5 mile radius rule of thumb.













Talk to the community. No one wants a storage unit, especially with other storage units already in the vicinity. People moved to this sought after location to AVOID and get away from these types of “amenities”.  The proof is in the timeline:

March 1999 – Land for Desert Ridge acquired

July 2000 – Construction begins at Desert Ridge, an identified village core

Dec 2001 – Desert Ridge opens



Residents that wanted to live adjacent to heavy commercialization, bustling streets, vibrant storefronts and the bright lights moved near Desert Ridge. Residents wanting open desert, less local traffic, clear, dark nights and less commercialization moved further north to neighborhoods like Diamond Creek.  These sentiments still run strong in our community, even 18 years later. When you move to this area, you make a choice: Desert Ridge style of community or Diamond Creek style of community. Do not allow Diamond Creek to blend into Desert Ridge.



This proposal generates very few jobs.  The main storage unit will not be staffed, leaving one person working in an office.  Why should the community make all of these sacrifices to generate 1 menial, entry level job?





B. Design Concept



The proposal reiterates twice that this a uniquely shaped parcel.  Again, this was willfully created by the landowner.



The concept is also based on being able to put a basement under a well-established flood plain.  All other buildings in the area have been required to bring in substantial fill to allow the building and finished grade to be built above the flood plain.  What happens if and when this concept cannot be permitted?  Also, a neighbor is in the commercial insurance industry and works for a national insurance carrier.  After his due diligence, his company said they would not insure this building concept is this location and flood plain. Again, what happens if the Developer cannot get a permit or insurance with this design concept?  The developer needs to be locked into elevations per floor and roof and held accountable to those elevations.  Not being able to get permits or insurance does not entitle the Developer to simply “raise” the entire building.



C. Land Use Plan



The Developer notes that in response to the neighborhood input, the internal loading garage has been reoriented to face west. This is not true. Why would the loading garage be placed adjacent to the neighborhood? This makes no sense and has been commented on before.  The loading garage needs to be on the east half of the north side of the building, or, on the north half of the east side of the building.  The location of the loading garage is an irresponsible way to maximize building footprint on the parcel.  



The office and lobby of the main building are also adjacent to the neighborhood. This makes no sense and has been commented on before.  The location of the office needs to be in the same location as described above for the loading garage. All parking stalls are directly along the residential interface of this parcel as well. All parking needs to be located in the same area as the loading garage and front office. These issues were formally communicated to the Developer on January 11, 2017 and have not been addressed nor implemented yet. The initial proposal also stated that 31 parking spaces were going to be provided whereas only 23 were required.  Why increase the parking when the facility is supposed to generate such low traffic counts and all unloading / loading happens inside the building?  



Stipulation 1: the loading garage, office, lobby, trash bins and parking stalls will all be located within the eastern half of the north face of the building, or, the on the northern half of the eastern face of the building. If any of these facilities are located on the East side of the facility, they shall be adequately screened so that residences do not see nor hear them. No push carts allowed outside of the facility. The minimum of outside parking stalls will be incorporated into the site plan. Open since January 11, 2018.



The current site plan calls for access off both Tatum and Dynamite and these access points are connected through the site.  There is a separate office building near Tatum with additional storage.  For the sake of privacy, safety, quality of life, noise reduction and light reduction, the entrance of Dynamite and the entrance off Tatum cannot connect on the site allowing a thoroughfare.  If a separate building and storage are desired off of Tatum, the only access to that location must be off Tatum.  It is believed putting this driveway in the current configuration is also a violation of the City’s Driveway Ordinance. Some of this confusion may stem from the proposal making several statements that this is a “corner” lot.  A corner lot abuts an intersection with two lot lines intersection at the intersection.  Once CVS was subdivided off, this parcel was no longer a “corner” lot. The following stipulation was also communicated to the Developer on January 11, 2018 and has yet to be addressed or implemented.



Stipulation 2: The main building would only be accessible from Dynamite. The building near Tatum would only be accessible from Tatum.  There will be no way to access the site from Tatum or Dynamite and exit at the other entrance/exit. City Planners – please confirm this specific parcel does not meet the requirements of a “corner” lot. Open since January 11, 2018.



In private meetings, the Developer stated that the access connecting the main building and the office building near Tatum was necessary for fire protection for Primrose.  This is deeply concerning if true.  Did the City of Phoenix allow a child care facility to open in 2012 and be full of children, to this day, without adequate fire protection access?  Adequate fire protection would be finished at a later date if another project was constructed on the adjacent parcel?  Does Primrose need to be evacuated immediately for safety reasons?  I did offer that on multiple sites I have been involved with, gravel pads were installed for Emergency Use Only to keep from paving areas but also ensure Emergency Response Vehicles had adequate access.  



The Developer notes that the storage units will only be accessible during “the day”.  “Day” can be a very broad term.



Stipulation 3: The facility would only be accessible for deliveries and patrons, between 8AM and 4:30 PM, Monday through Friday.  The facility would only be accessible between 9AM and 4:30 PM on Saturday and Sunday. No access would be allowed on Holidays observed by the City of Phoenix. Open since January 17, 2018 (at the initial Neighborhood Meeting).



C. Site Condition & Location



Drainage and storm water volumes leaving this site need to be re-verified. Significant flooding occurs downstream in the adjacent neighborhood during rain events.  



Stipulation 4: In an act of goodwill towards the adjacent neighborhood, the Developer will analyze and correct deficiencies causing flooding in the adjacent neighborhood. Developer will be responsible for ensuring flows exiting the parcel in question meet required flows, velocities and time frames required by applicable codes and that Diamond Creek is not subjected to continued flooding.  Developer will communicate drainage design parameters and install and operate devices installed at the culverts on the west side of the property (2 locations) to verify, after any rain event or upon request, that the site is not exceeding its designed discharge into Diamond Creek.  Open since January 17th.



The proposal makes no mention of honoring the drainage easement all along the west and south sides of the Primrose lot.  Was this easement required for any permitting at Primrose?  





 





D. General Plan Conformance



Under separate cover I evaluated this proposal against the 2015 Phoenix General Plan.  This review was emailed to Kaelee Wilson on Monday, April 30.  A comparison to the North Land Use Plan was also emailed to Kaelee on Tuesday, May 1.



The Developer notes that this parcel is at the corner of two major arterials. This is not accurate. The lot that was carved out for CVS is on the corner of two major arterials.  This parcel has access to Dynamite and Access to Tatum with the only connection between the two being directly adjacent to a residential neighborhood. The intersection of Tatum & Dynamite is currently labelled with a red dot signifying its designation as an intersection with limited access per the current Street classification map of the City of Phoenix.  These proposed access points would not support this designation.



The Developer also notes that this proposal meets the area’s transition objectives. How can this be? How can spot zoning a C2 business in between two C1 businesses and an R-18 neighborhood be considered a responsible transition? The Developer also notes this proposal is respectful of surrounding neighborhoods. At least 95% of the households in the adjacent neighborhood do not share this belief in the slightest. We are talking about cramming a business with SEVEN TIMES the SF of CVS into the crevice between existing C-1 businesses and R18 homes!  We are talking about cramming the tallest building in the area, 2.5 times the footprint of CVS, into this same crevice.  This is not a transition between C-1 and R18.  This is an intimidating structure that will have some houses and other businesses around it. Our community will become known as the community around the storage unit. The size of the proposed unit also increased from the initial proposal, from an initial 35,347 SF per floor for a total of 106,041 total SF, to, 38,560 SF per floor for a total of 115,680 total SF.  Why? And how much growth might continue through this process?



Stipulation 5: The SF per floor of the main building shall remain at 35,347 SF per floor for a total of no more than 106,041 total SF.  The office shall be limited to 1,050 SF and the other building limited to 2,235 SF, and, limited to one story tall, less than 15 feet tall (to top of any paparpet walls, not to the top of median roof height. Open since April 23, 2018.



The Developer also notes that this proposal would adequately “prevent negative impacts on the residential properties”.  Dozens of independent, 3rd party, local real estate experts have voluntarily communicated that this proposal will in fact have negative impacts on the residential properties.  In addition, our neighborhood currently enjoys Dynamite Park. The amount of vehicles and their corresponding speed on Dynamite make enjoying this park dangerous enough already. Additional delivery trucks, storage patrons and site maintenance trucks would only add to the risk our families endure to enjoy the local park.



The Developer notes that the intersection of Tatum and Dynamite has been long established as a commercial core, and, later in the section, states this intersection is a village core.  The Village Planning Map does not agree. The only core identified in the Desert View Village is Desert Ridge.  The residents of the local communities moved further north of this core to get AWAY from this type of development.  The Developer notes a “modest” increase in intensity with this PUD proposal over a standard C1 business. In multiple instances in other sections of the report the Developer notes how this proposal would be less intense.  Why should we, as residents who purchased homes based on this parcel being zoned C1, have to deal with ANY increased intensity above C1? 

 The Developer notes on page 10 that this development will not hinder the enjoyment of the neighborhoods views of open space, mountains or other features.  This could not be further from the truth.  Why should we, as a community, support a zoning change at the direct expense of the same community?













Stipulation 6: To ensure this development does not hinder the enjoyment of the neighborhoods views of open space, mountains or other features, as the Developer claims, the Developer with work with each adjacent landowner to establish existing sight lines from everyone’s back yards to the North, East and North East. This development and building, regardless of the height or number of stories, will not extend above these sight lines. (Note – the Developer has engaged and offered this service). Open since April 23, 2018.



The Developer notes this community currently has low access to goods and services. This is precisely why residents moved to this community and precisely why this community is so strongly united against this proposal.  Everyone here had a choice. Move next to the Village Core at Desert Ridge, or, move further north to enjoy lower density, less commercialization, more open desert, less traffic, clear, dark night skies and peaceful desert sounds.  We bought next to C1 zoning and we expect C1 zoning.  The owner bought a parcel as S1, up zoned once to C1 and now wants yet ANOTHER up zone.



The Developer notes that per Peripheral Areas C&D, this proposal is synergistic and will group commercial businesses together. This is already accomplished by the existing zoning. There is no added benefit due to this proposal.



In closing, the Developer also touts the increased setbacks with this PUD as compared to C1 zoning.  The setbacks are largely driven by the location of the washes, but for the west side of the property.  This proposal offers no benefit to the community in terms of setback vs the standard C-1 zoning requirements.  The Developer also states that this PUD represents a “modest increase in intensity” as compared to the existing C-1 zoning. Why should the community be exposed to any increase in intensity?



E. Zoning and Land Use Compatibility

Most concerns noted in Section A.

I also struggle to say this site is “vacant”. With the Development of CVS and Primrose, I would say that 5.6 AC of the original 9.95 AC is not used.  



F. List of uses

Developer notes retail sales as an accessory to self-storage shall be permitted. What exactly is this retail and would this retail be strictly available to patrons of the self-storage or the general public?



Stipulation 7: Retail sales would be strictly limited to patrons of the storage unit (i.e. the general public cannot enter the property to purchase boxes, supplies or whatever else this retail may entail). Open since January 17, 2018.



The original proposal acknowledges that a self-storage warehouse may be combined with a household moving center.  This has never been discussed with the community.  Also, the Developer has been non-committal in terms of placing a communication tower on site.



Stipulation 16: Uses will be strictly limited to self-storage. No other C-1 or C-2 businesses will be allowed. No tower of any kind (radio, cell phone, etc.) will be allowed on the parcel.  No household moving center allowed. Open as of May 7, 2018.





G. Development Standards

C-1 and C-2 zoning both limit buildings to 3 floors or stories and 30 ft. to the mean height of the roof.  While the basement is a great innovation, the 3rd floor or story will still generate traffic.  Why can’t the Developer remain in compliance with the number of floors called out for in C-1 and C-2 standards? Also, what happens if the Developer cannot obtain building permits or insurance on this proposal with so much of the facility under the flood plain?



Stipulation 8: Developer implements basement concept but also remains within C-1 and C-2 zoning standards by limiting the structure to 2 floors/2 stories and a mean roof height of no more than 28 ft. as proposed, from in-situ grade elevations, not 28 feet from a pad built on fill to get out of the flood zone.  No relief in this height will be granted if permits, insurance, etc. cannot be obtained.  Open since April 23, 2018.



While the basement concept is a great innovation, it is not readily apparent how an entire floor or story can be “buried” or considered a basement, when, the mean roof height only decreased by 4 ft. to 6ft.  Was the first floor only going to be 4 ft. or 6ft tall as the math suggests? It appears that the overall height of the proposed building has increased, as has the SF; however, some of the vertical growth is masked by the “basement” concept.

If the roof mounted devices (AC, etc.) were relocated, the height of the parapet wall could be greatly reduced and the final height of the overall structure could be limited to a dimension much closer to the mean roof height.



Stipulation 9: Relocate all roof mounted equipment to reduce the height of the parapet wall to 1 ft. above the mean roof height on the south and west sides of the main building. Equipment shall be located on the north face of the buildings. Open since January 11, 2018.



Stipulation 10: Mature vegetation needs to be placed adjacent to all neighborhood interfaces. Open since April 23, 2018.



H. Design Guidelines – comments about architectural design elements (roof mounted equipment and parapet walls included elsewhere).

I. Signs

Stipulation 11: No signage or light from signage shall be visible to the neighborhood. No sign shall extend past the horizontal or vertical limits of the building. Open since January 11, 2018.

J. Sustainability

Stipulation 12: Developer needs to do baseline light at noise studies at each abutting residence. Developer needs to design and construct so as not to impact existing conditions. Developer needs to establish a procedure to remedy if any violations occur during construction or operation of the facility. Monetary penalty, per violation will be established. Open since January 11, 2018.



It is also interesting to note, on the only side of the building next to a major street (the North), the set back is a whopping 129 ft.! Why are the residents being punished with such smaller setbacks?



Stipulation 13: The minimum setback on the South and West sides of the building need to be 100 ft. Open since April 23, 2018.



K. Infrastructure

Comments about connecting the access from Tatum and Dynamite listed elsewhere.



The Diamond Creek neighborhood, immediately downstream of this parcel, experiences substantial flooding during rain events. It is not known by the community if this flooding is due to the parcel in question or further upstream.  Either way, the neighborhood demands that the volume and rate of flow during rain events be verified and compliant at the locations where drainage leaves the parcel in question and enters Diamond Creek.  The survey plat for Primrose also allocated drainage easements that will now be covered by a building. Were these easements required for any of the permitting for Primrose and is Diamond Creek going to be exposed to additional flood risk if these easements are covered by buildings?



L. Phasing Plan- no comment

M. Exhibits

7. Map does not reflect the commercial properties on the NE corner of Tatum and Dynamite. Per Z-71-03, 3.7 AC on the NE corner of Tatum and Dynamite was zoned C-1.  Per the General Plan, only the parcel on the NW corner of the parcel was to be zoned commercial.  In 1999, the 9.95 AC parcel in question, was zoned commercial per Z-125-99.  

12. No cross sections provided.

17. Traffic Study

While the projected trips are projected from a standard, there is no need to rely on empirical or theoretical values.  This Developer operates multiple storage units in Arizona and other states.  The expected traffic seems very light and may not account for retail sales supply trucks, employees, refuse removal, landscaping traffic, etc. 



Research shows that currently, in climate controlled storage facilities, 30% of the units are used for commercial and 70% are used for residential.  Of the 70% residential, 50% is residents in transition between homes, 30% is residents in apartments, 13% are in townhomes/condos and the remaining % is misc.  With the high trip count of commercial, and, the lack of apartments and townhomes/condos in the area, it could be assumed that a much higher percentage of the units would be utilized for commercial uses.  Commercial users, at least in the pharmaceutical industry, typically visit their storage units 3-6 times per week themselves coupled with deliveries made on their behalf 3-5 days per week. These are hard, proven numbers, not empirical numbers pulled from a table. 



The table provided estimates 152 trips per day (presuming Total Trips = Total Trip Ends, these would be 1 way trips).



Even if only 30% of the units are used for commercial purposes, using actual data, each unit would be visited nearly 9 times per week (one way).



30% of 840 units = 252 commercial units; 9 one way trips per week, on a 5 day week = 453 one way trips per day; on a 7 day week, 324 one way trips per day.



Assuming the remaining 70% of the units generate the same trip total as the table, the remaining units would generate 106 one way trips per day.



So, on a 5 day week, I believe the number of one way trips per day is closer to 559 one way trips per day, and, even spreading the trips over a 7 day week, I believe the total is closer to 430 one way trips per day. 



Stipulation 14: Developer will work with an independent 3rd party to obtain ACTUAL trips in and out of similar facilities.  These values will be derived over two calendar weeks and averaged. These trips will be correlated by the size and SF of the existing facilities and projected based on the size and SF of the proposed building. Community will have the opportunity to reject this entire proposal if actual values exceed the project 152 trips per day by more than 5%. Open since April 23, 2018.



Stipulation 15: Developer and City will do a traffic study on both Tatum and Dynamite, in their current configuration, to understand the remaining capacity of both of these streets and ensure the proposed development does not cause these streets to be over capacity. Recommendations will become part of the PUD approval process. Open since January 17, 2018.



Stipulation 17: In order to truly “blend” the landscaping of this proposal and that of Diamond Creek, the Developer will either assume responsibility for maintaining all landscaping outside of the fences of Diamond Creek, or, agree to an annual payment to the Diamond Creek HOA to cover these same expenses. Open since April 23, 2018.



Stipulation 18: Developer will offer an easement between the existing channel on the south side of the property and the residential property on the south side of the parcel to allow residents to plant more screening vegetation if desired.  Open since April 23, 2018.



Stipulation 19: Community demands a representative from the community, selected by Wade Tinant, be present if Developer undergoes any additional outreach or interaction with the community. The last door to door activity by the Developer lead to residents believing they were very mislead by the questions asked and then being cited as being “for” this proposal. Open since May 7, 2018.



Stipulation 20: Any future meetings with the community in regards to this proposal will be held no earlier than the Wednesday after Labor Day 2018. Meetings will be held at either the Desert Broom Library or the Creek.



The following information has also been requested:

Provide more information on Building B and the adjacent parking structure (purpose, height). Open since April 23, 2018.

Provide elevations for top of parapet walls a well as elevations for surrounding infrastructure for comparison (i.e. Primrose parking lot, power poles and power lines on the south side of Dynamite, proposed street elevations in front of each resident on the south side of the development. Open since April 23, 2018.

Provide elevations for buildings and streets and provide cuts and fills to existing, in situ grade. Open since April 23, 2018.

Provide legible topo for existing site. Open since January 11, 2018.

Provide location and elevation of benchmark used. Open since April 23, 2018.

Conclusion



The Developer has made concessions.  The major concessions I’ve identified are as follows:

· C2 businesses would be limited to the storage units.

· Bottom floor is now backfilled to somewhat reduce the exposed building (pending ability of Developer to gain permitting, insurance, etc.)

· RV storage on the west side of the building has been eliminated.

In an effort to be reasonable, I have outlined 20 reasonable stipulations, that, if the Developer can agree to implement into the PUD application, and live up to, there could be more dialogue.  I ask that either way, these discussions take place promptly. While the Developer did make some concessions since the original proposal, the community very much feels that their time is being wasted by having to say “No” to essentially the same proposal again as many of the concerns communicated on January 11, and again on January 17 at the meeting have not been addressed or implemented. The disappointing Neighborhood Meeting has only deepened frustration and lack of trust for this Developer and this proposal.



These concessions are noted and appreciated. However, as currently proposed, I adamantly request PUD Z-22-18 be denied. I am not against growth as long as the growth is well planned growth consistent with existing standards.  Approving this PUD would render our City’s Zoning Standards mere “Zoning Suggestions”.  We bought our homes next to C-1 zoning and all that we are asking is that the Developer work within these Standards. In my opinion, and, after being involved in the engineering and construction industry for 20 years, there are multiple conflicts between this proposal and the Phoenix General Plan, North Land Use Plan and even the PUD process itself.



I adamantly request PUD Z-22-18 be denied.



Wade Tinant

4614 E Running Deer Trail

Cave Creek, AZ 85331’

Wade.Tinant@Kiewit.com

602.316.8058
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From: Tobi Hawley
To: Kaelee Wilson
Subject: We don’t support a zoning change in our area.
Date: Monday, April 23, 2018 4:22:09 PM

What can be done?
Tatum& Dynamite is a residential area. I live in Diamond Creek and the developers are trying to change the Zoning
to C2. I do not support this. Will you or your office do anything to prevent this?

We moved to this area and want to preserve our home values and esthetics of the area and do not want C2 zoning in
our residential area. 

Tobi Hawley

Cave Creek AZ 85331

mailto:kaelee.wilson@phoenix.gov


From: Todd Vesledahl
To: Kaelee Wilson
Subject: Subject Storage Unit, PUD Z-22-18
Date: Tuesday, June 26, 2018 8:44:58 AM

Kaelee, 
 
I currently reside at  , Cave Creek AZ 85331.  I am not happy with a zoning
change from C1 to a PUD that would allow a self-storage warehouse/Cell Phone Tower. I purchased
my home based on a friendly gated community adjacent to C1 zoning. Developing the parcel with
any of the C1  uses will foster small and local business development on this parcel. The 2015 Phoenix
General Plan explicitly states that small and local businesses drive our economy. Why would we want
to remove an opportunity for these types of businesses and allow a national corporation to install a
Self -Storage/Cell Phone Tower? Developing this parcel within C1 zoning would meet community
expectations, bolster our local economy and “fit” in our community. The list of C1 businesses would
also not have the size nor height of this proposed Self Storage/Cell Phone Tower.  
 
I request that Village Planning Committee to reject Zoning Case number, PUD Z-22-18 and keep the
existing zoning of C-1.
 
 
 
Thank you,
 
 
Todd Vesledahl

Cave Creek, AZ 85331

mailto:kaelee.wilson@phoenix.gov


From: Todd Vesledahl
To: PDD Desert View VPC
Subject: Subject Storage Unit, PUD Z-22-18
Date: Tuesday, June 26, 2018 8:43:13 AM

Desert View Planning Committee, 
 
I currently reside at  , Cave Creek AZ 85331.  I am not happy with a zoning
change from C1 to a PUD that would allow a self-storage warehouse/Cell Phone Tower. I purchased
my home based on a friendly gated community adjacent to C1 zoning. Developing the parcel with
any of the C1  uses will foster small and local business development on this parcel. The 2015 Phoenix
General Plan explicitly states that small and local businesses drive our economy. Why would we want
to remove an opportunity for these types of businesses and allow a national corporation to install a
Self -Storage/Cell Phone Tower? Developing this parcel within C1 zoning would meet community
expectations, bolster our local economy and “fit” in our community. The list of C1 businesses would
also not have the size nor height of this proposed Self Storage/Cell Phone Tower.  
 
I request that Village Planning Committee to reject Zoning Case number, PUD Z-22-18 and keep the
existing zoning of C-1.
 
 
 
Thank you,
 
 
Todd Vesledahl

Cave Creek, AZ 85331

mailto:desertviewvpc@phoenix.gov


From: Microsoft Outlook
To: @icloud.con
Subject: Undeliverable: reply to NO to Re-Zoning case PUD Z-22-18
Date: Wednesday, May 02, 2018 1:08:18 PM
Attachments: reply to NO to Re-Zoning case PUD Z-22-18.msg
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reply to NO to Re-Zoning case PUD Z-22-18

		From

		Kaelee Wilson

		To

		jloverlock@icloud.con

		Recipients

		jloverlock@icloud.con



Hello, 


Thank you for your email. It will be added to the case file that will follow the case through the public hearing process. 


 


Thanks,


 


Kaelee Wilson 


Village Planner – Deer Valley, North Gateway, Desert View and Rio Vista


 


City of Phoenix


Planning and Development Department 


200 West Washington Street, 3rd Floor


Phoenix, Arizona 85003


Office: (602) 534-7696


 









From: Microsoft Outlook
To: @yahoo.con
Subject: Undeliverable: reply to NO to Re-Zoning case PUD Z-22-18
Date: Wednesday, May 02, 2018 1:09:45 PM
Attachments: reply to NO to Re-Zoning case PUD Z-22-18.msg
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reply to NO to Re-Zoning case PUD Z-22-18

		From

		Kaelee Wilson

		To

		beccaneck@yahoo.con

		Recipients

		beccaneck@yahoo.con



Hello, 


Thank you for your email. It will be added to the case file that will follow the case through the public hearing process. 


 


Thanks,


 


Kaelee Wilson 


Village Planner – Deer Valley, North Gateway, Desert View and Rio Vista


 


City of Phoenix


Planning and Development Department 


200 West Washington Street, 3rd Floor


Phoenix, Arizona 85003


Office: (602) 534-7696


 









From: Microsoft Outlook
To: @cox.ner
Subject: Undeliverable: reply to NO to Re-Zoning case PUD Z-22-18
Date: Wednesday, May 02, 2018 6:49:09 PM
Attachments: reply to NO to Re-Zoning case PUD Z-22-18.msg
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reply to NO to Re-Zoning case PUD Z-22-18

		From

		Kaelee Wilson

		To

		himk@cox.ner

		Recipients

		himk@cox.ner



Hello, 


Thank you for your email. It will be added to the case file that will follow the case through the public hearing process. 


 


Thanks,


 


Kaelee Wilson 


Village Planner – Deer Valley, North Gateway, Desert View and Rio Vista


 


City of Phoenix


Planning and Development Department 


200 West Washington Street, 3rd Floor


Phoenix, Arizona 85003


Office: (602) 534-7696
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To: @g.com
Subject: Undeliverable: reply to NO to Re-Zoning case PUD Z-22-18
Date: Friday, May 04, 2018 10:53:14 AM
Attachments: reply to NO to Re-Zoning case PUD Z-22-18.msg
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reply to NO to Re-Zoning case PUD Z-22-18

		From

		Kaelee Wilson

		To

		cvitolo16@g.com

		Recipients

		cvitolo16@g.com



Hello, 


Thank you for your email. It will be added to the case file that will follow the case through the public hearing process. 


 


Thanks,


 


Kaelee Wilson 


Village Planner – Deer Valley, North Gateway, Desert View and Rio Vista


 


City of Phoenix


Planning and Development Department 


200 West Washington Street, 3rd Floor


Phoenix, Arizona 85003


Office: (602) 534-7696


 









From: Microsoft Outlook
To: @gmaail.com
Subject: Undeliverable: reply to NO to Re-Zoning case PUD Z-22-18
Date: Friday, May 04, 2018 1:16:35 PM
Attachments: reply to NO to Re-Zoning case PUD Z-22-18.msg
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reply to NO to Re-Zoning case PUD Z-22-18

		From

		Kaelee Wilson

		To

		aakpep@gmaail.com

		Recipients

		aakpep@gmaail.com



Hello, 


Thank you for your email. It will be added to the case file that will follow the case through the public hearing process. 


 


Thanks,


 


Kaelee Wilson 


Village Planner – Deer Valley, North Gateway, Desert View and Rio Vista


 


City of Phoenix


Planning and Development Department 


200 West Washington Street, 3rd Floor


Phoenix, Arizona 85003


Office: (602) 534-7696


 









From: Microsoft Outlook
To: @gmaail.com
Subject: Undeliverable: reply to NO to Re-Zoning case PUD Z-22-18
Date: Sunday, May 06, 2018 3:56:33 AM
Attachments: reply to NO to Re-Zoning case PUD Z-22-18.msg
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reply to NO to Re-Zoning case PUD Z-22-18

		From

		Kaelee Wilson

		To

		aakpep@gmaail.com

		Recipients

		aakpep@gmaail.com



Hello, 


Thank you for your email. It will be added to the case file that will follow the case through the public hearing process. 


 


Thanks,


 


Kaelee Wilson 


Village Planner – Deer Valley, North Gateway, Desert View and Rio Vista


 


City of Phoenix


Planning and Development Department 


200 West Washington Street, 3rd Floor


Phoenix, Arizona 85003


Office: (602) 534-7696


 









From: Microsoft Outlook
To: @live.com
Subject: Undeliverable: reply to NO to Re-Zoning case PUD Z-22-18
Date: Wednesday, May 02, 2018 1:07:42 PM
Attachments: reply to NO to Re-Zoning case PUD Z-22-18.msg
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reply to NO to Re-Zoning case PUD Z-22-18

		From

		Kaelee Wilson

		To

		steph.steph.stasik@live.com

		Recipients

		steph.steph.stasik@live.com



Hello, 


Thank you for your email. It will be added to the case file that will follow the case through the public hearing process. 


 


Thanks,


 


Kaelee Wilson 


Village Planner – Deer Valley, North Gateway, Desert View and Rio Vista


 


City of Phoenix


Planning and Development Department 


200 West Washington Street, 3rd Floor


Phoenix, Arizona 85003


Office: (602) 534-7696


 









From: Wade.Tinant
To: Kaelee Wilson; PDD Desert View VPC; wr@berryriddell.com; Council District 2 PCC
Cc: Wade.Tinant
Subject: Video of downstream flooding in Diamond creek
Date: Monday, May 07, 2018 4:57:06 PM
Attachments: 201408199.3gp

Attached is a video of the flooding that is typical in Diamond Creek after rain events.  I would think,
somewhere upstream in the contributing drainage basin, some parcel or owner is contributing more
than the permitted run off.
 
Wade
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          May 19, 2018 

Mr. Waring, 

Re: PUD proposal Z-22-18 

Here we go for round two of this still unreasonable proposal to change zoning and slam this enormous facility 
immediately adjoining a near 20-year previously existing community.  We recognize that the developer has made some 
concessions.  However, this proposal still dramatically changes our daily lives.  We echo, in the strongest terms, all of the 
objections brought forth by Mr. Tinant and our fellow neighbors.  The 2015 Phoenix General Plan, on pages 106-108, 
lists “CERTAINTY & CHARACTER” as a Core Value.  As citizens, when we read these pages, we find no instance where 
PUD Z-22-18 supports the vision or goal of this Core Value, nor any instances where the Land Use and Design Principles 
of this Core Value are met.  Can the citizens of Phoenix have any sense of certainty in our zoning? 

With respect for your time, I will briefly summarize our main objections and gladly provide more detail if needed.  These 
include, but are not limited to: 

The construction of the largest facility, by far, in any reasonable proximity to this neighborhood.  Seven times the floor 
SF of CVS. 2.5 times the footprint of CVS.  Due to the extensive drainage easements on this parcel, the PUD does not 
offer any increased setbacks.  A C-1 business, as listed in zoning ordinance 622, would fit the scale of this parcel and 
community. The proposed storage unit would not. For example, the can you imagine the following C-1 businesses 
requiring 3 floors and 116k SF with additional outbuildings: an art gallery, a barber shop, a bike shop, a fish market, an 
ice cream shop  or a pet grooming shop? Why not let a small, local business occupy a small, local parcel, as the current 
zoning would call for? 

Enormous flood concerns:  Our property is currently in a flood zone, which we understood during the purchase of our 
home.  What was not understood however, was the potential for addition of a huge C-2 warehouse immediately 
upstream.  The proposed building will create an enormous strain on the current wash.  The downstream flow will no 
doubt create an enormous water issue for all residents on the North side of the community.  In our two years of owning 
our property, we have already seen the wash at full capacity.  Does the developer plan to provide financial relief when 
the flooding enters our home and causes immense damage?  I would strongly encourage you to put yourself in our 
shoes and figure out now how to re-evaluate preparing for a flood into our first floor. This building and its surrounding 
pavement are also filling, covering and capping a substantial portion of cross retention and drainage easement 2012-
0775408, which was required to be recorded by M.C.R.  for the occupancy permit to be issued to the adjacent Primrose.  
If the Occupancy Permit required this easement to be recorded, it would certainly see that this easement is important. 

 

 Area around proposed Building “A” that is 
not covered by a drainage or retention 
easement, approx. 66,082 SF 

Proposed Building “A” is 38,560 SF alone; coupled with 
surrounding paving, and, allowing overlap of recorded 
drainage easements, the impermeable area is approx. 
69,329 SF 



The portion of the parcel where Building ‘A” is proposed, has a total of 66,082 SF of current retention basin that is not 
subject to a recorded drainage easement.  However, the proposed Building A and surrounding impermeable surface is a 
whopping 69, 329 SF.  So, the proposed building would cover the entire retention basin AND at least 3,000 SF of 
recorded drainage easements. We experience flooding now, let alone when the entire adjacent drainage retention basin 
is covered with building and/or pavement.  

Light, noise, traffic, obstructed views.  My daughters sleep a football throw away from this proposed facility.  Regardless 
of stipulations, there is no reasonable possibility that their sleep and our enjoyment of our front and backyard will not 
be impacted.  This is why C-1 zoning and C-1 businesses are reasonable and fair; while C-2 zoning and businesses are 
not.  I would venture to say that others would not want the rules changed after the game starts and live with this 
forever.   

The increased vehicular traffic on the proposed property will adversely affect the immediate proximity to the 
neighborhood, including the adjacent school and community park.  Why won’t the Developer provide actual traffic  
counts from their numerous other storage facilities as we have requested. Is there something to hide? 

Decreased property values.  Every objective real estate professional’s opinion is consistent in that our property values 
will be negatively impacted.  It is simply a matter of to what degree.  This parcel is zoned C-1 and needs to stay zoned C-
1.    

I would be remiss if I did not mention the consistently suspicious actions of the developer.  Slow to respond to requests, 
barely meeting required notification periods, time, location, and signage (or lack thereof) for public meetings.  This is not 
a business that we want or need in our community. 

 A brief list of inconsistencies the community has been exposed to: 

1. The initial proposal would have completely changed the zoning of this parcel to C2. However, the 
Developer would not provide the information requested and is on video, at the Neighborhood 
Meeting January 17th telling the community the only C2 use that would be allowed was self-storage.  
This was found to be completely untrue. 

2. At the most recent Neighborhood meeting, the Developer told a resident that no rezoning was 
happening with this proposal. Twice. This is completely untrue. 

3. The Developer has committed to not building a pad/fill and then putting the 28 ft. tall building on 
top of the fill, but, seems to balk at this notion as of late. 

4. The potential of a WCF has never been brought up until residents forced the question. No answers. 
No commitments. Just uncomfortable silence. 

5. The Developer has refused to implement many, if any, community suggestions in regards to the site 
plan. Many of these comments were provided in early January. 

6. Meeting minutes are not posted as required, the Developer doesn’t put anything in writing, and the 
Developer only provides enough of a verbal answer  to attempt to pacify whoever is asking the 
question- with no intention of ever being bound to those answers. 

7. After the last debacle of a Neighborhood Meeting at the JW Marriott, multiple community members 
requested that future meetings be held at 6 PM, meetings be held much closer to our community 
(Desert Broom Library, the meeting room at the Creek, etc.), and, that since so many members of 
our community are either snow birds or have extended vacations planned this summer with kids, to 
suspend future meetings until at least school was back in session.  While the Developer has moved 
the start time back to 6 PM, the location is still the Marriott (with no meeting space clarified this 
time), and, obviously school is out for the summer.  If the purpose of the Neighborhood Meetings is 
to truly get community input, why does the Developer continue to hold meetings in locations we 
specifically requested the meetings NOT be held, and, during times when we specifically asked that 
meetings NOT be held?  This inflexibility certainly leads one to believe that community input 
towards “superior zoning” is simply a “check the box” for this Developer.  It seems the rush to 



rezone this parcel is trumping the commitment to get community input.  Why the rush now? The 
parcel has been zoned C-1 since 1999 and now, all of the sudden in 2018, we need to push this 
rezoning through by having meetings in inconvenient locations and during a time when the 
residents specifically asked not to have meetings? This is not a collaborative review process. This is a 
“wave at the train as it rolls by” process. 
 

And finally, what value does this proposal add to the community?  A “vacant” parcel gets covered? CVS and Primrose 
already cover 36% of the original lot, so, is this lot truly “vacant”? One person gets a menial, entry level job? Our 
community loses line of sight, open skies, gets exposed to increased flooding risk, for this? Through a CHANGE in zoning? 
Councilman, why would rezoning on this parcel even be considered? We are not a core, a growth center or a corridor. 
We are allegedly not in an Area of Change but rather an area of Stability.  Why entertain this PUD? 

We have said “No” once.  We continue to write our elected officials and our planners and say “No”. We continue to 
attend public meetings to say “No”.  When is enough, enough?  Why have zoning standards if they only serve as 
suggestions and Developers can overrun the will of the people?  Why can’t our community count on “Certainty and 
Character” that, at least as recent as 2015, the Mayor, City Council and other elected officials considered a Core Value? 

We respectfully ask that you deny PUD Z-22-18.  Should this consideration extend past your desk, I would request a 
formal meeting to ensure that our voices are heard. 

Thank you for your time and consideration in this matter.   

 

Matt and Beth Summers  

 

  



From: Wade.Tinant
To: Kaelee Wilson
Subject: zoning comment cards - storage facility at Tatum & Dynamite
Date: Monday, May 07, 2018 2:40:10 PM

Several residents took pictures of their comment cards and ask that I ensure the cards didn’t get
misplaced before the debrief meeting.
 

From: Michelle Fulcher [mailto:Michelle@OrganizedAffair.com] 
Sent: Thursday, May 03, 2018 5:44 PM
To: Wade.Tinant
Subject: [EXTERNAL] Our zoning comment cards
 
 

Get Outlook for Android
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How the collaboration process has really unfolded on PUD Z-22-18 

1. January 17 meeting; Developer states that Z-89-1 7 and SP 16-17 would only 

allow a storage facility and no other C2 businesses  (on video). 

THE TRUTH: Z-89-17 and SP 16 -17 would have allowed ANY C2 bu siness as the 
community suspected. Developer never communicates t heir error after the meeting 

so the Community understands the true implications of this application. 

2. The Community repeatedly requests the Proposal/n arrative for Z-89-17 and SP 
16-17 to gain a better understanding of the whole p roposal. The Developer 
stated, all through January, that this information was not available. 

THE TRUTH: The narrative was submitted to the City on 12/21/1 7 and WAS available 
in January. The information was never shared with t he Community and had to be 
obtained via a public records request.  

3. The Community requests the sign in sheets and me eting summary from the 
January 17 th  meeting and is told the information will be availa ble “soon”.   

THE TRUTH: The information was never submitted or posted.  Th e required 
submittal time elapsed before Z-89-17 and SP 16-17 were withdrawn on January 30. 
This information has never been found but the Devel oper has it. 

4. The Community diligently requested the informati on above throughout January 
2018 without any progress or results. The Community  provided a due date of 
January 29 th , or, the Community would take time off work and dr ive to the City 
offices to look for the information.  No response.  Community members took time 
off and travelled to the City offices on the 30 th  only to learn the application 
had been withdrawn. 

THE TRUTH: The Developer intentionally withheld information a nd required the 
Community to take time off and make unnecessary tra vel.   

5. The meeting on May 3 rd  is set up at the JW Marriott, Desert Conference Su ite. 
Upon arrival, there is no signage at the Desert Con ference Suite (or anywhere 
else in the Marriott, pictures attached).  Develope r smirks when they show up 
just in time for the meeting. 

THE TRUTH: Community members had to work with Marriott Staff to locate the “new” 
venue. Community members had to work with staff to guide community members to 
the “new” venue.  When asked why the location chang ed and why there weren’t any 
signs put up, the Developer laughed and said, “Don’ t make this into something 
it’s not”. No support. No clarification. 

6. At the May 3 rd  Meeting, the Developer presented some misleading i nformation 1) 
PUD Z-22-18 doesn’t require any rezoning 2) No cell  towers are being considered 
3) “Fact Sheet” provided with errors (attached). Co mmunity requests that the 
attendee list and meeting summary be provided as so on as possible.  The 
Developer agrees to provide the sign in sheets and meeting summary as soon as it 
becomes permanent record (process requires this inf ormation to be submitted 
within 5 business days of the meeting). 



THE TRUTH: Rezoning WILL require rezoning.  A cell tower IS b eing considered.  
Questions about the content of the “Fact Sheet” wer e dismissed. The Developer 
never provided the information and never submitted the attendee list or meeting 
summary until June 1, the DAY AFTER THE SECOND MEET ING. The Developer never 
issues a clarification so that all attendees know i n the errors in 
communication.  

7. The Community repeatedly requested to obtain the  meeting summary and attendee 
list from the May 3 rd  meeting to cross check notes, concerns, questions and 

attendees. No response from the Developer.  

THE TRUTH: Once again, the community is forced to do a public  records request. 
Finally, on June 1, the information is posted and o n June 6, the information is 
made available to the Community. The Communities ti me is wasted at the 2 nd 
meeting on May 31 as the Community does not know wh at questions and concerns 
were (and were not) recorded at the May 3 rd  meeting. Once finally obtained, the 
meeting summary from May 3 does not reflect some ke y questions and concerns that 

were brought up by the Community at the meeting (pi ctures of comment cards). 

8. Multiple people request no more meetings at the Marriott (large facility, far 
from Community) and that meetings be suspended unti l Community returns from 
summer vacation / snowbird travels.  

THE TRUTH: The next meeting is scheduled for May 31 at the Ma rriott. This time, 
a specific meeting location within the Marriott is not even specified!  Just 
show up, park, walk a quarter mile in Phoenix heat to the front desk and wander 
around. 

9. The May 31 meeting is another unproductive meeti ng.  Traffic count 
discussions are based on the number of units, but, the Developer doesn’t know 
how many units there will be. Developer is point bl ank asked, on video, about 
facts on the “Fact Sheet” distributed at the May 3 meeting and but the Developer 
cannot answer these questions or provide backup (or  use the back up the 
Community brought) to verify their statements or cl arify their point of view. 
Developer makes a blanket statement that the Commun ity is wrong and that the 
Developer will provide the information that support s their point of view.  
Developer says new information is not available reg arding the site plan.  
Community requests sign in sheets and meeting summa ry within 5 business days of 

the meeting as required. 

THE TRUTH: The Developer has never provided any backup to sup port their 
statements made on May 3 (and repeated on May 31) r egarding the allowable C1 
businesses, height of the building and meeting subm ission requirements.  In the 
June 13 submittal, drawings dated May 18 show the m ain building rotated, but, 
these drawings were not shared or provided at the M ay 31 meeting. The Developer 
once again refuses the sign in sheets and meeting s ummary and the Community is 
forced to issue a public records request to obtain this information when the 
Developer has the information readily available. On ce again, once the Community 
finally obtained the meeting summary, key questions  and concerns that were 

voiced at the meeting (on video) were not captured in the meeting summary. 



 

10.  On August 3 the Developer sends an email to so me members in the community 
to try to clarify some misleading information on so cial media (attached).  
Developer says the building is 2 stories with a bas ement and is not as tall as 
several other buildings in the area.  

THE TRUTH: The building is 3 stories. At 37 ft. tall (plus pa rapet walls), there 
is not a building ANYWHERE NEAR OUR COMMUNITY THAT IS THIS TALL. 
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Person is walking in front of the Desert Suites 

where the May 3 meeting was supposed to be held.

No signage here at the entrance noting a 
change in meeting location.



No signage anywhere at entrance locations 

noting a location change.



The community saves the day as the 

Developer snickers

Community posts a lead at the top of the stairs to direct interested parties down the stairs, through the bar, take a left, go 

to the end of the hall, then another right to the front desk of the Stone Grill (revised meeting location)



---------- Forwarded message --------- 

From: Technical Solutions < info@technicalsolutionsaz.com> 

Date: Fri, Aug 3, 2018 at 3:13 PM 

Subject: Update on Tatum and Dynamite Proposal 

To: <info@technicalsolutionsaz.com> 

Dear Neighbor, 

As you know, our development team has been working over the last number of months to respond to issues that neighbors 

have raised about our proposal for a state of the art, climate controlled self-storage building on the vacant parcel on the south 

west corner of Tatum and Dynamite.  As in any public proposal these days, there has been some inaccurate information 

circulated on social media, so I wanted to take a moment to provide to you the details of the current plan and update you on 

the numerous changes that have been made to that plan in response to neighborhood suggestions. 

After receiving initial feedback in January for our first proposal, we chose to withdraw our previous application and change the 

rezoning request to Planned Unit Development (PUD) rather than C-2. In doing so, the rezoning will only add the ability to 

develop one additional use – self-storage. As you are likely aware, the existing zoning permits apartments, a discount retailer 

or a sober living home, any of which could be constructed without community input. Rezoning to PUD requires the 

establishment of increased development requirements that would not otherwise apply. 

The building is now a two-story building, with a basement, which will be shorter than several buildings in the surrounding 

area.  In addition, we have nearly doubled the required setback from the south property line of the site to insure adequate 

buffering for the neighborhood. 

We have eliminated any RV or vehicle storage on the site and any signage on the outside of the building that faces the 

neighborhood.  We have also spent a great deal of time studying the drainageways on the site and the plan will create a storm 

water retention system with drywells on our site while preserving the existing drainageway. 

We recognize that this case has been contentious and that some residents would prefer nothing ever be developed on this 

vacant site.  We are confident this use can be a good and non-intrusive neighbor, particularly given all the changes made to 

the plan, which truly are a result of neighbor suggestions. 

As we move through the process, we may need to make some additional changes to respond to issues that are raised by 

neighbors and by City officials.  We stand ready to work diligently on those to make this project compatible with the 

neighborhood. 

 Sincerely, 

Kelly McKone 
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Questions attached to Wade Tinant comment card, provided to City of Phoenix at Desert View Village planning meeting, 

8/7/18. 

1. The following information needs to be added to the Development Standards: 

1. SF of each floor in Warehouse A, Building B and the Office Storage building 

2. Height of Building B and the Office/Storage building. 

3. There is currently no accountability to maintain these dimensions and quantities.  

4. The SF for Building A has increased with each proposal. The heights and gross floor areas for Building B and the 

Office/Storage area are vague to nonexistent. 

5. Provide and list the physical elevation (a number) for each building. 

6. Lock in the maximum number of units within this facility (and have a traffic study to match that number). 

 2. Height, story and setback values 

1. Correct the height for Warehouse A to 37 ft. 

2. Correct the number of stories for Warehouse A to 3 stories 

3. The above result in a setback requirement of 100 ft. for Warehouse A (increase the setback on the west side to 

100 ft.) 

3. Sustainability 

1. Add a requirement for baseline studies for noise and light at each boundary with each resident 

2. Provide a way for residents to measure these values through construction and operation to ensure compliance. 

3. Provide a remedy system if the baseline thresholds are exceeded. 

4. Views 

1. Relocate all roof mounted equipment to a lower elevation, or, at least the NE corner of Warehouse A to reduce 

the height of the parapet wall above the mean roof height. 

2. No signage or light from signage shall be visible to the neighborhood. No sign shall extend past the horizontal or 

vertical limits of the building. 

3. To ensure this development does not hinder the enjoyment of the neighborhoods views of open space, 

mountains or other features, as the Developer claims, the Developer with work with each adjacent landowner to 

establish existing sight lines from everyone’s back yards to the North, East, West and North East. This 

development and building, regardless of the height or number of stories, will not extend above these sight lines.  

Renditions showing the outline of the building and edge of adjacent paving shall be shown on photos from 

adjacent residences and streets. Any deviation from these agreements, regardless of how small, would require 

an amendment to the PUD requiring community, city planning and City Council approval before implementation. 

5.  Access 

1. The main building would only be accessible from Dynamite. The building near Tatum would only be accessible 

from Tatum.  There will be no way to access the site from Tatum or Dynamite and exit at the other 

entrance/exit. 

6. Location of loading bays 

1. Location on the east side is a big improvement, but, location on the North side would further mitigate impacts to 

the community. 



 

5. Hours of operation 

1. The facility would only be accessible for deliveries and patrons, between 8AM and 4:30 PM, Monday through 

Friday.  The facility would only be accessible between 9AM and 4:30 PM on Saturday and Sunday. No access 

would be allowed on Holidays observed by the City of Phoenix. 

6. Traffic study 

2. Current study was based off 105k sf and 810 units. 

3. Warehouse A now ranges from 117k sf to 120k sf 

4. Update traffic study based on new number of units (Developer estimates there are 100 sf / unit on average, so, I 

would anticipate the number of units would increase to approximately 1,200). 

5. Developer owns and operates several of these facilities.  Rather than work with theoretical data, Developer 

needs to work with an independent 3rd party to obtain ACTUAL trips in and out of similar facilities.  These values 

will be derived over two calendar weeks and averaged. These trips will be correlated by the size and SF of the 

existing facilities and projected based on the size and SF of the proposed building. Once community and 

Developer agree on a reasonable number of trips into the facility, traffic will be monitored and averaged each 

month with trips exceeding the agreed to numbers by more than 5% triggering a reimbursement to the adjacent 

community and neighbors. 
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WADE TINANT 
Project Deputy Director 
 
YEARS OF EXPERIENCE: 20 years 
 
YEARS WITH KIEWIT: 20 years (Hire Date: 05/14/1998) 
 
EDUCATION: 

B.S., Civil Engineering, University of Wyoming, Laramie, WY - 1998 

 
OTHER SPECIALIZED EXPERIENCE/TRAINING: 

 Contract Administration - Kiewit  
 Crane Operations - Kiewit  
 Formwork School - Kiewit  
 Management Seminar - Kiewit  
 Scheduling - Kiewit  
 Superintendent School - Kiewit  
 1999 Peter Kiewit Award winner (Project Manager of the Year in the Company) 
 Executive Leadership Development Program, 2014 

 
 

PROFESSIONAL EXPERIENCE 
Wade combines strategic thinking with hands-on construction experience to see that Kiewit delivers high-quality 
projects safely, on time and under budget. His early career as a field engineer and job superintendent gives him 
insights into real-world construction techniques and best practices that have been invaluable in his roles as Area 
Manager, Project Sponsor and Project Manager. He has a solid background in heavy civil, water/wastewater, rail 
and power industry projects and has successfully overseen work on multistate programs. 

As a leader, Wade believes that a successful project is founded on safety, teamwork, quality and owner relations. 
By maintaining an open line of communication with all project participants, Wade consistently exceeds the 
expectations of his clients. Wade is known for client relations, strong relationships with all stakeholders and is top 
developer of future leaders in our company. 

 
PROJECT EXPERIENCE 

Deputy Construction Manager (09/2017 – Current), Project Neon Design-Build, Nevada Department of 
Transportation, Las Vegas, NV, $599,000,000  
Wade was responsible for all construction activities including quality, safety, schedule, resource allocation through 
project turn over to the client. His responsibilities include identifying and ensuring proper resources are allocated 
to project – financial, equipment and personnel resources. He was responsible for monitoring services for owner 
and supporting the team in developing innovative solutions to successfully deliver the project with cost certainty. 
He managed coordination and liaison activities with the local community and authorities. Wade was responsible 
for leading the daily operations of the project team and coordinating regularly with the owner, the design and 
construction managers to ensure the project was on-task to meet scheduled milestones and quality deliverables. 

Project Neon is one of the most important and most ambitious undertakings in NDOT history. The multi-phase, 
multi-year project will boost safety, mobility, and accessibility in the most heavily trafficked corridor in the state of 
Nevada. The primary features of Project Neon’s initial improvement will include building a one-mile long 
occupancy vehicle (HOV) bridge connecting I-15 to US 95, creating a new HOV interchange reconstructing the 
Charleston/I-15 Interchange and ramp braiding for the southbound movements. The progressive solutions 
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included in Project Neon will expand capacity and improve area traffic movement. While the Project Neon corridor 
is located in the downtown area, the project runs through the heart of Las Vegas and will positively affect travelers 
valley-wide. The area within one mile of the project corridor includes more than 1,500 residential properties and 
more than 600 commercial properties. 

Deputy Project Director (04/2016 – 09/2017), Border West Expressway Design-Build, Texas Department of 
Transportation, El Paso, TX, $600,000,000  
Wade was responsible for all construction activities including quality, safety, schedule, resource allocation through 
project turn over to the client. His responsibilities include identifying and ensuring proper resources are allocated 
to project – financial, equipment and personnel resources. He was responsible for monitoring services for owner 
and supporting the team in developing innovative solutions to successfully deliver the project with cost certainty. 
He managed coordination and liaison activities with the local community and authorities. Wade was responsible 
for leading the daily operations of the project team and coordinating regularly with the owner, the design and 
construction managers to ensure the project was on-task to meet scheduled milestones and quality deliverables. 

Located west of downtown El Paso and south of Interstate 10 (I-10), The Border West Expressway extends 7.4 
mi. from Racetrack Dr. near Doniphan Rd. and New Mexico 273E to US 54, 1 mi. east of Park St. This project will 
provide an alternate route for I-10 and address needed improvements to safety, reliability, and regional growth 
and development in the Paso Del Norte region. The scope includes construction of a new four-lane controlled 
access tolled facility extending approx. 5.6 mi. from Racetrack Dr. to the end of the existing Loop 375, near Santa 
Fe St.; a new multi-ramp interchange connecting Loop 375 with Paisano Dr. and Delta St., providing eastbound 
and westbound access to the city’s center; and multi-ramp interchanges connecting Executive Center Blvd. and 
Spur 1966. Existing lanes from Santa Fe St. to Park St. will remain non-tolled and provide local traffic access. 

Operations Manager (09/2015 – 03/2016), Farrington Highway and Kamehameha Guideway Design-Build, 
Honolulu Authority for Rapid Transportation, Oahu, HI, ($677,800,000  & $406,700,000 respectively),  
($1.085B combined) 
As Operations Manager, Wade was responsible for all construction activities including quality, safety, schedule, 
resource allocation through project turn over to the client. His responsibilities include identifying and ensuring 
proper resources are allocated to project – financial, equipment and personnel resources. He was responsible for 
monitoring services for owner and supporting the team in developing innovative solutions to successfully deliver 
the project with cost certainty. He managed coordination and liaison activities with the local community and 
authorities. Wade was responsible for leading the daily operations of the project team and coordinating regularly 
with the owner, the design and construction managers to ensure the project was on-task to meet scheduled 
milestones and quality deliverables. The Farrington Guideway project consists of the design and construction of 
the first phase of the new Honolulu High-Capacity Transit Corridor from the initial East Kapolei station 
approximately 6.8-miles to just east of the Pearl Highlands station. The guideway is comprised of 6.2 miles of two-
track aerial structure, a 0.3-mile portion of twin single-track aerial structures and 0.3-miles of ballasted at-grade 
two-track guideway. The contract includes the foundations for seven stations, installation of nearly 14 miles of 
track and the tie-ins to the adjacent rail maintenance facility. 

Controls Manager (01/2015 – 09/2015), Farrington Highway and Kamehameha Guideway Design-Build, 
Honolulu Authority for Rapid Transportation, Oahu, HI, ($677,800,000  & $406,700,000 respectively),  
($1.085B combined) 
Controls Manager (01/2015 - 08/2015) As Controls Manager, Wade was responsible for re-baselining both the 
Farrington and Kamehameha projects and working on client relations and issue resolution. 

Operations Manager (07/2013 – 12/2014), Mildred Lake Mine Replacement Project, Syncrude Canada 
Limited, Fort McMurray, AB, $513,000,000  
Wade was responsible for all field operations, and for achieving mechanical and substantial completion. His 
responsibilities include identifying and ensuring proper resources are allocated to project – financial, equipment 
and personnel resources. He was responsible for monitoring services for owner and supporting the team in 
developing innovative solutions to successfully deliver the project with cost certainty. He managed coordination 
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and liaison activities with the local community and authorities. Wade was responsible for leading the daily 
operations of the project team and coordinating regularly with the owner, the design and construction managers to 
ensure the project is on-task to meet scheduled milestones and quality deliverables. 

Located about 25 miles north of Fort McMurray in northern Alberta, Canada this replacement project is situated at 
the largest oil sands facility in the world. The scope of work involves providing civil, structural concrete, 
mechanical, piping, electrical and other services to construct a new screenings plant facility, new trim heater 
facility, new third stage pump house facility, and new chemical injection facility along with other associated 
facilities. These new trains will incorporate Syncrude’s innovative wet crushing technology for improved bitumen 
recovery. 

Area Manager (06/2011 – 06/2013), Southwest District Office, Kiewit Infrastructure West Co., Phoenix, AZ,   
As a Kiewit Area Manager, Wade was responsible for making strategic decisions regarding Southwest District 
projects in the power, water/wastewater and oil and gas and mining market sectors. These decisions ranged from 
project selection, bidding, and project execution. He established the budget for his area, developed overall 
marketing pursuit strategies, developed business plans and coordinated with other market sectors and Kiewit 
districts to collaborate on pursuits and projects. 

Area Manager (06/2011 – 06/2012), Preferred Sands Plant Upgrade, Preferred Sands - Arizona, Sanders, 
AZ, $7,300,000  
This project included renovating and upgrading an existing sand mine and processing facility. Major operations 
included concrete foundations, site work, mechanical and electrical underground utilities, and the procurement 
and installation of processing equipment. 

Project Sponsor (09/2009 – 05/2011), Langley Gulch Power Plant, Idaho Power Company, New Plymouth, 
ID, $214,000,000  
As Project Sponsor, Wade was responsible for overseeing and providing high-level support for a variety of 
projects. In this role, he worked with the Project Manger to ensure that Kiewit staff, equipment, and other 
resources were available to projects and estimates when needed. He worked with clients as needed to make sure 
their project goals were met. 

The project involved the design, engineering, equipment procurement, construction, start-up and performance 
testing services for the Langley Gulch Power Plant. The power plant included a 300 MW natural gas-fired, 1x1 
combined cycle using Siemens 5000F combustion turbine generator, Vogt heat recovery steam generators, and 
Siemens ST-700/900 reheat steam turbine generator. The project improved the reliability of the entire system, 
increasing the amount of power available inside their service territory and continued economic growth in the area. 

Project Sponsor (01/2009 – 01/2010), Palo Verde Nuclear Generating Station Circulating Water Piping 
Modifications, Arizona Public Service Co. - Nuclear, Tonopah, AZ, $2,400,000  
As Project Sponsor, Wade was responsible for overseeing and providing high-level support for a variety of 
projects. In this role, he worked with the Project Manger to ensure that Kiewit staff, equipment, and other 
resources were available to projects and estimates when needed. He worked with clients as needed to make sure 
their project goals were met. 

This project involved demolishing an old pipe and installing 96-inch-diameter to 120-inch-diameter concrete 
cylinder pipe during a 22-day shutdown window. Work also included deep excavation shoring systems and the 
installation of precast vault structures and large-diameter valves.  

Project Sponsor (10/2008 – 04/2011), Populus to Terminal 345kv, MidAmerican Energy Company, Salt 
Lake City, UT, $607,500,000  
As Project Sponsor, Wade was responsible for overseeing and providing high-level support for a variety of 
projects. In this role, he worked with the Project Manger to ensure that Kiewit staff, equipment, and other 
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resources were available to projects and estimates when needed. He worked with clients as needed to make sure 
their project goals were met. 

Part of MidAmerican Energy’s Energy Gateway transmission program, the Populus Transmission Line project 
consisted of two sub-projects: the Populus to Ben Lomond and the Ben Lomond to Terminal projects. The former 
constructed a new transmission line stretching 90 miles from the Populus substation to Downey, Idaho, and then 
to the existing Ben Lomond substation in Box Elder County, Utah. The latter sub-project added a new 345-kilovolt 
transmission line alongside existing high voltage lines from the Ben Lomond substation to the Terminal 
substation, near the Salt Lake City Airport - a distance of 46 miles. 

Project Sponsor (09/2008 – 05/2009), Relief Sewer No. 34 (Peoria Avenue/35th Ave.) CMAR, City of 
Phoenix Water Services Department, Phoenix, AZ, $6,400,000  
As Project Sponsor, Wade was responsible for overseeing and providing high-level support for a variety of 
projects. In this role, he worked with the Project Manger to ensure that Kiewit staff, equipment, and other 
resources were available to projects and estimates when needed. He worked with clients as needed to make sure 
their project goals were met. 

The project consisted of installing 4,900 LF of 15-inch-diameter and 2,600 LF of 18-inch-diameter sanitary sewer 
made of vitrified clay pipe. Further work included removing and installing manholes and replacing concrete curb 
and gutter, concrete sidewalk and asphalt. The project also included microsealing, bypass pumping and traffic 
control. 

Project Manager (01/2007 – 09/2008), Springerville Unit No. 4 Substructures, Salt River Project, 
Springerville, AZ, $77,000,000  
Wade was responsible for all day-to-day operations with 150 direct craft, 50 subcontract craft, and a staff of 20 on 
this self-perform project.  

Construction of the substructures for Unit 4, a 400-megawatt power generating station, included installation of 
concrete foundations, structural concrete, underground mechanical piping, underground electrical lines, utility 
relocation and associated grading. In addition, the Cragin Pipeline Crossing No. 4 was a $250,000 pipeline 
replacement project involving excavation, pipe support modification, new pipe support installation, installation of 
36-inch-diameter carbon steel pipe, tie-ins, cathodic protection, thrust blocks and backfill. After construction, the 
site was restored to its original appearance. 

Project Manager (06/2005 – 01/2007), Nebraska City Unit 2 Coal-Fired Power Plant, Omaha Public Power 
District, Nebraska City, NE, $600,000,000  
Wade was responsible for day-to-day operations and managed over 100 craft employees for a total of more than 
100,000 man-hours. The work on this power plant expansion project was consistently completed ahead 
of schedule. 

A Kiewit-led joint venture was awarded the contract to engineer, procure, construct, start up and test a 660 MW 
coal-fired power plant with features that include: a subcritical pulverized-coal boiler; five coal mills; a steam 
turbine; a condenser and feedwater heaters; Flowserve condensate, circulating water, closed cooling water and 
boiler feedwater pumps; and an 18-cell cooling tower. The plant incorporates state-of-the-art emission controls, 
including an Alstom spray dryer absorber and pulse jet fabric filter baghouse, a selective catalytic reduction 
system and fly-ash and bottom-ash handling systems. In 2009, this plant was listed as POWER magazine’s top 
plants. 

Superintendent (01/2005 – 06/2005), South Platte Reservoir Grading, Centennial Water and Sanitation 
District, Littleton, CO, $21,200,000  
Wade was responsible for construction of the spillway and channel liner. In January 2005, these critical path 
structures were projected to finish three months late. By May 2005 operations finished over one month early, 
allowing the project and owner to beat established milestones. 
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This project converted a former Kiewit mining and gravel pit into a reservoir that can store up to 6,400 acre-feet of 
surface water. This reservoir provides water to the Highlands Ranch community. 

Superintendent (07/2001 – 12/2004), I-25 Transportation Expansion (T-REX) Design-Build, Colorado 
Department of Transportation/Regional Transportation District Headquarters, Denver, CO, $1,287,000,000  
Wade oversaw all drilled shafts, cast-in-place walls, slabs and caps on the northern half of the project. He 
provided conceptual design for the retaining walls, performed takeoffs, established a system to track quantities, 
and tracked and adjusted the budget throughout design. He also managed concrete crews and the drilling 
subcontractor on over 3 million SF of retaining walls. 

T-REX, the nation’s first multimodal design-build project, involved the reconstruction and widening of 17 miles of 
interstates, including a systems interchange that incorporated both highway and rail alignments. Trackwork 
consisted of 188,000 track feet of concrete tie track and continuously welded rail, 9,600 track feet of direct fixation 
and specialty track, restraining and guard rail, expansion joints, 55 ballasted turnouts and crossovers, and 
350,000 tons of ballast. The project finished ahead of schedule and under budget and received 25 industry 
awards. 

Superintendent (01/1999 – 06/2001), Level 3 Intercity Network, Level 3 Communications, , ,   
NM, AZ, CA, NV, $366,000,000 

As Superintendent, Wade managed a 15-person crew that installed fiber-optic cable in Missouri, Kansas, 
Georgia, South Carolina, North Carolina, Kentucky, Indiana, New York, Connecticut and Massachusetts. He also 
managed the turnkey subcontracts for shelter fabrication, AC/DC power installation, and shelter at 156 sites in the 
central United States. As Field Engineer, he was responsible for subcontractors and field crews performing long-
haul ductbank installation. He managed the selection, purchase, design and construction of 18 sites between 
Denver and Chicago.  

This 15,000-mile national communications network utilized advanced optical and Internet Protocol (IP) 
technologies to interconnect with Level 3's local networks in multiple cities across the United States. 

Field Engineer (05/1998 – 01/1999), I-84, Utah Department of Transportation, Tremonton, UT, $23,000,000  
Wade was responsible for concrete paving acceptance and turnover. As Field Engineer, his responsibilities also 
included ordering material and scheduling deliveries, quantity take-offs and tracking, daily cost reports, cost report 
quantities, hazard analysis creation and updates, and track-related record keeping. 

The project entailed resurfacing approximately 10 miles of I-84 in box elder canyon. 472,000 SY of Portland 
cement concrete 11 inches thick; 570,000 tons of granular borrow; and 472,000 CY of borrow. 

 







From: Kaelee Wilson
To: Neysa Morrissey; "DesertViewVPC@phoenix.gov"; Council District 2 PCC; wr@berryriddell.com
Cc: Wade.Tinant <Wade.Tinant@kiewit.com> (Wade.Tinant@kiewit.com)
Subject: RE: Amendment - Frustrated home owner - regarding the neighborhood meeting - Thursday, May 3, 2018 &

Thursday, May 31
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Neysa,
As I stated in my previous correspondence, there is no voting at this meeting. This is an informative
neighborhood meeting regarding the case.
 
Thanks,
 

Kaelee Wilson
Village Planner – Deer Valley, North Gateway, Desert View and Rio Vista
 
City of Phoenix
Planning and Development Department
200 West Washington Street, 3rd Floor
Phoenix, Arizona 85003
Office: (602) 534-7696
 
 
 

From: Neysa Morrissey [mailto:neysa@morrisseytravel.com] 
Sent: Tuesday, May 22, 2018 9:17 AM
To: 'DesertViewVPC@phoenix.gov'; Kaelee Wilson <kaelee.wilson@phoenix.gov>; Council District 2
PCC <council.district.2@phoenix.gov>; wr@berryriddell.com
Cc: Wade.Tinant <Wade.Tinant@kiewit.com> (Wade.Tinant@kiewit.com)
<Wade.Tinant@kiewit.com>
Subject: Amendment - Frustrated home owner - regarding the neighborhood meeting - Thursday,
May 3, 2018 & Thursday, May 31
 

Good morning,
 
Please accept this written notification to amend my original correspondence.
 
To include the below:
 

·         I do not approve and vote NO to this project
·         I do not approve and vote NO to the re-zoning
·         I do not Approve and vote NO of a Cell Towner in any form or fashion – either 1 or

multiple with the proposed project
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Thank you for your time.
 
Neysa Morrissey
Resident - Diamond Creek Community
 

Neysa Morrissey 
Morrissey & Associates, LLC
Phone:  480-515-2688  eFax:  480-393-1966
Mobile: 480-682-8133 Email: Neysa@MorrisseyTravel.com
www.MorrisseyTravel.com

  
 

 
From: Neysa Morrissey 
Sent: Monday, May 21, 2018 3:28 PM
To: 'DesertViewVPC@phoenix.gov'; 'Kaelee Wilson'; 'Jim Waring'; wr@berryriddell.com
Cc: Wade.Tinant <Wade.Tinant@kiewit.com> (Wade.Tinant@kiewit.com)
Subject: RE: Frustrated home owner - regarding the neighborhood meeting - Thursday, May 3, 2018 &
Thursday, May 31
 
Good afternoon,
 
I am in receipt of the new letter dated May 14, 2018….
 
The meeting is set for Thursday, May 31, 2018, between 6:00pm – 7:00 at the JW Marriott Desert Ridge
Resort….
 
Previously, myself and multiple residents requested future meetings with our Community regarding this
issue:
 

·         Location to be at the Desert Broom Library or The Creek, a community friendly location. The JW
Marriott is not convenient or easy for anyone from the community

·         Meetings to not be scheduled until September. Some of our homeowners have already left for
the season and this is a family community. Nearly every family has a week or two vacation
planned this summer.  Our Councilman and planning leads supported relaxing the timeframe
requirements to allow this to happen.

·         A little more than the absolute minimum notice would be appreciated.  The habit of doing the
absolute minimum only deepens distrust and concern about what the     Developer would do if
this zoning amendment ever got approved.

 
Seems our request for a community friendly location is not of importance to anyone other than us, the
people who live in the community.  Our request was met with deaf ears.
 
Seems our comments regarding the location of the meeting at the JW Marriott being very difficult to find
as well as the location being changed on us at the last minute without adequate signage is also falling on
deaf ears.
 
Seems us asking for a little more time from the date the letter to the community is written (May 14) to the
time of the meeting (May 31) is exactly 12 workings days from the date the letter was written, not the
number of days the letters have been in our hands. The time frame also includes a heavily celebrated
family holiday – Memorial Day.
Why? Because it is a heavily celebrated family holiday and the developer doesn’t want us to vote against
the project so hold the vote when the community is gone?
 
Seems us asking for a hold on meetings until our community is back to full occupancy was also met with
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deaf ears. Our family community has vacations, some live here seasonally to get away from the heat
and/or like to celebrate Memorial Day, July 4th and Labor Day holidays away.
 
My perception is that every step is being taken to make this a very challenging situation for our
community.
 
I for one will not be able to make the Thursday, May 31, 2018 meeting to sign in and vote due to the
Memorial Day Holiday. So,  I am taking the time to write this letter and the opportunity to put on record
that:
 

·         I do not approve and vote NO to this project
·         I do not approve and vote NO to the re-zoning

 
Please utilize the correspondence as my vote and be binding.  If there is another method that I personally
need to make to ensure my vote counts, please inform me at your earliest convenience.
 
Thank you for your time.
 
Neysa Morrissey
Resident - Diamond Creek Community
 
 

Neysa Morrissey 
Morrissey & Associates, LLC
Phone:  480-515-2688  eFax:  480-393-1966
Mobile: 480-682-8133 Email: Neysa@MorrisseyTravel.com
www.MorrisseyTravel.com

  
 

 
From: Neysa Morrissey 
Sent: Friday, May 04, 2018 10:28 AM
To: 'DesertViewVPC@phoenix.gov'; 'Kaelee Wilson'; 'Jim Waring'; wr@berryriddell.com
Cc: Wade.Tinant <Wade.Tinant@kiewit.com> (Wade.Tinant@kiewit.com)
Subject: Frustrated home owner - regarding the neighborhood meeting - Thursday, May 3, 2018
 
Good morning,
 
I am extremely disappointed and personally upset with the Developer and the process of this meeting.
 
Please understand, the notification letter for the Neighborhood Meeting, postmarked on 4/19 PM, was
completely last minute for compliance and directed people to attend the meeting at the Desert
Conference Suite at the JW Marriott. (there are multiple Desert Conference Suites at the JW Marriott
Desert Ridge – as I walked the entire hall/meeting space area looking for the Developer and the meeting
at the designated location that was NOT THERE!
 
Our neighbor and friend Wade Tinan, took time out of his day to go to the Marriott last Thursday and
obtain facility maps to help our community members find their way to the meeting.
 
I arrived a few minutes late to the 5 PM meeting, looking up and down the area of Desert Conference
Suites to find no meeting or signs directing me or anyone else. Unfortunately, I was not as lucky as fellow
neighbors who found someone to point them in the right direction.  I was informed there was no meeting
there.
 
Wade Tinan has pictures from every entrance and the Desert Conference Suite. No signs or mention of
the meeting changing locations. Even with the absolute last second notification, this Developer is unable
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to accurately communicate a meeting location? 
 
Wade Tinan asked the Developer to help put up signs in the Marriott to direct folks to the NEW meeting
location we were dismissed, smirked at and even told “Don’t make this into something”. No help. No
apologies. Just left to fend for ourselves and plead with Marriott events to help us out.  Coupled with the
absolute minimum notice, we can no longer assume any integrity on the part of the Developer.
 
The only signage on the main floor or where the meeting was supposed to be was placed by the
community. Several folks at the meeting commented on how difficult it was to find the meeting and how
many folks they say wandering around looking for the meeting. I was one of the community members who
was not fortunate enough to recognize someone from the community to get directed to the meeting. We
are a community of hard working, everyday people, everyday families with children.  With that, it is difficult
for our Community to attend Community meetings when we are working….  
 
For future meetings with our Community we firmly request any/all meetings meet the following
requirements:
1.         Meetings to start at 6 PM.  This is a working community, working until at least 5 PM. The 5 PM
start time prevents a majority of our families/communities from attending
2.         Location to be at the Desert Broom Library or The Creek.  We moved away from commercial
areas for a reason. The JW Marriott is not convenient or easy for anyone            from the community.
3.         No more meetings until September. Some of our homeowners have already left for the season
and this is a family community. Nearly every family has a week or two          vacation planned this
summer.  Our Councilman and planning leads supported relaxing the timeframe requirements to allow
this to happen.
4.         A little more than the absolute minimum notice would be appreciated.  The habit of doing the
absolute minimum only deepens distrust and concern about what the     Developer would do if this zoning
amendment ever got approved.
 
Our community hopes the Developer will make the reasonable choices listed above….. We thank you for
your time and consideration…..
 
 

Neysa Morrissey 
Morrissey & Associates, LLC
Phone:  480-515-2688  eFax:  480-393-1966
Mobile: 480-682-8133 Email: Neysa@MorrisseyTravel.com
www.MorrisseyTravel.com

  
Morrissey & Associates, LLC Confidential & Proprietary Information. This electronic message transmission contains information, including any
attachments, from the Company may be proprietary, confidential, privileged or legally protected. The information is intended only for the use of the
individual(s) or entity named above. Any person who receives this information is prohibited from disclosing, copying, distributing, and/or using it. If you
have received this communication in error, please immediately delete it and all copies, and promptly notify the sender.
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From: Wade.Tinant
To: Kaelee Wilson
Subject: RE: Questions from the community- PUD process and PUD Z-22-18 status
Date: Monday, May 21, 2018 12:09:18 PM
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Kaelee,
Please see my notes behind your responses below. If it would be easier to talk and you have time for a quick call, that would be fine as well.
 

From: Kaelee Wilson [mailto:kaelee.wilson@phoenix.gov] 
Sent: Monday, May 21, 2018 10:27 AM
To: Wade.Tinant
Subject: [EXTERNAL] RE: Questions from the community- PUD process and PUD Z-22-18 status
 
Wade,

1.       Yes, a pre-application meeting was held. Minutes are not taken during these meetings. If you would like a copy of those items, a document
retrieval request will need to be filed.

a.       I have attached the pre-application meeting minutes from the original proposal for reference. The notes say the pre –application notes
(and signature page) are to be included with the rezoning application.  I will do a public records request.

2.       Yes, they submitted a fact-finding form.
a.       Can I get a copy of this form or do I need to do a public records request for this document as well? It looks like this is a document that

Planning would produce and provide to the Developer (?).
3.       Please further explain what you mean by this? A summary of the meeting is given at the post-application meeting which hasn’t been held or

scheduled yet.
                a.  The PUD Procedure says that the Neighborhood meeting summary will be provided within 5 days of the meeting AND 5 days prior to the post
application meeting.  It is “and”, not “or”.

4.       The applicant is holding their second neighborhood meeting on May 31st.
                a. I’m ok with this. I am confused though – the PUD Procedure has a very prescriptive letter template that the Developer is not using for this
meeting (hence the confusion). 

5.       We cannot hold up the process of the meetings. It is up to the applicant on how they choose to proceed.
                a. Doesn’t the Village Planner set the dates for the Developer to attend the Village Planning meetings?  All the community is asking for is to
schedule the presentations at these Village Meetings starting in September when school resumes and our community is back in town.  I guess we can play
this by ear and seen when the proposal is resubmitted. 
 
 
Thanks,
 

Kaelee Wilson
Village Planner – Deer Valley, North Gateway, Desert View and Rio Vista
 
City of Phoenix
Planning and Development Department
200 West Washington Street, 3rd Floor
Phoenix, Arizona 85003
Office: (602) 534-7696
 
 
 

From: Wade.Tinant [mailto:Wade.Tinant@kiewit.com] 
Sent: Saturday, May 19, 2018 3:34 PM
To: Kaelee Wilson <kaelee.wilson@phoenix.gov>; PDD Desert View VPC <desertviewvpc@phoenix.gov>
Cc: Wade.Tinant <Wade.Tinant@kiewit.com>
Subject: Questions from the community- PUD process and PUD Z-22-18 status
 
Kaelee,
I appreciate your continued support in answering questions.
 
I am receiving questions from the community that I am not able to answer in regards to the PUD process.  Can you help me by answering the questions
below? I have referenced page numbers from the PUD Procedures Outline where I thought applicable.
 
Readers Digest version (with details below):
 

1.       Was the Pre-Application meeting held?  If so, can the minutes and signature list of attendees be provided? (page 3 of 54)
2.       Was the Fact Finding requested? Was it performed? Was it waived? (page 3 of 54)

3.       Is the required information from the May 3rd Neighborhood Meeting posted and available for the Community to review?(page 4 of 54)
4.       Does the Director of Planning and Development intend to waive the Second Neighborhood Meeting? (page 4 of 54)

mailto:kaelee.wilson@phoenix.gov



















































5.       Do the Village Planners intend to support the Community in their request this PUD Z-22-18 not be discussed at any Village Planning Committee
meetings until school resumes in the fall? We have multiple neighbors that leave for the summer (snow birds, extended summer vacations with the
kids, etc.). Councilman Waring seemed to think this was reasonable when we all spoke. (page 4 of 54).

 
 
Supporting information for the questions posed above:
 
 

1.       Can you confirm the Pre-Application Meeting was not held?  I know we exchanged emails on April 9th to the effect that this meeting had been
waived, but I’d like to confirm the meeting was not held. If it was held, would it be possible to obtain the meeting minutes and signatures of
attendees?

 
2.       Can you confirm that the Fact Finding (PUD Process pages 8-9 of 54) was requested? Can you confirm whether the Fact Finding was completed or

waived by the Planning and Development Director or their designee? (See first bullet point in the excerpt above). Can this document be obtained,
or, if the requirement was waived, can the approval of the waiver be obtained?  Here is why I ask:

a.       This application was submitted on 3/27/18.

                                                               i.      As of May 18th, for the first time (outside of community concerns), the recognition of the parcel being in
an AO floodplain has been recognized (by the Village Planners, not the Developer). This would have been addressed by Fact Finding
questions 13 and 15.

                                                             ii.      This discussion with Floodplain Management, before the Application was submitted, would have allowed
the Developer to offer specific details about permitting a basement in an AO floodplain and would have potentially prevented me
from calling Floodplain Management and would have prevented the Developer from inaccurately requesting “I would ask that you
please refrain from continuously circulating false and misleading information.”

                                                           iii.      The requirements in the Fact Finding document could potentially have sparred these verbal assaults, from
the Developer to the Community.  The PUD process is intended to encourage collaboration, not drive wedges.

 

 
 
 

                                                           iv.      The community has inquired about the security gates. These inquiries would have been addressed by Fact
Finding question 21.

                                                             v.      The community has raised questions about compliance with the Driveway Ordinance. This would have
been addressed by Fact Finding question 22.



 
 
 
 

 
 
 
 

b.       As of May 18th, nearly two months and one Neighborhood Meeting later, questions that would normally have been addressed in the Fact
Finding and/or Pre Application meeting linger on.

 
 
 

3.        The PUD Process, per page 4 of 54, requires the following meeting summary information:
                

 
 

a.       There was a Neighborhood Meeting on May 3rd.  The information listed above has been requested, from the Developer, on multiple
occasions.  Has this information been submitted to the staff?

b.       The community wants to review this required information, in a timely manner, to ensure their attendance and comment cards were
officially received and recorded.

c.       I mainly ask because the community was just notified of another Neighborhood meeting on May 31. It would be beneficial for attendees, of
either meeting, to be able to reference the information spelled out above.  Can or will this information be provided?

4.       2nd Neighborhood meeting

a.       After comparing the letter dated May 14th announcing the meeting to be held on May 31st, and, the template for the Second
Neighborhood Meeting, on page 22 of 54 of the PUD Procedures, it is readily apparent, in my opinion, that is letter is NOT calling the

meeting on May 31st  the “Second” Neighborhood meeting.
                                                               i.      Per the template letter, the initial paragraph specifically calls out “…invite you to a second neighborhood

meeting…”

                                                             ii.      The letter dated May 14th, states  “..invite you to an additional neighborhood meeting…”.
b.       Will the Planning and Development Director waive the Second Neighborhood Meeting (as he is allowed to do per page 4 of 54)?
c.       I ask so that the community can be accurately informed as to where we are at in the PUD process, and, so that the community can properly

prepare for upcoming meetings.
 



 
 
 

5.       First Village Planning Committee meeting
a.       Do the Village Planners intend to support the Community’s request, a request that  Councilman Waring said seemed reasonable, and

ensure that this PUD is not discussed at any Village Planning meeting until after school resumes (i.e. before the September Village Planning
meeting)?

 
Thank you for your continued support.
 
Wade Tinant
4614 E Running Deer Trail



From: Wade.Tinant
To: Kaelee Wilson
Subject: Re: [EXTERNAL] RE: Questions from the community- PUD process and PUD Z-22-18 status
Date: Monday, May 21, 2018 11:35:35 AM
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I can respond via email - do you have time to talk?

Wade

On May 21, 2018, at 10:27 AM, Kaelee Wilson <kaelee.wilson@phoenix.gov> wrote:

Wade,
<!--[if !supportLists]-->1.       <!--[endif]-->Yes, a pre-application meeting was held.

Minutes are not taken during these meetings. If you would like a copy of those
items, a document retrieval request will need to be filed.

<!--[if !supportLists]-->2.       <!--[endif]-->Yes, they submitted a fact-finding form.
<!--[if !supportLists]-->3.       <!--[endif]-->Please further explain what you mean by

this? A summary of the meeting is given at the post-application meeting which
hasn’t been held or scheduled yet.

<!--[if !supportLists]-->4.       <!--[endif]-->The applicant is holding their second

neighborhood meeting on May 31st.
<!--[if !supportLists]-->5.       <!--[endif]-->We cannot hold up the process of the

meetings. It is up to the applicant on how they choose to proceed.
Thanks,
 

Kaelee Wilson
Village Planner – Deer Valley, North Gateway, Desert View and Rio Vista
 
City of Phoenix
Planning and Development Department
200 West Washington Street, 3rd Floor
Phoenix, Arizona 85003
Office: (602) 534-7696
 
 
 

From: Wade.Tinant [mailto:Wade.Tinant@kiewit.com] 
Sent: Saturday, May 19, 2018 3:34 PM
To: Kaelee Wilson <kaelee.wilson@phoenix.gov>; PDD Desert View VPC
<desertviewvpc@phoenix.gov>
Cc: Wade.Tinant <Wade.Tinant@kiewit.com>
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Subject: Questions from the community- PUD process and PUD Z-22-18 status
 
Kaelee,
I appreciate your continued support in answering questions.
 
I am receiving questions from the community that I am not able to answer in regards to
the PUD process.  Can you help me by answering the questions below? I have
referenced page numbers from the PUD Procedures Outline where I thought
applicable.
 
Readers Digest version (with details below):
 

<!--[if !supportLists]-->1.       <!--[endif]-->Was the Pre-Application meeting held?  If
so, can the minutes and signature list of attendees be provided? (page 3 of 54)

<!--[if !supportLists]-->2.       <!--[endif]-->Was the Fact Finding requested? Was it
performed? Was it waived? (page 3 of 54)

<!--[if !supportLists]-->3.       <!--[endif]-->Is the required information from the May

3rd Neighborhood Meeting posted and available for the Community to review?
(page 4 of 54)

<!--[if !supportLists]-->4.       <!--[endif]-->Does the Director of Planning and
Development intend to waive the Second Neighborhood Meeting? (page 4 of
54)

<!--[if !supportLists]-->5.       <!--[endif]-->Do the Village Planners intend to support
the Community in their request this PUD Z-22-18 not be discussed at any
Village Planning Committee meetings until school resumes in the fall? We have
multiple neighbors that leave for the summer (snow birds, extended summer
vacations with the kids, etc.). Councilman Waring seemed to think this was
reasonable when we all spoke. (page 4 of 54).

 
 
Supporting information for the questions posed above:
 
 

<!--[if !supportLists]-->1.       <!--[endif]-->Can you confirm the Pre-Application

Meeting was not held?  I know we exchanged emails on April 9th to the effect
that this meeting had been waived, but I’d like to confirm the meeting was not
held. If it was held, would it be possible to obtain the meeting minutes and
signatures of attendees?

<!--[if !vml]--><!--[endif]--><image007.png>
 

<!--[if !supportLists]-->2.       <!--[endif]-->Can you confirm that the Fact Finding (PUD
Process pages 8-9 of 54) was requested? Can you confirm whether the Fact
Finding was completed or waived by the Planning and Development Director or
their designee? (See first bullet point in the excerpt above). Can this document
be obtained, or, if the requirement was waived, can the approval of the waiver



be obtained?  Here is why I ask:
<!--[if !supportLists]-->a.       <!--[endif]-->This application was submitted on

3/27/18.

<!--[if !supportLists]-->                                                               i.      <!--[endif]-->As of May 18th, for the
first time (outside of community concerns), the recognition of
the parcel being in an AO floodplain has been recognized (by
the Village Planners, not the Developer). This would have been
addressed by Fact Finding questions 13 and 15.

<!--[if !supportLists]-->                                                             ii.      <!--[endif]-->This discussion with
Floodplain Management, before the Application was
submitted, would have allowed the Developer to offer specific
details about permitting a basement in an AO floodplain and
would have potentially prevented me from calling Floodplain
Management and would have prevented the Developer from
inaccurately requesting “I would ask that you please refrain
from continuously circulating false and misleading
information.”

<!--[if !supportLists]-->                                                           iii.      <!--[endif]-->The requirements in the
Fact Finding document could potentially have sparred these
verbal assaults, from the Developer to the Community.  The
PUD process is intended to encourage collaboration, not drive
wedges.
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<!--[if !supportLists]-->                                                           iv.      <!--[endif]-->The community has

inquired about the security gates. These inquiries would have
been addressed by Fact Finding question 21.

<!--[if !supportLists]-->                                                             v.      <!--[endif]-->The community has
raised questions about compliance with the Driveway
Ordinance. This would have been addressed by Fact Finding
question 22.

 
 
 
 
<image011.png>
 
 
 
 

<!--[if !supportLists]-->b.       <!--[endif]-->As of May 18th, nearly two months
and one Neighborhood Meeting later, questions that would normally
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have been addressed in the Fact Finding and/or Pre Application
meeting linger on.

 
 
 

<!--[if !supportLists]-->3.       <!--[endif]--> The PUD Process, per page 4 of 54,
requires the following meeting summary information:
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<!--[if !supportLists]-->a.       <!--[endif]-->There was a Neighborhood

Meeting on May 3rd.  The information listed above has been requested,
from the Developer, on multiple occasions.  Has this information been
submitted to the staff?

<!--[if !supportLists]-->b.       <!--[endif]-->The community wants to review
this required information, in a timely manner, to ensure their
attendance and comment cards were officially received and recorded.

<!--[if !supportLists]-->c.       <!--[endif]-->I mainly ask because the
community was just notified of another Neighborhood meeting on May
31. It would be beneficial for attendees, of either meeting, to be able to
reference the information spelled out above.  Can or will this
information be provided?

<!--[if !supportLists]-->4.       <!--[endif]-->2nd Neighborhood meeting
<!--[if !supportLists]-->a.       <!--[endif]-->After comparing the letter dated

May 14th announcing the meeting to be held on May 31st, and, the
template for the Second Neighborhood Meeting, on page 22 of 54 of
the PUD Procedures, it is readily apparent, in my opinion, that is letter

is NOT calling the meeting on May 31st  the “Second” Neighborhood
meeting.

<!--[if !supportLists]-->                                                               i.      <!--[endif]-->Per the template letter,
the initial paragraph specifically calls out “…invite you to a
second neighborhood meeting…”

<!--[if !supportLists]-->                                                             ii.      <!--[endif]-->The letter dated May

14th, states  “..invite you to an additional neighborhood
meeting…”.

<!--[if !supportLists]-->b.       <!--[endif]-->Will the Planning and Development
Director waive the Second Neighborhood Meeting (as he is allowed to
do per page 4 of 54)?

<!--[if !supportLists]-->c.       <!--[endif]-->I ask so that the community can be
accurately informed as to where we are at in the PUD process, and, so
that the community can properly prepare for upcoming meetings.

<!--[if !vml]-->

<!--[endif]--> 
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<!--[if !supportLists]-->5.       <!--[endif]-->First Village Planning Committee meeting
<!--[if !supportLists]-->a.       <!--[endif]-->Do the Village Planners intend to

support the Community’s request, a request that  Councilman Waring
said seemed reasonable, and ensure that this PUD is not discussed at
any Village Planning meeting until after school resumes (i.e. before the
September Village Planning meeting)?

 
Thank you for your continued support.
 
Wade Tinant
4614 E Running Deer Trail



From: Wade.Tinant
To: Kaelee Wilson; PDD Desert View VPC
Cc: Wade.Tinant
Subject: Questions from the community- PUD process and PUD Z-22-18 status
Date: Saturday, May 19, 2018 3:34:01 PM
Attachments: image001.png
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Kaelee,
I appreciate your continued support in answering questions.
 
I am receiving questions from the community that I am not able to answer in regards to the PUD process.  Can you help me by answering the questions
below? I have referenced page numbers from the PUD Procedures Outline where I thought applicable.
 
Readers Digest version (with details below):
 

1.       Was the Pre-Application meeting held?  If so, can the minutes and signature list of attendees be provided? (page 3 of 54)
2.       Was the Fact Finding requested? Was it performed? Was it waived? (page 3 of 54)

3.       Is the required information from the May 3rd Neighborhood Meeting posted and available for the Community to review?(page 4 of 54)
4.       Does the Director of Planning and Development intend to waive the Second Neighborhood Meeting? (page 4 of 54)
5.       Do the Village Planners intend to support the Community in their request this PUD Z-22-18 not be discussed at any Village Planning Committee

meetings until school resumes in the fall? We have multiple neighbors that leave for the summer (snow birds, extended summer vacations with the
kids, etc.). Councilman Waring seemed to think this was reasonable when we all spoke. (page 4 of 54).

 
 
Supporting information for the questions posed above:
 
 

1.       Can you confirm the Pre-Application Meeting was not held?  I know we exchanged emails on April 9th to the effect that this meeting had been
waived, but I’d like to confirm the meeting was not held. If it was held, would it be possible to obtain the meeting minutes and signatures of
attendees?

 
2.       Can you confirm that the Fact Finding (PUD Process pages 8-9 of 54) was requested? Can you confirm whether the Fact Finding was completed or

waived by the Planning and Development Director or their designee? (See first bullet point in the excerpt above). Can this document be obtained,
or, if the requirement was waived, can the approval of the waiver be obtained?  Here is why I ask:

a.       This application was submitted on 3/27/18.

                                                               i.      As of May 18th, for the first time (outside of community concerns), the recognition of the parcel being in an AO floodplain has
been recognized (by the Village Planners, not the Developer). This would have been addressed by Fact Finding questions 13 and 15.

                                                            ii.      This discussion with Floodplain Management, before the Application was submitted, would have allowed the Developer to offer
specific details about permitting a basement in an AO floodplain and would have potentially prevented me from calling Floodplain
Management and would have prevented the Developer from inaccurately requesting “I would ask that you please refrain from
continuously circulating false and misleading information.”

                                                          iii.      The requirements in the Fact Finding document could potentially have sparred these verbal assaults, from the Developer to the
Community.  The PUD process is intended to encourage collaboration, not drive wedges.
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                                                           iv.      The community has inquired about the security gates. These inquiries would have been addressed by Fact Finding question 21.
                                                             v.      The community has raised questions about compliance with the Driveway Ordinance. This would have been addressed by Fact

Finding question 22.
 
 
 
 

 
 
 
 

b.      As of May 18th, nearly two months and one Neighborhood Meeting later, questions that would normally have been addressed in the Fact
Finding and/or Pre Application meeting linger on.

 
 
 

3.        The PUD Process, per page 4 of 54, requires the following meeting summary information:
                



 
 

a.       There was a Neighborhood Meeting on May 3rd.  The information listed above has been requested, from the Developer, on multiple
occasions.  Has this information been submitted to the staff?

b.      The community wants to review this required information, in a timely manner, to ensure their attendance and comment cards were
officially received and recorded.

c.       I mainly ask because the community was just notified of another Neighborhood meeting on May 31. It would be beneficial for attendees, of
either meeting, to be able to reference the information spelled out above.  Can or will this information be provided?

4.       2nd Neighborhood meeting

a.       After comparing the letter dated May 14th announcing the meeting to be held on May 31st, and, the template for the Second
Neighborhood Meeting, on page 22 of 54 of the PUD Procedures, it is readily apparent, in my opinion, that is letter is NOT calling the

meeting on May 31st  the “Second” Neighborhood meeting.
                                                               i.      Per the template letter, the initial paragraph specifically calls out “…invite you to a second neighborhood meeting…”

                                                             ii.      The letter dated May 14th, states  “..invite you to an additional neighborhood meeting…”.
b.      Will the Planning and Development Director waive the Second Neighborhood Meeting (as he is allowed to do per page 4 of 54)?
c.       I ask so that the community can be accurately informed as to where we are at in the PUD process, and, so that the community can properly

prepare for upcoming meetings.
 

 
 
 

5.       First Village Planning Committee meeting
a.       Do the Village Planners intend to support the Community’s request, a request that  Councilman Waring said seemed reasonable, and

ensure that this PUD is not discussed at any Village Planning meeting until after school resumes (i.e. before the September Village Planning
meeting)?

 
Thank you for your continued support.
 
Wade Tinant
4614 E Running Deer Trail




