
To: City of Phoenix Planning Commission Date: December 1, 2022 

From: Racelle Escolar, AICP 
Principal Planner 

Subject: ITEM NO. 6 (Z-43-22-2) – SOUTHEAST CORNER OF 57TH STREET AND 
SHEA BOULEVARD 

The purpose of this is memo is to recommend modifications to the additional stipulations 
added by the Paradise Valley Village Planning Committee, and to convey additional 
correspondence that has been received regarding this rezoning request. 

Rezoning Case No. Z-43-22-2 is a request to rezone 1.37 acres from RE-43 (One-
Family Residence) to R-O (Restricted Commercial) to allow a residential office.  

The Paradise Valley Village Planning Committee (VPC) heard this request on 
November 7, 2022, and recommended approval, per the staff recommendation with 
additional stipulations, by a 9-5 vote. 

The Committee recommended eight additional stipulations, in addition to the staff 
recommended stipulations per the Addendum A Staff Report. Staff recommends the 
following: 

 Deletion of Stipulation No. 17 regarding removal of pedestrian access from 57th
Street. This stipulation conflicts with several City policies and design guidelines that
promote and require pedestrian and accessibility enhancements to new
development.

 Modification of Stipulation Nos. 18, 19, and 21 for clarity.
 Modification of Stipulation No. 20 to require the developer to apply for the on-street

parking zones program to prohibit on-street parking along 57th Avenue adjacent to
the site.

 Deletion of Stipulation No. 22, per the Street Transportation Department
recommendation, as adding a U-turn restriction may perpetuate the same type of
movement at the signalized intersection to the west between two arterial streets.

 Deletion of Stipulation No. 23, as hours of operation are difficult to enforce.
 Deletion of Stipulation No. 24, as the proposed development will be subject to the

sign standards of the Phoenix Zoning Ordinance for nonresidential activity in a
residential district.
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Enclosed with this memo are the following correspondence received after the publication 
of the Addendum A Staff Report: 
 

 One letter requesting that the case is remanded back to the VPC,  
 One letter from a VPC member providing input on the case and the VPC meeting. 
 Seventeen letters of opposition, and  
 Four letters of support and one petition. 

 
The letters of opposition cite concerns with traffic congestion and safety, pedestrian safety, 
commercial uses, traffic in an established residential neighborhood, crime, incompatibility 
with a residential neighborhood, property values, availability of nearby commercial 
locations, precedent set for surrounding properties by approving the rezoning request, and 
accusations made against a Paradise Valley Village Planning Committee member that 
voted in favor of the case having a conflict of interest. The letters of support indicated that 
the proposed project has a high-quality design, including architectural features that would 
be compatible with the neighborhood, it would develop a vacant property adjacent to a 
major arterial street, and is the best use for the property given alternative uses, such as a 
short-term rental or a group home.  
 
Staff recommends approval, subject to the stipulations below: 
 
1. The development shall be in general conformance with the site plan date 

stamped August 19, 2022 NOVEMBER 2, 2022 and elevations date stamped 
August 19, 2022 NOVEMBER 2, 2022, with specific regard to the inclusion of 
metal fascia, wood finish, and stone veneer walls or split face block, as 
modified by the following stipulations and approved by the Planning and 
Development Department. 

  
2. THE DETACHED GARAGE STRUCTURE SHALL NOT EXCEED 4,615 

SQUARE FEET IN SIZE.  
  
2.3. The maximum building height shall be 23 feet. 
  
3.4. A minimum building setback of 15 feet shall be provided along the south 

property line. 
  
4.5. A minimum 10-foot landscape setback shall be provided along the east 

property line and planted with minimum 2-inch caliper trees placed 20 feet on 
center or in equivalent groupings, as approved by the Planning and 
Development Department. 

  
5.6. The south landscape setback shall be planted with minimum 50 percent 2-inch 

caliper and minimum 50 percent 3-inch caliper large canopy, drought tolerant 
trees, as approved by the Planning and Development Department. 

  



Z-43-22-2 Planning Commission Backup Memo 
December 1, 2022 
Page 3 of 4 
 
6.7. The north landscape setback shall be planted with minimum 50 percent 2-inch 

caliper and minimum 50 percent 3-inch caliper large canopy, drought tolerant 
trees, as approved by the Planning and Development Department. 

  
7.8. The front yard setback along 57th Street shall be planted with minimum 50 

percent 2-inch caliper trees, minimum 25 percent 3-inch caliper trees, and 
minimum 25 percent 4-inch caliper trees to be placed 20 feet on center or in 
equivalent groupings, as approved by the Planning and Development 
Department. 

  
8.9. The developer shall maintain the exiting detached sidewalk landscape area 

located between the back of curb and sidewalk along Shea Boulevard and 
replenish it to the following standards, as approved by the Planning and 
Development Department. 

  
 a. Minimum 2-inch caliper single-trunk large canopy drought-tolerant shade 

trees to provide a minimum 75% shade. 
   
 b. Drought tolerant shrubs and vegetative groundcovers maintained to a 

maximum height of 24 inches to provide a minimum of 75% live 
coverage at maturity. 

   
 Where utility conflicts exist, the developer shall work with the Planning and 

Development Department on alternative design solutions consistent with a 
pedestrian environment. 

  
9. 
10. 

Where pedestrian walkways cross a vehicular path, the pathway shall be 
constructed of decorative pavers, stamped or colored concrete, or other 
pavement treatments that visually contrast parking and drive aisle surfaces, as 
approved by the Planning and Development Department. 

  
10. 
11. 

All uncovered surface parking lot areas shall be landscaped with minimum 2-
inch caliper size large canopy drought tolerant shade trees. Landscaping shall 
be dispersed throughout the parking area and achieve 25 percent shade at 
maturity, as approved by Planning and Development Department. 

  
11. 
12. 

A minimum of 4 bicycle parking spaces shall be provided through Inverted U 
and/or artistic racks dispersed throughout the site and installed per the 
requirements of Section 1307.H. of the Phoenix Zoning Ordinance, as 
approved by the Planning and Development Department. 

  
12. 
13. 

The developer shall dedicate minimum 55-feet of right-of-way and a 10-
footwide sidewalk easement for the south half of Shea Boulevard, as approved 
by the Planning and Development Department. 

  
13. 
14. 

The developer shall construct all streets within and adjacent to the 
development with paving, curb, gutter, sidewalk, curb ramps, streetlights, 
median islands, landscaping and other incidentals, as per plans approved by 
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the Planning and Development Department. All improvements shall comply 
with all ADA accessibility standards. 

  
14. 
15. 

In the event archaeological materials are encountered during construction, the 
developer shall immediately cease all ground-disturbing activities within a 33-
foot radius of the discovery, notify the City Archaeologist, and allow time for the 
Archaeology Office to properly assess the materials. 

  
15. 
16. 

Prior to preliminary site plan approval, the landowner shall execute a 
Proposition 207 waiver of claims form. The waiver shall be recorded with the 
Maricopa County Recorder's Office and delivered to the City to be included in 
the rezoning application file for record. 

  
17. THE DEVELOPER SHALL REMOVE THE PEDESTRIAN ACCESS ONTO 

57TH STREET.  
  
18. A MINIMUM 30-FOOT BUILDING SETBACK SHALL BE PROVIDED ALONG 

THE SOUTH AND EAST PROPERTY LINES.  
  
19. THE ARCHITECTURE SHALL BE RESIDENTIAL IN NATURE. THE 

ELEVATIONS SHALL CONTAIN DESIGN ELEMENTS OF RESIDENTIAL 
CHARACTER, AS APPROVED BY THE PLANNING AND DEVELOPMENT 
DEPARTMENT. 

  
20. NO PARKING SHALL BE PERMITTED ON 57TH STREET. PRIOR TO 

PRELIMINARY SITE PLAN APPROVAL, THE DEVELOPER SHALL APPLY 
FOR THE ON-STREET PARKING ZONES PROGRAM IN ORDER TO 
INSTALL NO PARKING SIGNS ALONG 57TH STREET ADJACENT TO THE 
SUBJECT SITE. 

  
21. THE DETACHED GARAGE SHALL HAVE A MAXIMUM OF FOUR 

VEHICLES SHALL BE PERMITTED IN THE DETACHED GARAGE. 
PARKING SPACES, AS APPROVED BY THE PLANNING AND 
DEVELOPMENT DEPARTMENT. 

  
22. THE DEVELOPER SHALL COORDINATE WITH THE STREET 

TRANSPORTATION DEPARTMENT TO INSTALL NO U TURN SIGNS AT 
THE 57TH STREET INTERSETION. 

  
23. HOURS OF OPERATION SHALL BE LIMITED TO MONDAY TO FRIDAY, 

8:00 A.M. TO 6:00 P.M., SATURDAY, 9:00 A.M. TO 12:00 P.M. 
  
24. SIGNAGE SHALL BE LIMITED TO ONE NON DIRECTLY LIT SIGN, NOT TO 

EXCEED 48 SQUARE FEET. 
 
Enclosures: 
Correspondence (60 pages) 
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Racelle Escolar

From: Meaghan Franks <meaghanrm@gmail.com>
Sent: Wednesday, November 30, 2022 4:58 PM
To: Joshua Bednarek; Racelle Escolar
Cc: Alan Stephenson; Council District 2 PCC; Matthew Karlovsky, M.D., F.A.C.S.; Brendan Franks
Subject: Rezone Case: Z-43-22-2 Request

Josh, 
 
Thank you for your time today. 
 
After discussions with our neighbors and legal counsel, we strongly request the Planning Commission refuse to hear the 
case tomorrow evening and instead remand it back to VPC for proper reconsideration due to conflict of interest 
from Anna Sepic. Additionally, we request that Ms. Sepic be recused from the reconsideration meeting.  We do not feel 
that we had a fair, clean or conflict-free hearing. The VPC made stipulations to the proposal that are not enforceable just 
to advance the matter out of VPC.  
 
1) This will help alleviate conflict of interest issues and we will be given an opportunity for a fair and clean VPC evaluation 
and recommendation. 
 
2) If the Planning Commission does not remand the case, we reserve our right to explore other legal options against the 
City. 
 
Thank you, 
Meaghan Franks, Brendan Franks and Matthew Karlovsky 
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Racelle Escolar

From: PDD Planning Commission
Subject: FW: Case Z-43-22-2

From: J M <jm@catalystcos.com>  
Sent: Thursday, December 1, 2022 12:51 PM 
To: PDD Planning Commission <pdd.planningcomm@phoenix.gov> 
Subject: RE: Case Z‐43‐22‐2 
 
Jennifer Maggiore 
480‐270‐5395 
 
December 1, 2022 
 
City of Phoenix Planning Commission 
 
RE: Case Z‐43‐22‐2  
 
As a committee member of the PV Village Planning Committee, I am writing to offer input on the application to rezone 
the southeast corner of 57th and Shea.   
 
The conversation around this application differed in tone from the other meetings I have attended. It was highly 
contentious, with accusations made about how input was collected, whether a few neighbors had drummed up fake 
opposition, and if supporters were personal friends and colleagues of the individual who owns the property.  

The first vote ended in a tie, which would have concluded as no recommendation. A small handful of the most vocal 
committee members made a motion for a second vote, which again ended in a tie. There was a motion for a third vote 
when one committee member changed her vote, moving this case forward as approved with stipulations.  
 
Since then, we have received ongoing communication from neighbors in opposition of rezoning, and additional 
information that a new, first‐time committee member at this past VPC meeting may have a conflict of interest in support 
of this rezoning. A few other items of note ‐ 
 
First, one of those vocal committee members in support of additional motions to vote was the member in question. I 
found the information about her potential conflict of interest compelling enough to inquire with our Village Planner and 
was told that he could not comment because he was awaiting guidance from their law dept. Multiple requests this past 
week for a phone call to clarify my questions about the voting process for this case were rebuffed. 
 
Second, we as a committee needed more straightforward guidance on handling a tie vote during the meeting, allowing 
this vocal group to continue motioning for votes until this item passed.  

Last, had that committee member recused herself, this item would likely not have been approved. 
 
I don't know the parcel owner or the committee member in question personally and cannot speak to motives or 
intentions. I live nearby but not in the neighborhood; I won't feel the impacts the way neighbors will if this item is 
approved. My world won't change much if this parcel is rezoned or not.  
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I chose to serve on the VPC to hear residents and contribute to sound decision‐making ‐ and that's typically what 
happens. In this case, my experience of this past meeting did not align with what I've come to expect from the VPC. As 
part of your decision‐making process I am sharing that this item did not receive wholehearted approval. 
 
Thank you for your time. 
 
Jennifer Maggiore, CEO 
Catalyst Cos. 
480‐270‐5395 
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Racelle Escolar

From: akbw@cox.net
Sent: Thursday, November 17, 2022 9:11 AM
To: Racelle Escolar; Alan Stephenson
Subject: Rezoning Case: Z-43-22-2

We have lived in this neighborhood since 1984. As one of the longest residing occupants in this neighborhood, we totally 
oppose this zoning change.  
This property has always been an occupied single family home for many more years than we have lived here. 
The buyer bought this property with the full intention of asking for this zoning change. He did not buy it with the 
contingency that he could obtain this rezoning. 
I believe he did not anticipate the response of this neighborhood. 
We are a very diverse group and selected this neighborhood mostly due to the large lot sizes and the fact that we have 
no CCR’S. 
In the many years we have lived here we have had no trouble with any of our neighbors and am not aware of any 
difficulties among other residents. 
 
Although the neighborhood has had many changes over the years and our homes are very diverse it has continued to 
improve. In the last few years our 
property values have soared. Regal homes has bought this solely for their benefit and convenience and not the 
residents. 
 
Ronald & Anne Weinstock 
10405 N. 57th St. 
Scottsdale AZ 85353  
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Racelle Escolar

From: David Biliack <sidebar2013@icloud.com>
Sent: Friday, November 18, 2022 6:53 AM
To: Racelle Escolar
Subject: 57th Street 

David Biliack 
5700 Bar z Lane 
Paradise Valley, AZ 85253 

  
 

  
 
 

Re: Rezoning Case: Z-43-22-2 
  
  
I hope you will consider the feelings of all the homeowners directly affected by this rezoning who have 
been tireless in their efforts to defeat the rezoning of this property. 
  
We have lived here since 1985 and raised our three children here. This rezoning is of no benefit to the 
neighborhood. It will only increase the traffic and congestion. 
  
The residents on 58th St. have already installed speed bumps on their street to reduce the traffic and slow 
the speed of drivers. 
  
We hope you consider voting in favor of denying this zoning change. 
  
David Biliack 
  
  Sent from my iPhone 

 
 

 
   
 

 



From: Brendan Franks
To: Council District 2 PCC
Cc: Racelle Escolar; Alan Stephenson; PDD Paradise Valley VPC; Adrian G Zambrano; Mayor Gallego; Council District

1 PCC; Council District 3 PCC; Council District 4; Council District 5 PCC; Council District 6 PCC; Council District 7
PCC; Council District 8 PCC

Subject: Rezoning Case: Z-43-22-2
Date: Tuesday, November 22, 2022 6:02:36 PM

Councilman Waring,
 
My name is Brendan Franks, and presently live at 10006 N. 58th St Paradise Valley
AZ 85253 [google.com] with my wife Meaghan and our two children ages 3 and 1. 
 
Our property is 9 lots (under .5 miles) away from the subject property/development
and want to make clear we are vehemently opposed to the rezoning effort in our
neighborhood. 
 
Our chief concerns focus squarely on two main issues: traffic and safety. 
 
Traffic is already a major concern on Shea both East and West directions at nearly
all times of the day and evening.
 
While heading North on 57th towards Shea to access the Tatum/Shea commercial
corridor, making a left is a daunting task. In the morning, commuters on Shea are
rushed to get to work making hasty turns and hazardous lane switches, sometimes
under traffic lights to inch closer to their destination at any cost. We see this often
next to a school located at 56th and Shea, where speed limits of just 15mph are
hardly adhered to. In the evening, we hear drag racing.
 
Adding just one extra vehicle from the proposed redevelopment will only make this
dangerous left all but impossible. In fact, after purchasing our home, we learned a
previous owner’s family was involved in a fatal accident making this exact left turn
(Westbound) at 57th and Shea.
 
Exiting Shea into our neighborhood isn’t safer, and unfortunately, we know this
firsthand. In 2021, while pregnant, my wife was stopped in the turn lane on Shea
and 58th, waiting for a break in traffic to get home and was sideswiped at 50mph.
She was rushed by ambulance to Honor Health Scottsdale Shea to see if our baby
was still alive. Due to the crash, her car was towed away and needed $15,000 in
repairs and $25,000 in emergency medical procedures and monitoring.  And yes,
the police were called, and the driver was ticketed for speeding, reckless driving,
and failure to avoid an accident.  We still don’t know if this accident inflicted any
developmental issues for our now one-year-old.  
 



After doing some research, we learned the individual who purchased the lot in
question has residential development projects in Paradise Valley south of us.  This
creates another commuter drive to the site through our neighborhood of Mountain
View, Morning Glory, Sanna, 58th, 57th, and 56th that already have issues with
non-residents speeding and snaking through our streets to avoid Tatum or
Scottsdale Rd during high traffic hours while children are walking and waiting at
bus stops. To that point, from 7-9am M-F, only school buses driving Eastbound are
permitted to head South on Morning Glory to reach Doubletree Ranch Rd.  With
continued speeding and safety issues, further action was taken by the Paradise
Valley Police Department: almost without fail, there is a marked police SUV that
waits on the corner on Mountain View and 57th every weekday morning.  Us
neighbors and residents gladly welcome PVPD’s efforts to ensure our safety;
adding more risky rush hour drivers avoiding traffic is not what we want or need.
Despite these efforts, the problem persists. 
 
As a commercial property owner, I know firsthand the operational and ownership
attention that a building of this size needs.  Without question, clients, staff, vendors,
maintenance, and other service providers will utilize our neighborhood streets to
access the proposed site during the day.  It’s a nonstop carousel to commercial sites;
commercial trash, commercial deliveries, commercial Fedex/UPS, commercial lawn
care, janitorial services, etc.  Workers at the proposed site will, from time-to-time,
want some fresh air.  Shea doesn’t provide that; they will undoubtedly walk our
neighborhoods.  This is a major safety issue as strangers will be looking at or into
our homes. The increased vehicular and personnel volume is not what is wanted or
needed.  
 
We frequently walk, stroll, and wagon, in the precise area where an increase in
traffic would limit our family neighborhood outings. When we do walk outside, we
always go into the neighborhood, away from Shea. Three sets of close neighbors on
57th and 58th with children drive to our home so their children will not be hit by
speeding cars. We did not ever anticipate having these worries when we moved
here. Had we known we would be adding existing hazards with a new, complex
layer that included the commercialization of our streets, we wouldn’t have moved
here two years ago. Simply put, it's too dangerous.
 
Nighttime use isn’t any better. Just two months ago, we heard a knock on our door
in the evening from a non-resident cutting through our neighborhood.  Our mailbox,
walking path and flowerpots in our front yard were destroyed and run over as the
driver was speeding and distracted, per my security cameras.  (I opted not to file a
police report because the driver was a 17-year-old Chaparral Senior) His car was
totaled, and we incurred $8,000 worth of damage. We were left with a pile of rubble
and worry that they could have plowed into our home. We are living through
another accident just months and steps away from the last one. We were terrified.



What if our kids were outside? Why don’t others respect our speed bumps? Why
didn’t he take Scottsdale Rd or Tatum if you don’t live here? Why do nonresidents
continue to speed and snake through our streets? 

This incident and problems at night are not isolated. The rules of statistics say more
cars, more accidents, more people, more crime; a harrowing and uncomfortable
thought after our neighborhood has already experienced recurring vehicular tragedy.
Last week, on October 29th, there was an armed robbery where a resident was held
at gunpoint by a nonresident at the corner of 61st and Mountain View. The
backyard of the home next door was used as a point of entry; multiple family homes
with children were turned into crime scenes. As it relates to the proposed lot to be
redeveloped, we do not have the resources as a neighborhood to fend off bad actors
using the facility late at night as it is intended. We are a neighborhood at risk. 

According to LoopNet and CoStar, “go-to” commercial property databases, there is
an overabundance of office space varying in size, building age, rent per square foot,
etc. available for rent at the Tatum Shea and Scottsdale Shea intersections. There
are also lots available that currently conform to the zoning use proposed.
Commercial lots do not start until much further down Shea toward Tatum or
Scottsdale Rd, making this a very awkward standalone commercial site, and risks
bringing other commercial sites to existing properties with older homes at nearby
street corners, including our street on 58th and Shea. If one gets zoning approval,
others will follow suit. Commercial real estate likes to be close to other commercial
real estate. 
 
The proposed development site at the corner of 57th and Shea, where a home
existed until a few weeks ago, is not the “highest and best use” of this lot, a golden
rule in commercial real estate. Our neighborhood truly cannot stomach another
tragedy. This lot is a residential lot, has been historically, and should remain so in
the future. Again, simply put, it really is just too dangerous. This neighborhood has
experienced fatal accidents, mother and fetus trauma, armed robbery, and persistent
negligent driving. We encourage the future use of this site to conform with existing
zoning laws for all the reasons stated above.
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Racelle Escolar

From: guylabelle@cox.net
Sent: Monday, November 28, 2022 3:36 PM
To: Racelle Escolar
Subject: FW: zoning case z-43-22-2

 
 

From: guylabelle@cox.net <guylabelle@cox.net>  
Sent: Monday, November 28, 2022 3:31 PM 
To: ppd.lomgrange@phoenix.gov; racelle.escolar@phx.gov; councel.district.1@phoenix.gov 
Cc: mayor.gallego@phoenix.gov; council.distrct.3@phoenix.gov; council.distrcit.2@pheonx.gov; 
council.distrct.4@phoenix.gov; council.distrct5@phoenix.gov; council.distrioct.6@phoenix.gov; 
council.distrct.7@phoenix.gov; council.distrct.8@phoenix.gov 
Subject: zoning case z‐43‐22‐2 
 

Hello Folks, 
 
My name is Guy Labelle and I live on the corner of mountainview road and 58th street and 
want to express my strong opposition to the proposed office /residential change in zoning 
addressed at this zoning meeting of 12/1. 
 
My wife and I have been residents here at 58th street and Mountainview rd for over 45 years 
and as senior citizens of 78 and 81 we have taken many walks up 57th street and 58th street 
and have talked to our neighbors many times about the community and neighborhood issues. 
 
We vehemently oppose any change in zoning that can and most likely will increase traffic in 
our area, create dangerous conditions for our neighborhood , and most importantly change 
the character and depth of our community spirit. 
 
If this is approved it will open up another chance for an office building on the corner of 58th 
street and Shea Blvd as well which would only further deteriorate our community. 
 
Among other issues we believe it will cause an increase  traffic on 58th street for those clients 
of the office who would like to go west on shea blvd but cannot make a u turn or risk an 
accident of making one on Shea. 
 
This would lead them to make a right on 58th street, go down to mountainivew rd  and head 
west to 56th street where they can turn and access a traffic signal with less dangerous 
outcomes. 
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Needless to say this will create a dangerous situation for we residents who like to take our 
daily walks on these streets as well as the children and young adults who play on these streets. 
 
Finally we understand the developer claims that they can build a house on the  Shea Blvd 
property which makes no sense at all. They can build it , rent it, and find a buyer who can use 
it for either assisted living or short term rentals which is far better than a small commercial 
office building . 
 
We have spoken to almost everyone in our area who strongly oppose this project and are 
adamant to stop it. 
 
Thank you for your consideration in this matter. 
 
 
 

Zâç _tuxÄÄx 
Guy Labelle 
5721 East Mountainview rd 
Paradise Valley Arizona 85253 
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Racelle Escolar

From: Matthew Karlovsky, M.D., F.A.C.S. <karlovskym@yahoo.com>
Sent: Monday, November 28, 2022 11:13 AM
To: Racelle Escolar
Subject: Rezoning Case No: Z-43-22-2

Dear Racelle, 
 

 
I live 6 lots south of the property (a distance of 900 feet per Apple Maps) where the lot owner/applicant has 
proposed a rezoning change to RO, on the SE corner of Shea and N.57th St. We as neighbors initially had more 
than 70 who have signed a petition back in September and October, vehemently opposing this rezoning attempt 
that would negatively change the character, feel and appearance of our street and neighborhood. As of this past 
week, we have collected approximately 37 more, bringing the total to >100 residents/neighbors who live on N. 
57th St or within 1-3 streets to oppose this rezoning request.  
 
Among the residents/neighbors who will be negatively impacted by the rezoning are those who live on N.57th 
(such as myself), N.56th, N.58th, Mountainview and Montrose/Turquoise/Onyx, I am not aware of one resident 
who is in favor of this proposal who has publicly supported this commercialization of our quiet paradise valley 
village. Please see that we as neighbors have demonstrated that the opposition to this rezoning change is real, 
granular, and consistently strong. I have attended all three VPC meetings online, have walked the streets, 
spoken with neighbors, helped collect signatures, and engaged legal counsel to assist our case, supported 
monetarily by many of the neighbors as well. Our counsel is arranging a meeting with Council member Jim 
Waring for next week so we can also register our opposition. 
 
The reality is that the applicant, Regal American, and his advocate, Jason Morris, have not been able to 
convince any neighbors why we should support their request to rezone or why the rezoning is supposedly 
beneficial to our small neighborhood since they began their rezoning process back in June. In fact, they have 
engaged in a bit of trickery by collecting a petition of >100 signers that mainly include personal friends and 
personal business associates, as well as people who live far outside the village to feign support for a project that 
will have no impact on their homes, their streets or neighborhood safety or character. It was evident when their 
supporters at the 3rd VPC meeting all admitted they live nowhere near the property and are either friends or 
work with or benefit from Regal American's business. Their lives are not impacted by the outcome of the 
rezoning. Mine is, my neighbors are, their kids, their teenager drivers, their older parents who walk in the area.  
 
Despite the assertion (without foundation) by Mr Morris, or VPC member Anna Sepic, this rezoning proposal 
introduces significant risk to our streets. It will necessarily increase traffic to the corner, along an already very 
busy corridor of east bound Shea. Their proposal to move and open up their private entrance/exit from N.57th St 
to Shea makes it MORE, not less dangerous to enter or exit this property with your car. Traffic on Shea will 
have to contend with this blind driveway. There is new danger added because of the driver speeds on Shea, the 
access in and out of the small residential streets of N.57th St and N.58th streets, and the added traffic not just 
during business hours. As it is now, there are NO private entrances directly on Shea on the south side 
(eastbound) because it is a DANGER for motorists on Shea and those trying to enter or exit such properties. The 
applicant wants to create a private entrance where it has been already deemed not safe by prior city planners. 
This breaks a trend of no entrances/exits exit for private lots on east bound Shea. The only private entrances off 
Shea on this south side are homes with small frontage roads. This area is already too busy for this proposed 
commercialization. The local area is already clogged up by Mountainside fitness and a small hospital going up 
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on at Shea/N.52th street. The applicant's proposal creates a new danger that prior city planners purposefully 
avoided.  
 
The applicant, Regal American, is a luxury home builder, who will undoubtedly bring countless clients to this 
proposed office space, as VPC member Anna Sepic stated in her letter. These real estate clients would arrive not 
just during business hours, but also significantly after hours to his proposed 5000 SQFT office complex and 
4000+ SQFT all-purpose show room. "After hours" means after 5pm and on weekends for real estate showings, 
gatherings, events or other such business types of activities with potentially dozens of drivers when our 
neighborhood is supposed to be quiet during these times. This will add to traffic, noise, and damage the 
environment in which we are trying to live. If rezoned, there is no way for the applicant to stipulate his weekend 
or afterhours business activities. It will be impossible for us neighbors to police this property for after-hours 
activities. The nature of the applicant's proposal, a 2-building project with what was initially submitted as a 23-
car garage in their 1st application to the VPC, would break all kinds of precedent for the character and purpose 
of living in our village. There is simply nothing like this, and it will damage our living environment.  
 
If this rezoning is approved, it will necessarily act as precedent for rezoning for other "border" properties along 
Shea between N.56th and N. 58th, including the property currently represented for sale by VPC member Anna 
Sepic on N.56th St and Shea.  If this rezoning application is approved, it benefits Anna Sepic and her client as it 
would become more, not less valuable for a buyer, developer, builder, to then rezone that lot, using this 
rezoning application as precedent.  The mere optics of a conflict of interest, not disclosed to us at the VPC 
meeting was dishonest. She and her client stand to personally gain from this current rezoning application. Her 
aggressive support of the rezoning application was quite obvious. Again, she did not reveal this potential 
conflict of interest to the VPC members nor the public during this 4-hour long meeting. Her vote in favor of this 
rezoning proposal was a vote for creating new precedent that cannot be reversed. Even if she lives in District 2, 
she does not live within 1/4 mile of the current property in question. Her personal home and neighborhood are 
not affected. Our homes and neighborhood are affected. The VPC could not truly act in the interests of the 
neighbors at the 3rd meeting because Anna Sepic had her thumb on the scale. Undoubtedly, if she had recused 
her herself, the VPC would have voted against the rezoning, 7-6, instead of it ending in a tie twice.  
 
Similarly, the applicant, and his advocate, will not suffer the negative quality of life changes their project will 
bring to our small neighborhood. As the owner of that lot, he is well within his right to build whatever he 
chooses within the establishes zoning rules that we all abide by. Many new single-family homes have been built 
on N.56 St, N.57th and N. 58th streets in the past 10 years.  All these homes abided by the zoning rules in place. 
We as the local neighbors are not anti-builder. We are anti-rezoning. Further to this point, the builder, 
Regal American, built my own home more than 6 years ago, in which I currently live. It is a beautiful structure. 
He has built many other single-family homes in paradise valley, all presumably within the zoning rules. I 
became friends with the builder, Avi, through the building process and have introduced him to other friends for 
whom he is building their luxury home. Regal American has benefited from my friendship greatly. We, as 
neighbors, now >100, simply do not want Regal to force a rezoning for something that simply does not belong. 
He is a builder and should be able to design a beautiful single-family home on that lot. His advocate's argument 
that the corner lot is "too busy" for a family home as the justification to put a 2-building office complex is 
negated by the reality of other new homes have recently built on Shea between N.57th and N.61st just within 
the last 4 years. He states no one would want to live on Shea because it is too busy. This is false. There are not 
only new builds on Shea, but also many renovations along this stretch of Shea as well. That means homeowners 
investing more money to beautify their homes along Shea. A single-family home on the applicant's lot, would 
not increase traffic, rather it would maintain the entrance on N. 57th where it is now, and would preserve the 
purpose and character of the street, as was intended by zoning rules. Whatever stipulations to the property the 
applicant makes regarding signage, easement or otherwise do not make the neighborhood less dangerous. 
 
The applicant/builder has single handedly created for himself this rezoning situation. He and his advocate 
simply did not survey the local homeowners either before he purchased the lot (on which there was a home for 
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decades prior to being demo'ed) nor after he purchased it in Sept 2021. The applicant, and/or his advocate, 
lacked the necessary forethought and insight they should have had as experts in construction and land use as to 
whether there would or would not be neighborhood opposition. As a luxury home builder, Regal knew or 
should have known he would likely face strong opposition to the office complexes he desires to build and that it 
would be an uphill battle because he would have to overcome zoning restrictions which serve a purpose. Zoning 
restrictions exist for a reason. Mr Morris knew or should have known this as well. That he may not have 
counseled his client properly on the risks of this lot purchase is their responsibility to bear, which they are trying 
to shift onto us the local residents. The applicant and/or his advocate failed to heed the primary admonition in 
business when he bought the lot, "let the buyer beware". The applicant's advocate admitted to us at the meetings 
that Regal purchased the property with the intention of making it into office complexes. That he is facing 
opposition by every single neighbor on N.57th and N.58th street and other streets should have been predictable. 
As Mr Morris stated to us, Regal's 2nd choice alternative, building a luxury home, whether to sell or used as a 
"VRBO" property would be perfectly acceptable to us neighbors because it would not require a rezoning. In 
addition, if he does not want to spend the money on building and selling a luxury home, he can sell the lot. 
These other choices are well within his rights and within the current zoning rules. As we have seen, there are 
buyers for the lot. After all, Regal bought it from someone else. 
 
Building anything other than what the neighborhood is zoned for will introduce danger, more traffic, risk, and a 
domino effect of commercialization to our area that they do not have to live with. The applicant and his 
advocate do not live on our street. Prior rezoning attempts on N.58th street have already failed twice in the past. 
We are here now to oppose this rezoning to preserve what we have and what we have invested in. Ironically, Mr 
Morris states that his client wants to build an office complex on this corner and not a house because it's already 
too busy of a neighborhood. He makes our point. It is already too busy, and his office complex will make it 
busier. If he were to simply follow the zoning rules and build a home it would help strengthen the character of 
our neighborhood. Additionally, Mr Morris' 2nd argument, that several homes on N.57th St are already used as 
VRBO properties or elder care homes and act as quasi-businesses completely ignores that fact that the elder 
care homes are in single family homes, are not busy with traffic, and are appear anonymous. Driving down 
N.57th street, no one would know which are the elder care homes. THAT is the point. And they are quiet. A 
VRBO home is minimally occupied over the course of the year, even less so that a full-time homeowner, and 
anonymous looking as well. VRBO properties are all single-family home construction. We need to maintain 
neighborhood standards and not create precedent with a RO proposal that cannot be reversed. Any rezoning is 
permanent and will cause a domino effect that will not be reversible. Whatever the current applicant wants to do 
with his lot if it is rezoned, does not restrict a future buyer of this lot from demo'ing Regal's office buildings and 
constructing something worse, or applying for full commercial rezoning. There are easily foreseeable negative 
impacts to this rezoning, and there are always unforeseen negative ones as well. Please preserve our home 
environment and oppose this. Please do not create a rezoning anomaly that will soon because a new standard 
that cannot be undone.  
 
Lastly, as Anna Sepic pointed out, the property to the east of Regal's lot and the property directly south on 
N.57th St are owned by those who did not attend the VPC meetings. This is not to imply that they support the 
rezoning, as she tried to imply, simply because they did not oppose it at the last VPC meeting. They simply did 
not attend. But, and very importantly, the remaining lot owner just across the street from Regal's lot, the owners 
of 10438 N. 57th Street, are OPPOSED to this rezoning and have monetarily contributed to our legal fund 
opposing the rezoning even though he and his wife did not attend the VPC meetings either. This is telling.  
 
Again, we are not against the builder, we are against the rezoning. We are all against the rezoning, now 
>100 to 1, especially for those that live on N. 57th and N.58th St. The overwhelming majority strongly oppose 
this even if it were >100 to 2. The applicant had three VPC meetings to draw neighbors closer to his proposal. 
Just the reverse occurred. Opposition has grown exponentially the more neighbors learn about it. Please 
consider these details in your decision making. We live here. We are the stakeholders that have to live with your 
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decision. We are vested in preserving our streets, we are affected by this. We opposed this uniformly. This is 
real opposition. Please protect us as homeowners. Please vote no.  
 
Thank you. 
 
Sincerely, 
 
Matthew E. Karlovsky, M.D., F.A.C.S. 
480-272-0499 cell 
 
 
 
 



From: mike mckee
To: Alan Stephenson; PDD Paradise Valley VPC; Adrian G Zambrano; Mayor Gallego; Council District 1 PCC; Council

District 2 PCC; Council District 3 PCC; Council District 4; Council District 5 PCC; Council District 6 PCC; Council
District 7 PCC; Council District 8 PCC; Racelle Escolar

Subject: opposition Rezoning Case: Zed-43-22-2
Date: Monday, November 28, 2022 11:33:29 PM
Attachments: image001.png

Councilman Jim Waring and other council members,

RE: Rezoning Case: Zed-43-22-2

Dear Mr. Waring,

I am writing this letter as a concerned homeowner in the Shea and Tatum area. I live on N 58th 
Street, just south of Mountain View. I would like to voice my strong opposition to this 
rezoning project. In my opinion, a commercial entity on this site would be completely out of 
character with the neighborhood. To my knowledge, there is almost uniform opposition to this 
commercial project from every other neighbor and property owner in the area. It is my 
understanding that once this lot is rezoned, it could result in it being used for a number of 
different purposes and that it is not revokable. Again, this would be very much in conflict with 
the family oriented neighborhood that it is in. 

There is already extremely busy traffic on Shea Blvd with spinoff onto the residential streets 
south of it and this represents practical and real dangers for us with young children and 
families in the area. There have already been a number of serious accidents in trying to access 
Shea from the southern residential streets.

It is also my understanding that a committee member has a definite conflict of interest that 
they should have disclosed, and they should have recused themselves, or at least disclosed, 
during this discussion (i.e., selling adjacent properties for similar high intensity use where 
rezoning would favor them disproportionately). It is also my understanding that the support for 
this project is not from people who live in and around the proposed rezoning area. 

To conclude, I would like to express my strong opposition to the rezoning case listed above. I 
would be happy to discuss this with you personally at your convenience. My cell phone 
number is 480-798-7379.

I appreciate your attention to this matter.

Yours truly,

Michael McKee, MD, FRCS(C)

Michael McKee, MD, FRCS(C)





From: Niloofar Dehghan, MD
To: Racelle Escolar; Alan Stephenson; PDD Paradise Valley VPC; Adrian G Zambrano; Mayor Gallego; Council District

1 PCC; Council District 2 PCC; Council District 3 PCC; Council District 4; Council District 5 PCC; Council District 6
PCC; Council District 7 PCC; Council District 8 PCC

Subject: opposition to rezoning - 57th St & Shea
Date: Monday, November 28, 2022 10:20:48 PM

Councilman Waring, Phoenix Council Members, and Planning committee members:

I live at 9303 N 58th St. I am emailing you about a property that is petitioning to have a change of zoning from
residential to a commercial, at the corner of 57 and Shea. This is 0.8 miles from my house. Myself and my husband
are adamantly opposed to this rezoning.

Changing the zoning of this property will forever change it and open the door it to becoming a busy commercial
property. We specifically bought a property in this area, as it is a quiet residential neighbourhood, to raise our
family. We have three small children under the age of four.  We do not want a commercial property in our
residential area, as it will increase the local traffic, and affect the safety or our residents. Our kids ride their bikes in
the area, and I walk the baby in the stroller, neither of which will be safe in a busy area with lots of traffic. As an
orthopaedic trauma surgeon I take care of many pedestrians struck by vehicles. I will tolerate to having this brought
in our area and put my children at risk. There is also a concern for increased crime with the added traffic, as well as
decrease in value of our property.

My husband and I, and a numerous number of our neighbours are adamantly opposed to this. I know there was a
planning meeting that some of my neighbours attended. They were told at the meeting that the community wants
this. Trust me, we DO NOT.

I am aware that a committee member who owns the property adjacent to this property, and also wants to do a similar
rezoning, voted to have this past. I’m not sure how this is legal, or ethical, to have this person involved with the
decision making given the obvious conflict of interest.

Please let us know how we can meet to discuss this further.
You can reach me directly at 480-243-2861.

Thank you,

Niloofar Dehghan - MD, MSc, FRCSC
Orthopaedic Surgeon - Trauma and Upper Extremity Reconstruction
Associate Professor - University of Arizona College of Medicine Phoenix
Chief of Trauma and Trauma Fellowship Program Director -
The CORE Institute® - Center for Orthopaedic Research and Education



From: Santosh Rao
To: PDD Paradise Valley VPC
Subject: Rezoning Case No: Z-43-22-2
Date: Monday, November 28, 2022 6:11:17 PM

To Paradise Valley Village Planning Committee

 

I live at 10438 N 57th Street, directly across the street from the proposed rezoning. Case No: Z-43-22-2
and am writing to express a Strong Opposition to the proposed rezoning.

In 2004, my family of four moved from Boston to relocate and make our home in Arizona. After looking
around for six months, we found our perfect residence. 18 years later, we are still here. Our kids grew up
here and went to Cochise, Cocopah, and Chaparral. This has been home, and we love it just as-is! The
proposed rezoning would be so disappointing that it is difficult to explain in words. One of the few select
streets in the area that can proudly state that we have a Paradise Valley address, Phoenix City Services,
and Scottsdale schools; why should we rezone?  It would change the feel of the entire neighborhood and
would be the beginning of the ending of the entire feel of the street and neighborhood. In the last several
years, the traffic on Shea Blvd has increased significantly and has caused us concerns. The insertion of a
commercial business would have further implications and would be unsafe.

There is no upside to this proposal. Regal American and his attorney state that the rezoning would be
beneficial. Beneficial to whom? Other than the developer, no one would benefit from this rezoning. Most,
if not all, residents (in the proximity of the rezoned property) vehemently oppose this, as demonstrated
by the signed petitions to oppose and participation in the Council meetings. The people who support this
proposal have zero interest in the neighborhood and the lives of the residents and would sign
anything since they are friends, business associates, and acquaintances of the developer.

As long-term residents, we ask you to listen to the residents and surrounding neighbors. None of us want
this to be a beginning of a commercial tract. 

PLEASE DO NOT APPROVE THIS REZONING PROPOSAL.

Sincerely,

Santosh & Praneeta Rao

Residents at 10438 N 57th St, Paradise Valley, AZ 85253
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Racelle Escolar

From: Blanca Steber <bsteber3@cox.net>
Sent: Tuesday, November 29, 2022 5:42 PM
To: PDD Planning Commission
Subject: 6. Application #: Z-43-22-2

6. Application #: Z-43-22-2 

From:   RE-43 

To:     R-O 

Acreage:    1.37 

Location:   Southeast corner of 57th Street and Shea Boulevard 

Proposal:   Residential Office 

Applicant:   Jason Morris, Withey Morris, PLC 

Owner:    10441 North 57th Street Holdings 

Representative:   Jason Morris, Withey Morris, PLC  

 

 

My opposition to the rezoning is that it would change the make up of the community by rezoning it to a commercial 
lot.  Shea already has a lot of traffic running through it.  People use Shea to cut through town to get to State Route 51 
from Scottsdale.  To rezone this property to commercial would increase traffic, people and pollution.   

This property is located in a prime residential area.  This area is coveted by families with children because of the big lots 
and great schools in the community.  Scottsdale Unified School Districts has the following schools for children 4 y.o. ‐18 
y.o. :  Cherokee Elementary, Cocopah Middle School, Chaparral High School.   

Paradise Valley is a wonderful community to live in because of the open space and lack of businesses.  It is an excellent 
place to ride bikes, go for walks or run.  We have lived in the community since 2009 and love it.   
 
Cordially yours, 
 
Blanca Steber 



From: C Wright
To: PDD Planning Commission; Racelle Escolar; Alan Stephenson; PDD Paradise Valley VPC; Adrian G Zambrano; Mayor

Gallego; Council District 1 PCC; Council District 2 PCC; Council District 3 PCC; Council District 4; Council District 5 PCC;
Council District 6 PCC; Council District 7 PCC; Council District 8 PCC

Cc: Camille Swanson
Subject: Opposition to rezoning SE Corner of 57th St/Shea Blvd; Z-43-22-2
Date: Tuesday, November 29, 2022 6:13:14 PM
Attachments: Screen Shot 2022-11-29 at 5.03.12 PM.png
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To whom it may concern,

I am opposed to rezoning the land at the SE corner of 57th St & Shea Blvd in Paradise Valley. I’m
a realtor & resident living and working in this community. I have concerns:

Rezoning will change the feel of the neighborhood 
Our community has many families & kids who need a safe place to walk & ride along the streets
on foot or on bikes. A commercial property in that location will bring different people who do not
have the same desire to preserve these characteristics. 

1. Our area has been solidly residential from the time it was developed, except for parcels of
special use (school, places of worship- at 56th St./Shea Blvd.) The parcel was NOT vacant
land until last year or 2 after, it sold in 2019 as a singl- family home.
The 2020 permits issued to demo the house are attached.



1. 
2. It appears the owners of 10443 partnered with the owners of 10441. If other adjacent

neighbors choose to rezone, that means an additional acre(s) of land could potentially be
rezoned commercial.

3. The vacant lot immediately to the east of 10441 has been sitting in a trust since ‘98. I’d
think it would be easy to pick up, especially at the costs of the other 2 lots. That would
make 3 contiguous lots, 2 fronting Shea.

Rezoning creates a safety hazard
I am concerned about traffic. I’m waiting for the day someone gets hit from behind by a car going 50-60MPH while turning south
at 58th St. or someone on 58th St waiting to turn left gets hit by a car turning south that can’t slow down enough to take the turn.
This project increases those chances.

1. Per above the commercial properties with frontage on Shea have service roads to turn from. Residential properties do also.
Turning from Shea onto 57th St will have less room to make that turn if traveling at a high speed to enter the property.
 There is no turning lane at 57th or 58th St. as an example, the commercial property at Tatum/Shea has multiple lights,
turning lanes, etc.



1. 



1. 

1. 



1. 



1. 
2. Also, if visitors miss the driveway into the lot from Shea, they will need to make a U-turn on shea or drive through our

neighborhoods to make another attempt in. Both are dangerous. 
3. The driveway, as drawn, is too shallow and there’s nowhere to go if a car coming from behind can’t stop.
4. There are 2 bus stops on either side of this lot (56th/Shea & 58th/Shea). There is too much going on to add more traffic

coming/going to that spot.
5. I’ve lived in this neighborhood for 12 of the 17 years I’ve been a realtor & have seen terrible accidents. In fact, I attached a

few screenshots from Google maps. Just east of our community in a median just east of Montrose/Aberdeen is a memorial
of someone who died at that spot in an accident. It has been a reminder to all who drive by it since at least 2018. I saw
flowers there last night- in 2022. 

1. 



1. 

Adjacent Commercial property adversely affects property values
I mentioned I have been a realtor in the community. Across the board, homes that are adjacent to commercial lots sell for less. It’s
a reality that you can see in the sales of homes regardless of the area. Certainly there are degrees of the values being affected, but
they are affected.

For these reasons, I request you deny this application to rezone this land. Thank you.

Camille Swanson
5833 E Onyx Ave, Paradise Valley, 85253

C Swanson
camsonwright@gmail.com
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Racelle Escolar

From: Ivan Steber <ivan.steber@cox.net>
Sent: Tuesday, November 29, 2022 5:37 PM
To: PDD Planning Commission
Subject: 6.  Application # Z-43-22-2

6. Application #: Z-43-22-2 

From:   RE-43 

To:     R-O 

Acreage:    1.37 

Location:   Southeast corner of 57th Street and Shea Boulevard 

Proposal:   Residential Office 

Applicant:   Jason Morris, Withey Morris, PLC 

Owner:    10441 North 57th Street Holdings 

Representative:   Jason Morris, Withey Morris, PLC  

 

 

This property is located in a prime residential area.  This area is coveted by families with children because of the big lots 
and great schools in the community.  Scottsdale Unified School Districts has the following schools for children 4 y.o. ‐18 
y.o. :  Cherokee Elementary, Cocopah Middle School, Chaparral High School.   

Paradise Valley is a wonderful community to live in because of the open space and lack of businesses.  It is an excellent 
place to ride bikes, go for walks or run.  We have lived in the community since 2009 and love it.   
 
My opposition to the rezoning is that it would change the make up of the community by rezoning it to a commercial 
lot.  Shea is a busy thoroughfare connecting Scottsdale’s 101 Highway with the 51 Highway.  Turning this lot into a 
business would bring more traffic, pollution and people.  We already have an increase of residents during the winter 
months until spring because of the snowbirds and vacationers.   
 
Paradise Valley needs families moving into the community. 
 
Cordially yours, 
 
Ivan Steber 
 
 
 



From: Peter Aiello
To: council.district2@phoenix.gov; council.district1@phoenix.gov; council.district3@phoenix.gov;

council.district4@phoenix.gov; council.district5@phoenix.gov; council.district6@phoenix.gov;
council.district7@phoenix.gov; council.district8@phoenix.gov; Racelle Escolar; Alan Stephenson; PDD Paradise
Valley VPC; Adrian G Zambrano; Mayor Gallego

Date: Tuesday, November 29, 2022 8:05:09 AM

 
 
 
To whom it may concern, I am adamantly against any zone changes that will allow commercial

construction on 56th st and Shea. I was born and raised in Phoenix, I have lived on 58th st south of
Shea for almost 20 years. The traffic on Shea now is horrible. I am a physician and surgeon who must
be able to physically respond to my hospitals within 30 min when called. The traffic is so bad and
unpredictable it threatens my job and patients wellbeing. The zone changes that allowed the
construction of the New Honors ED on Shea east of Tatum was maliciously and cleverly lobbied for
at the detriment of the neighboring citizens that lobbied against it. This process is almost criminal in
the way the zoning was engineered and manipulated against the neighborhood wishes. The traffic
now is already miserable. I am totally against any commercial development that would further
disrupt the traffic with more congestion, parking and noise. P
 
J. Peter Aiello MD
AzOTS Medical Director
Paiello@azots.com
 



Re: Item #4, Z-43-22 rezoning request 

Traffic and parking within the subdivision: 

I live on 57th Street.  Our neighborhood of larger homes is not commercial at all.  
Neighbors, including children and pets, take walks and bicycle down the sidewalk-free 
streets.  We enjoy the neighborhood we have created in Country Club Acres and don’t 
want increased traffic from a business.  

The developer’s representative has suggested that entrance to their proposed facility 
via Shea Blvd will assure this commercial office would not affect the neighborhood 
streets.  However, it has been pointed out that their customers may find parking on 57th 
street is their preference to avoid exiting the business directly onto Shea Blvd.  They 
then would travel down our quiet 57th Street.  This is a sidewalk free street, where 
children and adults walk and bicycle on a regular basis. 

Even those who park on site at this business may drive through our neighborhood after 
they leave the business, if they wish to head west.  Rather than take a risky U-turn on 
busy Shea Boulevard, business customers may turn right onto 58th St, then again at 
Mountainview, and again at 56th St to reach the nearest traffic signal.  58th Street also a 
quiet sidewalk free street, where children and adults walk on a regular basis. 

The developer’s representative has suggested the office building will only be used 
roughly from 9 to 5.  Yet, he has not denied that the property could often be used for 
receptions and events in the evening and weekends.  The very intent to place the 
developer’s high-end automobiles into a massive garage suggests that this facility could 
be the site of frequent gatherings with the cars as a focal point.  Such events could draw 
many client vehicles, with parking for those clients overflowing into our neighborhood 
on 57th and 58th streets.  Again, commercial client cars travelling on our quiet sidewalk 
free streets, where children and adults walk and bicycle on a regular basis. 

As one of the many neighbors who enjoys taking frequent walks on the surface of our 
quiet streets, I am often joined by my 2nd grade granddaughter.   I want this 
neighborhood to remain safe.  There was an accident with multiple fatalities at the 
corner of Shea and 57th Street shortly after I moved here.  Memorial crosses were there 
for a long time.   

Please do not allow this danger to come down our street.  Please members of this 
board, do not approve a zoning change harming the character and safety of our 
neighborhood. 

Linda Killian 

Rcvd 11/29/2022
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Racelle Escolar

From: Lissa Erickson <lissa.j.erickson@gmail.com>
Sent: Tuesday, November 29, 2022 5:48 PM
To: PDD Planning Commission
Subject: Commentary on Planning Commission 12/1/22 hearing, Case #6, application Z-43-22-2
Attachments: Rezone application L. Erickson opposition - Attachments -11-29-22.pptx

  

November 28, 2022 

  

To: The Phoenix Planning Commission 

  

Dear members of the Committee, 

  

My name is Lissa Erickson. I am a homeowner and resident at 10020 N. 58th Street, Scottsdale AZ 85253, part 

of the Country Club Acres community, living within less than one half mile of the vacant lot on 57th Street and 

Shea currently under review for a request for rezoning . We have lived in our home for 31 years. I am writing 

this letter in opposition to Rezoning proposal Z‐43‐22‐2, in which a request is being made to convert this lot 

from its current RE‐43 (single family) designation to RO (Restricted Commercial) designation. 

I, and my family, and virtually every resident in proximity to this lot stand in complete opposition to this 

rezoning attempt.  Contrary to the narrative put forward by the applicants for this rezoning, there is nothing 

but harm that would come to the Country Club Acres community and surrounding neighborhoods from this 

proposed change.  We have collectively tried to articulate to the applicants and the Planning Committee why 

this is so, but unfortunately a consistently biased rewrite of the issues involved by the applicant has muddled 

the facts surrounding this application.  I ask the Commission to review the information in this letter and other 

opposing letters provided by residents directly impacted by this proposal; do a thorough fact check of the 

claims made by the applicant; and reject the rezoning application as both fundamentally unnecessary for 

successful development of the property, flawed in its justification, and markedly damaging on many fronts, 

not only for the affected proximate neighborhood but also the greater Paradise Valley Village area to which 

Country Club Acres belongs. 

Briefly a history of our community and how we have reached this point. Country Club Acres is the leading, 

southern edge of the area known as Paradise Valley Village, the northernmost section of Phoenix (see 

Attachment 1).  Paradise Valley Village is consistently ranked by residents and realtors as one of the best 

places to live in the greater Phoenix area, in large part because of its proximity to Scottsdale and Paradise 

Valley; with Country Club Acres being directly adjacent to the Paradise Valley Township, which lies across 

Mountain View Road. Median home prices in Paradise Valley Village run at approximately $600,000  with a 

range of $200‐$900k ‐ except for one major exception: the homes in Country Club Acres, which now and only 

recently command prices of $2,500,000 to $5,000,000.  There is a reason for that, which ties very closely to 

Country Club Acres’ development history. 
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Country Club Acres was originally specifically envisioned and chartered as a one‐acre plus, single‐family 

residence and horse property community, designed to maintain the rural look and feel of the North/North 

East Phoenix area within the broader context of a fast growing, newly suburban Phoenix community. Most 

homes built at that time were quite small, simple ranch‐style homes on large lots, on which many 

homeowners kept horses, barns, and corrals. This semirural character remained intact up through the mid 

90’s, with many of the original homes remaining in place, either maintained in their original state or, in a 

number of cases, beginning to show quite a bit of wear and tear.  However, during the Great Recession 

beginning in 2006 – 2008, and then over the next several years until the Phoenix economy truly began to 

recover, many of the Country Club Acres homes went into receivership or were simply abandoned in 

place.  The quality, safety, and home values in the area dropped precipitously; so much so, that in one case an 

abandoned home on 57th Street was occupied by drug addict squatters who preyed on our community for 

almost a full year, before their discovery and apprehension in a manhunt by the Phoenix Police Department. 

Our community, our safety, the intrinsic value of our homes, badly damaged in this time frame, did not seem 

likely to ever recover. 

But then, beginning in the early years of 2010 to the current date, our neighborhood has seen a complete 

transformation. Driven by our proximity to Scottsdale and Paradise Valley; Phoenix construction codes; our 

large lot sizes; favorable school districts; and our 85253 ZIP code, developers found the Country Club Estates 

area particularly attractive for a remake. Properties were purchased at very low values, the original homes 

were knocked down, and replaced with large, upscale residences of 5,000‐6,000 square feet or more, largely 

modeled after the designs and quality of the homes of our Paradise Valley neighbors.  In less than ten years, 

property values in Country Club Acres properties skyrocketed from as little as $300‐$400k, to more than 

$2,000,000‐$4,000,000 – and more.  Sellers, and buyers, redefined perceptions of this area as essentially an 

extension of Paradise Valley, just one block to our south across Mountain View Road.  And in fact, applicants 

in this current rezoning request have been the beneficiaries of this turnaround, having built a number of the 

homes in this very area which then sold at very high  values. 

This extreme turnaround has gone well beyond benefiting new homeowners and property 

developers.  Perceived as a leading edge into the high‐end homes in the neighboring Paradise Valley township, 

our valuations have had a spillover effect on neighboring communities, with developers and potential buyers 

looking well beyond the Country Club Acres neighborhood for similar urban renewal opportunities.  Country 

Club Estates, directly to the East of our neighborhood, is now experiencing much the same uptick in 

valuations, albeit on smaller lot sizes.  Paradise Valley residents across Mountain View now enjoy a bordering 

neighborhood with home qualities paralleling their own, rather than vacant or abandoned lots.  We, in fact, 

act as a buffer for that community from Shea, as we continue to press for safer streets and adherence to lower 

speed limits as traffic comes off Shea into our joint communities.  And the City of Phoenix has benefited 

substantially, as well ‐ not only gaining a perfect roadmap of how urban renewal can be achieved; but also a 

new, more affluent resident and property tax base, sincerely committed to contributing to continued growth 

in the success and prosperity of the greater Phoenix area. 

However, all the gains to our communities arising out of this success story will be put severely at risk if 

rezoning request Z‐43‐22‐2 is approved.  While the replacement of older, smaller homes with larger upscale 

residences has certainly contributed to overall gains in the property values in our area, the extreme uptick in 

valuations we have experienced – in some cases, close to ten times the value of these properties just ten years 

ago ‐ has been driven, primarily, by the qualitative value the buying market now places on our area, which is in 

large part driven by their perceptions: of the area as an offshoot to our PV neighbors; access to our excellent 
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schools; and the clear ambience now of Country Acres as a safe, family‐oriented neighborhood.   Every new 

homeowner we know in Country Club Estates articulates a sense of their good fortune in finding a home in this 

newly renovated, neighborly community.  They – and ‘old school’ homeowners like us, who have lived and 

breathed our community’s challenges – take real pride in the rejuvenation of an area which could so easily 

have taken a different route, and fallen into long term disrepair and devaluation. 

All it would take to completely reverse this newly earned renovation, would be a change in the buying 

community’s perception of this area as an upscale, idyllic, offshoot neighborhood of the Paradise Valley and 

Scottsdale areas.  And this perception would most certainly be severely affected by commercial properties – 

even under the RO designation ‐ encroaching onto the Country Club Acres footprint.  I say ‘properties’ because 

the Country Club Acres residents and our neighboring communities are under no illusion: if one home in this 

area is redesignated to the RO zoning provision, more applications for this zoning will be immediately 

submitted – and, in fact, are already being anticipated in other sales offerings in Country Club Acres (see 

Attachment 2; but more on this, later).  

During prior Committee discussion periods, it has been suggested that the only property owners who would 

be affected by this rezoning change would be those contiguous to the property.  It has also been suggested 

that the Country Club Acres community needs ‘protecting’ from Shea, via single residence businesses fronting 

onto Shea, in a manner similar to buffering in place along Indian School Road; and, in fact, one Committee 

member used the new Mountainside Fitness compound as a shining example of success along Shea, for this 

buffering concept in our area.  None of these assertions has any basis in fact in Country Club Acres.  First, in 

terms of who would be affected by this change; and how.  Country Club Acres and the surrounding 

communities are experiencing a metamorphosis of our property values specifically because we are seen as a 

quiet, upscale residential community, in line with homes in the township of Paradise Valley. There is a reason 

commercial designations such as that proposed in Z‐43‐22‐2 are so very rare in Paradise Valley: No one in an 

upscale property wants to live in a community staring at the backside of a commercial property.  All of our 

homeowners, particularly our newer members who have relied and invested so heavily in Country Club Acres’ 

renewal, will be vulnerable to the downgrade in perception – and resulting property devaluation ‐ which 

would drive from any change to Country Club Acres’ current zoning from single‐family usage, to commercial 

usage. The applicants’ assertions aside, a commercial redesignation – and the precedent this would set for 

other properties contiguous to this property along Shea – would be a serious blow to the upswing in property 

values in this area; with no possible recourse or remedy, once commercialization was established. Second, 

assertions on the part of the applicants that our community needs “buffering” from Shea, is an artificial 

construct developed by the applicant for the sole and entire purpose of creating a justification for a situation 

that has solely been inflicted upon our neighborhood, by the applicants themselves: prior to the purchase of 

this lot by the applicants, a perfectly beautiful residential home existed on this lot [See Attachment 3] – which 

was only  torn down by the applicant after their purchase of the lot – creating the very situation that, now, the 

applicant says our neighborhood needs to be ‘protected’ against, because of ‘empty lots’ along Shea. It is hard 

to see anything but a disingenuous attempt to create the façade of a problem where none exists, solely as a 

means of justifying a rezoning which our neighborhood neither wants, needs, nor would benefit from.  If 

further proof of the absurdity of the applicants’ claim is needed, one need only look at recent home valuations 

and sales along Shea to see that residential homes directly along this Shea corridor – regardless of a frontage 

road or not ‐ do, indeed sell, and sell well [See Attachment 4].  The artificial construct of there being no other 

viable option besides a commercial development for this lot has no basis in fact in the Country Club Acres 

neighborhood. 
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I won’t speak to the safety concerns inherent in the idea of putting a blind driveway halfway between 57th and 

58th Streets; the only correct way to address this would be to obtain a true safety impact study for the site, 

which had not been done as of the Planning Committee’s last meeting, in spite of the applicant’s assertions to 

the contrary.  However, the exceedingly confused discussion held in the Committee about the Committee’s 

responsibility to determine what hazards their approval of this application would cause, did raise serious 

concerns for our family and for our community in terms of the Committee’s ability to effectively review this 

application with an eye to its impact on the surrounding community.  Anyone who thinks placing a commercial 

blind driveway onto Shea with an unknown amount of traffic halfway between 57th and 58th Streets, which are 

only a tenth of the mile apart, has no understanding of nor regard for the volume of traffic and the high 

speeds and driving habits of drivers on Shea in this area.  It is already difficult not to be rear ended when 

making a right turn onto 57th and 58th Streets – Speeding Shea drivers are inattentive and regularly ‘tailgate’ 

anyone going at legal speed limits on this stretch of the road – and the idea of instructing the new business’s 

customers to cross all lanes of Shea traffic in order to make a U turn on any of the turn lanes into oncoming 

westbound Shea traffic, as was discussed by the Committee in their last session, only shows too clearly the 

lack of comprehension the Committee has related to this issue.  Their final conclusion – that ultimately it 

would be up to City traffic control to ‘see what comes out of the situation then make any changes necessary’ – 

in other words, using our community as guinea pigs for new accident levels and only then addressing the 

problems created by this rezoning ‐ only shows more clearly the complete lack of accountability some of the 

Committee members felt towards addressing the very real safety concerns our community has for our 

families, our neighbors, and drivers on Shea. If, in response to this concern, the rezoning applicants were to 

respond that they do not expect to see much customer traffic at their site, we need only look to the 

applicant’s original drawing plans with its 26‐car, 4,000 square foot ‘garage’, to realize that there will, indeed 

be heavy traffic of some sort out of this facility, regardless of any assertions to the contrary from the 

applicants. 

Beyond the above concerns regarding the extremely negative impact this zoning request would have on our 

neighborhood ambience, property values, and our very safety, I would also respectfully like to express my 

extreme discomfort with the procedural failings of the Planning Committee to date in regards to this 

application.  In the last Planning Commission meeting on November 7, 2022 related to this rezoning request: 

‐ Neighborhood opposition speakers were consistently targeted for early cut off before their two minutes’ 

time windows were up;  

‐ Our attorney’s representative, who had been donated at least 10 minutes by other neighborhood residents 

was cut off at the two minute mark and received, at best, only another minute or two in which to speak, 

clearly harming his ability to represent our community;  

‐ Committee members, when confronted with inconsistencies in the applicants’ information and assertions, 

and articulating their own confusion on these assertions, failed to call for any fact‐checking of the applicants’ 

data (or in certain instances, ignored Committee members who did call for this fact checking); 

‐ Committee members said that the hearing was being held to ‘approve the rezoning’, not to listen to data on 

both sides of the issue;  

‐ At least one Committee member called all of the very applicable and professional commentary from our 

residential opposition members ‘fluff’ that they would not listen to under any circumstances;  
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‐ Three of the Committee members, in spite of two clear votes of a tie by the Committee, insisted on 

continuing revotes, even saying at one point that they would continue to call for revotes until the rezoning 

was passed; 

‐ A Committee member falsely asserted that the property owner proximate to the south of the 57th and Shea 

lot, had approved of the rezone – an assertion that is not only absolutely false, but became a key point in their 

effort to finally sway at least one Committee member to change their vote; 

‐ And failed to hold one of their own members accountable for a blatant conflict of interest related to this 

case, in which Anna Sepic, the listing agent for another property at 56th and Shea, stands to personally gain by 

piggybacking off the anticipated commercial rezoning of the property at 57th and Shea [See Attachment 2]. 

If any one of these issues had occurred – even perhaps two – one might conclude that the Committee did not 

actively try to bias their discussion in favor of the applicant; but that they were only perhaps ignorant of their 

own stated proceedings in reviewing zoning cases.  But the blatant nature of the above issues, and the 

consistent lean of all these failings in favor of the applicant, makes it extremely difficult to believe anything 

but that the Committee was led by some of its membership to a specific decision without an objective, 

rational, and ethical review of the specific issues relating to this case.   

While the City of Phoenix has been called out many times by its citizenry to field an Ethics  Committee 

specifically because of situations like this, and has failed for years to do so, this in no way absolves the 

Planning Committees and Commission of their responsibility to carry out their duties in an ethical manner with 

full recognition of their fiduciary responsibility to the citizens of Phoenix.  Just because there is no watchdog, 

does not mean that ethics and accountability can be thrown out the window by a few players in the review 

chain with a personal agenda.  

I call on the Planning Commission to follow due diligence in reviewing this rezoning application. I believe, as do 

my neighbors, our Paradise Valley neighbors, our Country Club Estate neighbors, that this application serves 

no one but the applicant.  There is nothing to be gained, and everything to be lost, by allowing one property 

owner to benefit at the very real expense of all others in the community.  I urge you to do the right thing: 

protect our community; our property values; our safety; and your own Committee policies, procedures, and 

standards of accountability, and reject rezoning proposal Z‐43‐22‐2. 

  

Thank you in advance for your attention to this matter. 

  

Lissa Erickson 
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FALSE STATEMENT: Multiple times throughout the meeting, Jason Morris insinuated group homes under the R-43 zoning code are 
filled with undesirable residents; painting these residents as nuisances to the neighborhood. He suggested the R-O rezone will 
provide relief from issues caused by group home residents.  
 
TRUTH: We share our neighborhood with three group homes on 57th St. All are elderly care facilities where our cherished and most 
respected elderly reside. They are pleasant, quiet, law abiding, non-traffic burdening residents; the complete opposite of the 
picture that was painted of them. We hold them with high regard and are offended that out our elderly population were cast to look 
like criminals, thieves, and crooks by using the word “group home” as a frightening trigger to gain support for this project.  
 
I would also like to express deep concern with the number of times it was stated throughout this meeting that this ‘rezone already 
approved’???!! 
 
We heard comments including:  

• “Staff has already approved it” [reiterated 7 times in a row] 
• “I personally don’t care about the signatures. I’ve seen the client bend over backwards” 
•  “Approve a project for a developer who has already bent over backwards”  
• “We are just an informative body that has no voting power to impact this” 
• “It is the job of the committee to push the project though to planning” 
• “I don’t care about fluff and static” [neighborhood opposition] 

 
The job of the Paradise Valley Village City Council is to “represent the people who live and work in all segments and geographic areas 
of the village.” Our voices should be heard. They were not. 
 
After the November 7th hearing, I emailed the Mayor, Councilmembers, and PVVPC regarding of a conflict of interest violation when 
a member of the PVVPC made a motion for a third vote in support of the subject rezone. PVVPC member and LevRose Commercial 
Broker Anna Sepic is actively marketing a property located 347 ft from Rezone Case Z-43-22-2 from a R-43 to a multifamily 
commercial development. This is a clear conflict of interest that meets the criteria stated below by the City of Phoenix Boards, 
Commissions, and Committee’s Welcome Packet Conflict of Interest Guide. It states "A commission member should declare a 
conflict of interest and must not participate or vote in the decision or action if real property owned or controlled by 
the board/commission/village member or relative realizes particularized harm or benefit. Factors to determine particularized harm 



or benefit include: Ownership or financial interest in a property within close proximity (generally 600 ft or less) of the affected 
property by the board/commission/committee members action. This is not an exhaustive list of factors."  
 
Her decision not to recuse herself was deceitful and reckless, and a clear exploitation of her role as committee member. Members 
are expected to adhere to the rules and regulations of the charter.  
 
During a discussion with a City of Phoenix Planning and Development employee, I was informed there is no ethics committee to 
review this issue. This creates an environment ripe for corruption, cronyism, and back door dealings. 
 
I am sincerely worried about the sheer amount of false information communicated to constituents and committee members alike. 
Those in opposition are discredited, brushed off, not heard, and disregarded by the Applicant. We are a neighborhood who have 
worked collectively to form a grassroots campaign in OPPOSITION and TRUTH. 
 
Thank you, 
Meaghan Franks 
10006 N 58th St, Paradise Valley, AZ 85253 



Re: Item #4, Z-43-22 rezoning request  

My name is Richard Pasquale, I live at 10210 N. 57th St, just five houses away from the 
residential parcel in question.  I strongly object to this commercial proposal.      

1. THIS NEIGHBORHOOD IS DEDICATED TO RESIDENTIAL PROPERTIES  
Our neighborhood is exclusively zoned R-43 for single family homes. The proposed R-O 
zoning is contrary to:  

• the community master plan,   
• the character of the neighborhood,   
• and the wishes of the homeowners in this neighborhood.    

  
2. THE DEVELOPER’S CHARACTERIZATION OF THE NEIGHBORHOOD IS 

FALSE 

The developer’s attorney distorts the extent of non-residential activity in our 
neighborhood.  There is no commercial development in our neighborhood.  It is true that 
there are two places of worship and several senior living facilities.  However, those 
senior living facilities are in large residential homes that are completely inconspicuous.  
They have NO signage and virtually no traffic.   

Moreover, the fact is the fitness facility their attorney mentions is to the west some 
distance, moreover that facility and the adjacent forthcoming healthcare facility have 
caused great and continuing distress among homeowners near there as discussed in 
multiple articles in the community newspaper.  Similarly, an R-O zoned office building 
further west on Shea at 37th St has also caused significant and continuing chagrin for 
homeowners there.    

3. THOSE SUPPORTING THE REQUEST DON’T EVEN LIVE IN OUR 
NEIGHBORHOOD. 

The developer encouraged their friends, customers, and the family members of those 
friends and customers to support this request.  However, these people don’t live in our 
neighborhood!  The homeowners in Country Club Acres are totally opposed to this 
request that would transform our neighborhood in very harmful ways.   

 
4. THE DEVELOPER’S RENDERINGS ARE DECEPTIVE  

The developer emphasizes the appearance of the proposed buildings, saying they were 
designed by a residential architect and are compatible with the neighborhood.  However, 
all of their renderings leave out all signage.  The appearance of this parcel would be 
incredibly different with signage.    

  



5. THE SIGN ORDANCE (705) DESTROYS THE “R” IN R-O  

As a “Nonresidential activity in a residential district” there are extensive forms of signs 
allowed, wrecking any hint of a residential neighborhood.  

a. A ground sign 5’ tall  
b. Wall signs at a height of up to 15’.  Based upon the formula, with the two 

buildings roughly extending a combined 300 linear feet on the two streets, there 
could be 75 square feet of wall signs   

c. A marquee   
d. Brightly illuminated signs in our dark sky neighborhood sans street lights.  
e. Canopies and awnings with signage.    
f. 30% of the windows can be covered with signage.  
g. Directional signs with the business name  
h. Pedestrian signs  
i. Lease signs  
j. Temporary signs  
k. Moreover the signage code “Flexibility Provisions” (705E), permit businesses to 

submit plans for even higher limits on signage  
  

6. THE DEVELOPER REFUSED MULTIPLE REQUESTS TO LIMIT SIGNAGE  
I personally spoke to and wrote to legal staff in Attorney Morris’ office multiple times 
over the course of many weeks suggesting a stipulation that would permit ground, 
directional, pedestrian, rental, temporary, and other signage, but exclude signage on the 
buildings that would be viewable from the street.    
(A stipulation permitting signs under zoning code provisions 705.D.2, 705.D.4, 705.D.7, 
705.D.8, 705.D.9, and 705.D.10, but prohibiting signs on the buildings which are 
viewable from the street that would otherwise be allowable under 705.D.3, 705.D.3.d(2), 
705.D.5, and 705.D.6.)    
Without such a stipulation, signage could eviscerate the residential nature of the 
neighborhood and be very detrimental to our home values.  The developer refused. 
  
7. THERE IS NOTHING RESIDENTIAL ABOUT THIS PROPOSAL  
Buildings with commercial signage do not fit in with our neighborhood in any way.  
While attorney Morris may attempt to rebut this concern by suggesting that this owner 
will likely have only limited signage, such claims are not binding on either this owner or 
especially future owners.  Without a binding and constrictive stipulation, there is nothing 
about this and future R-O uses that is residential.  Its ruining another neighborhood with 
commercial development.    
  



8. THE DEVELOPER IS NOT ACCOMODATING IN MULTIPLE WAYS  
It is not just signage where there is a failure to engage in stipulations that limit this 
commercial intrusion into our R-43 neighborhood.  There were clear requests other 
homeowners made at public meetings, asking that there be no access from 57th Street.  
Yet the developer’s renderings show an entry directly from 57th Street.  As a 
consequence, clients of business(es) there can be expected park on our quiet residential 
street.  This quiet street is not lined with sidewalks.  Children, adults, and pets go for 
walks and bicycle down this quiet street on a regular basis.  Commercial traffic creates 
genuine safety concerns.  
  
9. THE DEVELOPER HAS NOT BEEN HONEST ABOUT THE PROPOSED 

GARAGE 
In the initial and subsequent presentations to the neighborhood, Attorney Morris clearly 
stated that this building would be used to house the owner’s high-end vehicle collection.  
This raised neighborhood concerns that the facility could be the site of frequent night and 
weekend gatherings of prospective clients or parties with the cars as a focal point.  Such 
events could draw many client vehicles, with parking for those clients overflowing into 
our neighborhood on 57th and 58th streets.   
 
Just recently the developer submitted a new drawing claiming they only plan to hold four 
cars and Attorney Morris disingenuously stated that there was never a plan to hold a large 
vehicle collection.  Even with a small collection, we don’t want commercial clients and 
possibly high performance cars zipping up and down our streets where children and 
adults are trying to safely stroll. Our subdivision is composed of very quiet resident 
streets, with no sidewalks.  It is also a dark sky neighborhood with no streetlights.   
  
10. TRAFFIC FOR FUTURE R-O USES WOULD BE EVEN WORSE  
A zoning change is lasting, it’s not just about the immediate use proposed.  Attorney 
Morris strives to minimize the planned parking and traffic from Regal Homes’ proposed 
use.  If rezoned R-O, this owner or future owners could change their use of the proposed 
buildings to house multiple commercial office tenants which could bring significant 
vehicle traffic, completely transforming what have always been safe, quiet streets.      
   
11. THIS PROPOSAL DESTROYS ECONOMIC VALUE  
Even though Country Club Acres is a very small subdivision, we’ve worked hard to 
invest in our homes in terms of both creating a neighborhood and creating economic 
value.  Collectively our homes have a market value far in excess of $100 million.  A 
deviation from R-43 zoning would destroy home values in this Phoenix neighborhood.  
  



12. THE DEVELOPER MISCHARACTERIZES THIS PARCEL 
The developer’s lawyer has been misleadingly characterizing this parcel as a vacant lot, 
as though that has always been situation.  The fact is there was a beautiful single-family 
home on this parcel for decades until it was recently demolished by a preceding 
developer and there can be a single-family home in that location again.    

 
 
 
13. THIS R-43 ZONED PARCEL FACES A MULTI-MILLION DOLLAR HOME 
As a single-family home, this parcel fronts 57th Street, not Shea Blvd.  It faces an existing 
multimillion dollar home, nearly 6,000 square feet in size (10438 N 57th St).  

  
 

  



14. NON-DESTRUCTIVE ALTERNATIVE  

The developer emphasizes that a skilled residential architect has designed the buildings 
they propose with a goal is to impress customers with the quality of their firm’s 
construction work and that the parcel will have landscaping to help shield the property 
from Shea Blvd.  Well, an attractive design, quality construction, and landscaping would 
equally assure that a residential home can again be successfully placed on that very same 
parcel. 

 

15.  THE PARADISE VALLEY VILLAGE COMMITTEE CORRUPTLY FAILED TO 
SUPPORT THIS NEIGHBORHOOD   

The committee voted 7-7 on motions to approve the request and approve the request with 
stipulations.  This result was a consequence of member Sepic failing to disclose a conflict 
of interest and failing to recuse herself.  Instead. she argued in favor of the request and 
voted for the request.  We in the neighborhood were muted in the meeting, unable to raise 
alarms at this.  Meanwhile, Attorney Morris was open to continue giving commentary, 
including giving his thoughts on stipulations.   

After the first vote, stipulations were proposed that were either token ones or stipulations 
that the board said at the time were likely not even enforceable.  Seven members again 
voted against it and corrupt Sepic voted in favor, creating another tie.  The chairperson 
then threatened those opposed that no stipulations would be recommended unless they 
changed their votes.  Regrettably, two capitulated to the threat.     

         
 
 



 
16.  DEVIATING FROM R-43 ZONING WOULD PERMANENTLY WRECK THE 
NEIGHBORHOOD  
 A zoning change is lasting, it’s not just about these proposed buildings.  If rezoned R-O, 
there is not a single person on this board that can know how blatantly commercial future 
offices at this location might be.   
 
This owner or future owners could change their use of the proposed buildings to house 
multiple commercial office tenants with a multitude of signs. They could later seek to 
expand within that R-O zoning, creating a more commercial looking and higher traffic 
office building, such as a 25’ tall (two story) office complex, further ruining the single-
family home nature of our neighborhood.   
 
Regal American should build commercial offices where the master plan permits, not 
wrecking a neighborhood There is a double-digit vacancy rate for existing office space in 
Phoenix.  There is no reason to destroy our neighborhood with this request for a 
commercial office when there is already plenty of office space available in non-
residential areas.  If the applicant needs new construction of an office, there are ample 
properties available that are already properly zoned for that purpose.    
 
 
17.  IT IS NOT INEVITABLE THAT ALL OF SHEA BLVD BE COMMERCIALIZED.   
It is a false argument to suggest that all of Shea will eventually be commercialized, 
this can only occur if planning bodies fail to protect neighborhoods such as ours. 
This board should not dismiss the universal concerns of the homeowners in our 
neighborhood to deviate from the zoning and the master plan.  Please support and protect 
our neighborhood. 
 
 
Richard Pasquale  
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Racelle Escolar

From: Sofia Steber <sofia.steber@cox.net>
Sent: Tuesday, November 29, 2022 5:51 PM
To: PDD Planning Commission
Subject: 6. Application #: Z-43-22-2

 

6. Application #: Z-43-22-2 
 

From:   RE-43 
To:     R-O 

Acreage:    1.37 
Location:   Southeast corner of 57th Street and Shea Boulevard 
Proposal:   Residential Office 
Applicant:   Jason Morris, Withey Morris, PLC 

Owner:    10441 North 57th Street Holdings 
Representative:   Jason Morris, Withey Morris, PLC  

 

Hi ‐  
 
I’ve lived in Paradise Valley since I was 4 years old.  I’ve attended all three C’s:  Cherokee Elementary, Cocopah Middle 
School, and Chaparral High School.  I have loved growing up in the community because of it’s laid back atmosphere.  My 
family and I enjoy riding bikes and running around the neighborhoods.  We also enjoy walking our dog Jackson.   
 
I think it’s important to keep the corner of 57th Street and Shea as residential.  I’ve been driving for two years and have 
noticed how dangerous Shea can be.  There are a lot of drivers including commercial trucks that drive  like it’s the Grand 
Prix.  Please keep this corner family friendly. 
 
Sofia Steber 
 
 



Joseph Colborne, Home Owner 
5526 E Shangri La Rd 
Scottsdale AZ 85254 
10/31/22 

To Whom It May Concern: 

I am writing on behalf of Sheri and Avi Azoulay, as well as their company, Regal American Homes.  My wife and 
I had the honor of working with Regal American Homes on our first house when we moved to Arizona in 2020.  

Not only was our professional experience with Regal American Homes above and beyond anything we could 
have hoped for, we were fortunate enough to spend some time with both Sheri and Avi on a personal level, 
and are now fortunate to call them friends. 

With regards to their new proposed building, we as local homeowners would be honored to have their 
outstanding company in our neighborhood and fully support any rezoning efforts to allow them to do so.  They 
will be a HUGE addition to our area, and we hope to call Regal American homes our neighbors soon. 

Thank you for your time, 

Joseph Colborne 
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