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Alhambra Village Planning Committee
Meeting Date:

Planning Commission Hearing Date:

Request From:

Request To:

Proposed Use:

Location:

Owner:
Applicant:
Representative:

Staff Recommendation:

November 18, 2020

December 3, 2020
C-O (Commercial Office) (2.82 acres)

R-3A (Multifamily Residence District)
(2.82 acres)

Multifamily Residential

Southeast corner of 31st Avenue and
Northern Avenue

Northern Lights Holdings, LLC,
Northern Lights Holdings, LLC,

Ashley Zimmerman Marsh, Tiffany &
Bosco

Approval, subject to stipulations

General Plan Conformity

General Plan Land Use Map Designation

Commercial

Northern Avenue

Arterial

31st Avenue
Street Map

Minor Approximately 30-feet
Collector | east half street

Classification

North Winter Lane

Local Approximately 25-feet
Augusta Avenue Street north half street
Local Approximately 25-feet

Street west half street

South half street varies
from 40-feet to 65-feet



https://www.phoenix.gov/villages
https://www.phoenix.gov/pddsite/Documents/PZ/pdd_pz_pdf_00246.pdf
https://www.phoenix.gov/pdd/pz/phoenix-general-plan
https://www.phoenix.gov/pddsite/Documents/PZ/pdd_pz_pdf_00174.pdf
https://www.phoenix.gov/pddsite/Documents/PZ/pdd_pz_pdf_00175.pdf
https://www.phoenix.gov/pddsite/Documents/PZ/pdd_pz_pdf_00175.pdf
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CONNECT PEOPLE AND PLACES CORE VALUE; OPPORTUNITY SITES; LAND
USE PRINCIPLE: Promote and encourage compatible development and
redevelopment with a mix of housing types in neighborhoods close to
employment centers, commercial areas, and where transit or transportation
alternatives exist.

The development will create new housing opportunities in the area. By converting an
office complex and adding an additional multifamily structure with similar architecture,
the project will add additional residents to an area with access to a nearby school,
commercial services, and the Interstate 17 corridor.

CONNECT PEOPLE AND PLACES CORE VALUE; BICYCLES; DESIGN
PRINCIPLE: Development should include convenient bicycle parking.

The development, as stipulated, will feature bicycle parking and bicycle facilities as a
central component of the project to facilitate bicycling as a way of life. Features
include secure bicycle parking for residents, artistic or inverted-U racks for guests,
and a bicycle repair station as a resident amenity.

BUILD THE SUSTAINABLE DESERT CITY CORE VALUE; TREES AND SHADE;
DESIGN PRINCIPLE: Integrate trees and shade into the design of new
development and redevelopment projects throughout Phoenix.

The development, as stipulated, will feature enhanced perimeter landscaping to
provide both thermal comfort and a buffer to the adjacent residential zones. The
shade incorporated into the development will reduce the urban heat island effect and
increase thermal comfort which will make the area more walkable, bikeable, and
sustainable.

Applicable Plans, Overlays, and Initiatives

Maricopa Association of Governments (MAG) North Interstate 17 Employment
Corridor: See Background Item No. 9.

27th Avenue “To Do List”: See Background Item No. 10.

Tree and Shade Master Plan: See Background Item No. 11.

Complete Streets Guidelines: Background Item No. 12.



https://www.phoenix.gov/econdevsite/Documents/North%20I%2017%20Employment%20Center.pdf
https://www.phoenix.gov/econdevsite/Documents/North%20I%2017%20Employment%20Center.pdf
https://www.phoenix.gov/pddsite/Documents/PZ/Final_27th%20Avenue%20To%20Do%20List.pdf
https://www.phoenix.gov/parks/parks/urban-forest/tree-and-shade
https://www.phoenix.gov/streets/complete-streets-program
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Comprehensive Bicycle Master Plan: Background Item No. 13.

Housing Phoenix: Background Item No. 14.

Reimagine Phoenix: See Background Item No. 15.

Surrounding Land Uses and Zoning

Land Use Zoning
On Site Commercial Office C-O
East Single-family residential R1-6

At 31st Avenue and Northern

Avenue: Gas Station and C-2
West (Across 31st Avenue) Convenience Store

Remainder: Single-family R1-6

residential
North (Across Northern Avenue) | Single-family residential R1-6
South (Across Augusta Avenue) Single-family residential R1-6

R-3A (Multifamily Residential) Development Standards
(Planned Residence District)

Standards Requirements Proposed Site Plan
Gross Acreage - 2.82 acres
Maximum Number of Units 74 50 (Met)

Maximum Density (dwelling
units per acre)

Maximum 23.1 dwelling
units per acre and 26.4
dwelling units per acre with
bonus

17.73 dwelling units per
acre (Met)

Maximum Lot Coverage

Maximum 45 percent

29 percent (Met)

Maximum Building Height

Maximum three stories or
40 feet for first 150 feet;
then 1 foot in 5 foot
increase to 48 foot high,
four story maximum

30 feet (Met)



https://www.phoenix.gov/streetssite/Documents/Bicycle%20Master%20Plan/2014bikePHX_Final_web.pdf
https://www.phoenix.gov/housing
https://www.phoenix.gov/publicworks/reimagine
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Minimum Perimeter Building

Setbacks (Existing Buildings)
Northern Avenue, 31st
Avenue, Augusta
Avenue, and Winter
Drive

East Site Boundary

20-foot minimum adjacent
to a public street

15-foot minimum adjacent
to a property line

Northern
Avenue: 20 feet
(Met)

31st Avenue:
Varies from 6 to
53 feet. (Not
Met*)

Augusta Avenue:
413 feet (Met)
Winter Drive: 60
feet (Met)

East Boundary:
60 feet (Met)

Minimum Perimeter Building

Setbacks (New Building)
Northern Avenue, 31st
Avenue, Augusta
Avenue, and Winter
Drive

East Site Boundary

20-foot minimum adjacent
to a public street

5-foot minimum adjacent to

31st Avenue: 15
feet (Not Met*)
Augusta Avenue:
153 feet (Met)
Winter Drive: 57
feet (Met)

East Boundary:

a property line 57 feet (Met)
Minimum Landscape
Setbacks (Existing Buildings)
Northern Avenue, 31st | 20-foot minimum adjacent Northern
Avenue, Augusta to a public street Avenue: 20 feet
Avenue, and Winter (Met)

Drive

East Site Boundary

5-foot minimum adjacent to
a property line

31st Avenue: 10
feet (Not Met*)
Augusta Avenue:
297 feet (Met)
Winter Drive: 8
feet (Not Met*)

East Boundary:
8 feet (Met)
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Minimum Perimeter
Landscape Setbacks (New
Building)
Northern Avenue, 31st | 20-foot minimum adjacent e 31st Avenue: 10
Avenue, Augusta to a public street feet. (Not Met*)
Avenue, and Winter e Augusta Avenue:
Drive 21 feet (Met*)
e Winter Drive: 8
feet (Not Met*)
East Site Boundary 5-foot minimum non-street e East Boundary:
sides 8 feet (Met)
Minimum Open Space Minimum 5 percent of gross | 6.8 percent (Not Met*)
Minimum Amenities Provided | Minimum 2 2 including a pool, bbq /
ramadas. (Met)
Minimum Parking Minimum 86 spaces 86 spaces (Met)
1.5 spaces per 1 or 2
bedroom unit and 2 29 one-bedroom units
spaces per 3 or more (less 600 square feet)
bedroom unit, 1.0 space @ 1 space per = 29
per unit of less than 600
square feet regardless 21 two bedroom units
of number of bedrooms @ 1.5 spaces per =
When the required 315
parking is reserved for .
residegts, _additional S;f:g%ﬂggizgcgg
guest parking at a rate per = 25
of 0.5 spaces per each 1
or 2 bedroom unit.

*Variance or site plan revision may be required
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Background/lssues/Analysis

SUBJECT SITE

1.

This request is to rezone Figure A: Site Locator Map (1/4 and 1/2 mile radius)

2.82 acres from C-O
(Commercial Office) to
R-3A (Multifamily
Residential) for the
conversion of an office
complex and
construction of one
additional building for
multifamily residential.

The subject site is at the
southeast corner of 31st
Avenue and Northern
Avenue. The site is
within one-quarter mile
of Mariposa Park, and
within approximately
one-half mile from a
senior center, two
commercial centers, and
two schools Source: Planning and Development Department
(Washington Elementary
and CASA Academy).

SURROUNDING LAND USES, ZONING, AND ZONING HISTORY

2.

Noting that the request is for the adaptive reuse conversion of an existing office
complex and the addition of a new two-story building, it is relevant to compare
the scale of the existing entitiements to those proposed. By right, the C-O
(Commercial Office, Restricted Commercial) District permits a maximum height of
56 feet, however, the zoning approval through Z-43-83 restricted the height to 26
feet through a zoning stipulation. The proposed multifamily development
generally adheres to the height restriction from the 1983 zoning case.

The subject site is adjacent to a C-2 (Intermediate Commercial) District at the
southwest corner of 31st Avenue and 31st Avenue which permits a maximum
height of 2 stories and 30 feet and R1-6 (Single-Family Residence) Districts to
the north, east, south, and the remainder of the west boundary which permits a
maximum height of 2 stories and 30 feet.
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The following table summarizes the surrounding zoning entitlements, their
approximate height currently, and the maximum height permitted by their zoning
districts. The proposed zoning is similar to the existing entitlements afforded to
the property and, as stipulated, will restrict height and maintain landscaped
separations from adjacent residential districts.

Location Zoning Built / Proposed Maximum
Height Height
On-site C-O 26 feet* / 30 feet 56 feet*
East (adjacent) R1-6 30 feet 30 feet
West (north portion, across 31st) C-2 30 feet 30 feet
West (south portion, across 31st) R1-6 15 feet 30 feet
South (across Augusta) R1-6 15 feet 30 feet
North (east portion, across Northern) R1-6 15 feet 30 feet
North (west portion, across Northern) R1-6 30 feet 30 feet

*Stipulated to a maximum height of 26 feet by Z-43-83

GENERAL PLAN LAND USE MAP
3. The subject site is identified as Figure B: General Plan Land Use Map

Commercial on the General Plan Land
Use Map and is surrounded by
designations of Residential 3.5 to 5
dwelling units per acre to the northeast,
south, east and west. The Land Use Map
designates the townhome development
northwest of the subject site as
Residential 10 to 15 dwelling units per
acre.

The Commercial Land Use Designation
“accommodates office, retail, service, and
multifamily development at varying scales
and intensities;” as such, the proposed
multifamily development is consistent with
the Commercial General Plan Land Use

Map Designation. Source: Planning and Development
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PROPOSAL

4.

Site Plan

This request is to convert an existing
office complex to multifamily use and to
construct an additional multifamily
structure south of the existing buildings.

The existing three buildings are situated
on the northern half of the site and range
in height from one to two stories and
house 26 dwelling units. The additional
multifamily structures are proposed at a
height of two stories and will house an
additional 24 dwelling units. In total, the
proposal is for 50 dwelling units.

e Due to the surrounding scale of
development, staff is
recommending Stipulation No. 1
which restricts the total number of
units to 50 and Stipulation No. 2
which restricts the maximum height
of all structures to 30 feet.

e To promote compatibility between
the single-family neighborhoods to
the east and south, staff is
recommending Stipulation Nos. 4
and 6 which increased building
setbacks of 40 feet from the east
site boundary and 150 feet from
Augusta Avenue.

The site plan depicts the new buildings will feature generous setbacks from the

Figure C: Conceptual Site Plan

Source: Palmer Architects, LTD., Annotated
by the Planning and Development
Department

east, west, and south property lines. Staff is recommending a series of

stipulations to promote strong vegetative buffers from the adjacent uses and

along perimeter streets.

¢ Stipulation No. 5 requires the vegetative hedge present between the
existing buildings and the east property line be extended south the full
length of the site. This will provide a greater compatibility along the
eastern edge of the site, especially where adjacent to single-family

residences.
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e Stipulation Nos. 7 through 9 requires the landscape setbacks along
Northern Avenue, 31st Avenue, and Augusta Avenue be planted with
additional trees to buffer the site and to promote enhanced thermal
comfort.

5. The site plan depicts all units being situated along a continuous north-south
pedestrian corridor extending to Northern Avenue with two pedestrian
connections to 31st Avenue and one pedestrian to Northern Avenue. To promote
integration between the project and the surrounding neighborhood, staff is
recommending the following stipulations:

e Stipulation No. 10 to require the two pedestrian connections onto 31st
Avenue and one pedestrian connection to Northern Avenue.

¢ Stipulation No. 11 which prohibits solid perimeter walls between the plane
of the buildings and the following public streets: Northern Avenue; 31st
Avenue; and Augusta Avenue. Through this stipulation, the project will
maintain a visual connection to the neighborhood, streets, and sidewalks.

6. Due to the proposed conversion from office to multifamily, the development will
be required to provide resident amenities on site. The conceptual site plan
depicts the amenities in the forecourt situated along 31st Avenue. To promote the
creation of a residential neighborhood within the complex, staff is recommending
additional amenities be provided as follows:

e Stipulation No. 12 promotes alternative modes of transportation for
residents and their guests by requiring bicycle parking and a bicycle fix-it
station to allow residents to complete light bicycle maintenance.

e Stipulation No.13 specifies that a minimum of three amenities be provided
which may included a swimming pool, lawn area when shaded to 75
percent, barbeque and picnic areas, and a passive water feature or pond.

7. Conceptual Building Renderings
The request proposes the adaptive reuse conversion of three existing buildings
on the site and the construction of an additional building south of the existing
structures. The existing structures have brick facades and gable roof lines; the
conceptual building rendering for the proposed new building uses brick as a
primary material in addition to similar rooflines and architectural elements for
compatibility across the site. This design continuity is especially important as the
use of brick appears to be a signature element of commercial buildings in this
area as depicted in Figures D. and E.
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In addition to existing design guidelines in the Zoning Ordinance which require
design continuity across a site with multiple dwellings, staff is recommending
Stipulation No. 3 which requires architectural enhancements on all building
elevations. The purpose of this stipulation is to ensure high quality design for
greater compatibility with the existing buildings on site and with the surrounding
neighborhoods.

Figure D: Photo of Architectural Character of Figure E: Photo of Architectural Character of
Existing Buildings (On-Site) 7840 N 31st Avenue (Off-Site)

Source: GoogleEarth Source: GoogleEarth

Figure F: Rendering of Proposed New Building On-Site

Source: Tiffany and Bosco
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Ingress / Egress

The subject site has street frontage from Northern Avenue, 31st Avenue,
Augusta Avenue, and North Winter Lane to its east. The site plan depicts the
primary point of access to the development being from Northern Avenue with a
second driveway to/from 31st Avenue which is marked as being gated and
restricted to emergency use and refuse collection only. There is currently a 1-foot
wide Vehicular Non-Access Easement (VNAE) along the western boundary of the
site and the applicant intends to abandon this easement to enable emergency
use and refuse collection from 31st Avenue, a collector street.

Staff recommends the primary access to the site be from Northern Avenue to
direct traffic away from single-family neighborhoods and Stipulation No. 17
restricts this driveway to right-in, right-out, and left-in, due to its proximity to the
signalized intersection at 31st Avenue and Northern Avenue.

Staff is recommending a VNAE along the eastern edge of the site where adjacent
to North Winter Lane (Stipulation No. 14) because this is a local street with no
direct connection to a collector or arterial street.

Staff is recommending a VNAE along Augusta Avenue (Stipulation No. 15) to
promote compatibility with the surrounding neighborhoods and to restrict future
access onto a local street. In the case the abandonment of the VNAE along 31st
Avenue is pursued but not approved, this stipulation will void itself to maintain the
viability of the site.

STUDIES AND POLICIES

9.

Maricopa Association of Figure D: Maricopa Association of
Governments (MAG) North Interstate ~ Governments (MAG) North Interstate
17 Employment Corridor Employment Corridor

The site located in close proximity to the

designated North Interstate 17 Major

Employment Center. The profile

highlights the presence of a large and

well-educated workforce and a large

number of employment opportunities

across a diverse range of the economy.

The proposed development supports
increased intensity by proposing
multifamily residential that is compatible
in scale and intensity with the

rrounding ar nd entitlements. . -
surrounding area and e ements Source: Maricopa Association of Governments


https://www.phoenix.gov/econdevsite/Documents/North%20I%2017%20Employment%20Center.pdf
https://www.phoenix.gov/econdevsite/Documents/North%20I%2017%20Employment%20Center.pdf
https://www.phoenix.gov/econdevsite/Documents/North%20I%2017%20Employment%20Center.pdf
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10. 27th Avenue “To Do List”

11.

12.

The “To Do List” was developed by the community with assistance by the
Planning and Development Department. The guide applies to the area from 23rd
Avenue to 29th Avenue and from Indian School Road to Dunlap Avenue. The
neighborhood led effort focuses on achieving “an active, safe, and welcoming
community with vibrant retail and sustainable housing.” The guide articulates
goals and strategies focused on pedestrian-friendly design and connectivity,
pedestrian safety on roadways, branding, advocacy, and placemaking initiatives.

Ideas relevant to this request arising from the guide include the importance of
providing both physical and visual connections between the various elements of
a neighborhood and that development should create attractive streetscapes, curb
appeal, and a pedestrian friendly environment.

Most directly, the following stipulations recommended by staff achieve the goals
and vision contained in the To Do List:

Stipulation No. 3 (enhanced architecture)

Stipulation Nos. 7 — 9 (enhanced tree plantings along public streets)
Stipulation Nos. 10 and 12 (pedestrian pathways and bicycle facilities)
Stipulation No. 13 (enhanced amenities)

Tree and Shade Master Plan
The Tree and Shade Master Plan encourages treating the urban forest as
infrastructure to ensure the trees are an integral part of the City’s planning and
development process. Staff is recommending a series of stipulations to achieve
the goals of the Tree and Shade Master Plan including the following:
e Stipulation Nos. 5, 7, 8, and 9 which pertain to the enhanced planting
standards along the perimeter of the site.
e Stipulation No. 10 requires enhanced shade over the major pedestrian
pathways on site.
e Stipulation No. 13 requires that, if lawn or turf areas are provided as an
amenity, they must be shaded to 75 percent by vegetation.

Complete Streets Guidelines

In 2014, the City of Phoenix City Council adopted the Complete Streets Guiding
Principles. The principles are intended to promote improvements that provide an
accessible, safe, connected transportation system to include all modes, such as
bicycles, pedestrians, transit, and vehicles. Staff is recommending Stipulation No.
10 and 12 to address connectivity and to provide bicycle infrastructure.


https://www.phoenix.gov/pddsite/Documents/PZ/Final_27th%20Avenue%20To%20Do%20List.pdf
https://www.phoenix.gov/parks/parks/urban-forest/tree-and-shade
https://www.phoenix.gov/streetssite/Documents/CSDG_FINAL_CC_APPROVED.pdf
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13.

14.

15.

Comprehensive Bicycle Master Plan

The City of Phoenix adopted the Comprehensive Bicycle Master Plan in 2014 to
guide the development of its Bikeway System and supportive infrastructure. No
bicycle lanes are presently located or planned along the adjacent streets.
However, bicycle lanes have been designated within 31st Avenue south of
Glendale Avenue towards Missouri Avenue, thus indicating a future a bicycle
lane may be extended north toward.

To promote alternative  Figure F: Example of a Fix-It Station.
transportation, staff is
recommending

Stipulation No. 12 to

require bicycle parking

for residents and their

guests. The stipulation

also requires the

developer provide and

maintain a bicycle fix-it

station as an amenity

to allow residents to

complete light repairs

on their bicycles. Source: Dero

Housing Phoenix

In June 2020, the Phoenix City Council approved the Housing Phoenix Plan. This
Plan contains policy initiatives for the development and preservation of housing
with a vision of creating a stronger and more vibrant Phoenix through increased
housing options for residents at all income levels and family sizes. Phoenix’s
rapid population growth and housing underproduction has led to a need for over
163,000 new housing units. Current shortages of housing supply relative to
demand are a primary reason why housing costs are increasing.

The proposed development supports the Plan’s goal of preserving or creating
50,000 housing units by 2030 by contributing to a variety housing types that will
address the supply shortage at a more rapid pace while using vacant land in a
more sustainable fashion.

Reimagine Phoenix

As part of the Reimagine Phoenix Initiative, the City of Phoenix is committed to
increasing the waste diversion rate to 40 percent by 2020 and to better manage
its solid waste resources. The provision of recycling containers was not
addressed in the applicant’s submittals.



https://www.phoenix.gov/streetssite/Documents/Bicycle%20Master%20Plan/2014bikePHX_Final_web.pdf
https://www.phoenix.gov/housing
https://www.phoenix.gov/publicworks/reimagine

Staff Report: Z-28-20-5
November 13, 2020
Page 14 of 18

COMMUNITY CORRESPONDENCE

16.

As of the writing of this report, staff has received 13 letters of opposition
regarding this proposed rezoning application documenting concerns such as
compatibility and traffic; a petition containing approximately 220 signatures was
also received noting similar concerns.

INTERDEPARTMENTAL COMMENTS

17.

18.

19.

20.

21.

22.

The Street Transportation Department’s Office of Pedestrian Safety commented
that the site should maintain the existing view fencing, provide additional trees
along 31st Avenue and Northern Avenue, and incorporate secure bicycle
storage. These elements are addressed in Stipulation Nos. 8, 9, 11, and 12
respectively.

The Public Transit Department commented that the development should
incorporate accessible pedestrian pathways constructed of alternative material,
connecting all building entrances, exits and public sidewalks via the most direct
route. It was also recommended that trees be placed in a manner that provides
75 percent shade to pedestrian paths and sidewalks. This is addressed in
Stipulation No. 10.

The Street Transportation Department provided three stipulations pertaining to, a
right-in / right-out driveway restriction to/from Northern Avenue, a 10 foot
sidewalk easement along Northern Avenue, and the standard language requiring
the developer construct all improvements on-site and related improvements off-
site. These comments are addressed in Stipulation Nos. 16, 17, and 18
respectively.

The Fire Department commented that the site may need an additional fire
hydrant on the south end of the site, per the 2018 Phoenix Fire Code.

The Public Works Department, Floodplain Management Division determined the
parcel is not in a Special Flood Hazard Area (SFHA), but located in a Shaded
Zone X, on panel 1720 L of the Flood Insurance Rate Maps (FIRM) dated
October 16, 2013.

The Water Services Department indicated no zoning stipulations are required but
that capacity is a dynamic condition that can change over time due to a variety of
factors. The requirements and assurances for water and sewer service are
determined during the site plan application review. For any given property, water
and sewer requirements may vary over time to be less or more restrictive
depending on the status of the City’s water and sewer infrastructure.
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OTHER

23.

24.

The site has not been identified as being archaeologically sensitive. However, in
the event archaeological materials are encountered during construction, all
ground disturbing activities must cease within 33-feet of the discovery and the
City of Phoenix Archaeology Office must be notified immediately and allowed
time to properly assess the materials. This is addressed in Stipulation No. 19.

Development and use of the site is subject to all applicable codes and
ordinances. Zoning approval does not negate other ordinance requirements.
Other formal actions such as, but not limited to, zoning adjustments and
abandonments may be required.

Findings

1.

The request is consistent with the General Plan Land Use Map designation of
Commercial and, as stipulated, is appropriate at this location due to its
compatibility with the surrounding land uses.

The development, as stipulated, enables the adaptive reuse of an existing office
complex in a manner that consistent with several core values from the Phoenix
General Plan.

The development, as stipulated, advances the purpose and intent of the Housing
Phoenix Plan by producing additional housing options, the Tree and Shade
Master Plan by creating preserving and enhancing the tree canopy, and the
Complete Streets Guidelines by including pedestrian and bicycle infrastructure.

Stipulations

1.

2.

The maximum number of units on the site shall be 50.

The maximum building height shall be 30 feet.

All elevations of the buildings shall contain architectural embellishments and
detailing, such as: textural changes, pilasters, offsets, recesses, variation in

window size and location, and/or overhang canopies.

There shall be a minimum 40-foot building setback from the east side of the
development for all structures greater than 15 feet in height.

The required landscape area along the east site line for the southernmost 260
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10.

feet shall be planted with vegetation, such as oleanders, at a sufficient
frequency to achieve a vegetative screen of not less than 15 feet in height at
maturity, as approved by the Planning and Development Department.

There shall be a minimum 150-foot building setback from the south side of the
development for all structures greater than 15 feet in height.

The required landscape setback along the south property line shall be planted
with shade trees placed 20 feet on center or in equivalent groupings. Fifty
percent of the required trees shall be a minimum 3-inch caliper and 50 percent
shall be a minimum 2-inch caliper. Existing trees may be utilized toward the
requirement. The above conditions shall be approved by the Planning and
Development Department.

The required landscape setback along the west property line shall be planted
with shade trees placed 20 feet on center or in equivalent groupings. Fifty
percent of the required trees shall be a minimum 3-inch caliper and 50 percent
shall be a minimum 2-inch caliper. Existing trees may be utilized toward the
requirement. The above conditions shall be approved by the Planning and
Development Department.

The required landscape setback along the north property line shall be planted
with shade trees placed 20 feet on center or in equivalent groupings, excluding
driveway entrances. Fifty percent of the required trees shall be a minimum 3-
inch caliper and 50 percent shall be a minimum 2-inch caliper. Existing trees
may be utilized toward the requirement. The above conditions shall be
approved by the Planning and Development Department.

The developer shall provide a system of internal clearly defined and accessible
pedestrian pathways that abide by the following restrictions and include the
following elements, as approved by the Planning and Development
Department:

a. Connect all building entrances and exits to all public sidewalks utilizing
the minimum possible distance and providing the most direct route.

b. All pedestrian ways shall be shaded to a minimum 75 percent coverage.
Up to 30 percent of the required shade may be provided through
architectural methods but the remainder must be achieved through
vegetative means.

c. There shall be a minimum of two connections to the public sidewalk
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along 31st Avenue

d. There shall be a minimum of one connection to the public sidewalk

along Northern Avenue.

11. With the exception of the east side of the development, no solid perimeter wall
greater than 40 inches in height shall be permitted between the plane of the
building and the public street right-of-way.

12. The developer shall provide and maintain the following bicycle infrastructure as
described below and as approved by the Planning and Development
Department.

a. A bicycle repair station (fix-it station) as a resident amenity. The station

shall include but is not limited to: standard repair tools affixed to the
station; a tire gauge and pump; and a bicycle repair stand which allows
pedals and wheels to spin freely while making adjustments to the bike.

The developer shall provide “Secure/Covered” bicycle parking at a rate
of 0.25 spaces per dwelling unit up to a maximum of 50 spaces.

The developer shall provide Inverted-U or artistic style bicycle racks with
capacity for a minimum six bicycles to serve visitors. The racks shall be
located near a primary building entrance or in the central amenity area.
Artistic racks shall adhere to the City of Phoenix Preferred Designs in
Appendix K or the Comprehensive Bicycle Master Plan.

13. The developer shall provide a minimum three of the following amenities, as
approved by the Planning and Development Department:

Swimming pool
Lawn or turf area shaded to 75 percent by vegetative shade
Barbecue and picnic areas

Passive water feature or pond

14. The developer shall dedicate a 1-foot Vehicular Non-Access Easement (VNAE)
along the east property line where adjacent to public right-of-way.
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15.

16.

17.

18.

19.

Writer

The developer shall dedicate a 1-foot Vehicular Non-Access Easement (VNAE)
along the south property line where adjacent to public right-of-way. If the
abandonment of the 1-foot Vehicular Non-Access Easement (VNAE) situated
along 31st Avenue is pursued but not approved, this stipulation shall be null
and void or modified as approved by the Planning and Development
Department.

The developer shall dedicate a 10-foot sidewalk easement along the south side
of Northern Avenue, as approved by the Planning and Development
Department.

Any driveway providing access to Northern Avenue shall be restricted to right-
in, right-out, and left-in only, as approved by the Street Transportation
Department.

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
the Planning and Development Department. All improvements shall comply
with all ADA accessibility standards.

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.

Nick Klimek
November 11, 2020

Team Leader

Samantha Keating

Exhibits

Zoning sketch map

Aerial sketch map

Conceptual Site Plan date stamped May 20, 2020 (NEED TO DIGITAL DATE STAMP)
City of Phoenix Employment Center Profile for North Interstate 17 (2 pages)
Community Correspondence (64 pages)
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August 3, 2020

Nick Klimek
The City of Phoenix Village Planner
nick.klimek@phoenix.gov

RE: 3031 W. Northern rezoning #Z-28-20
Dear Mr. Klimek,

In June we received a letter from the law firm of Tiffany & Bosco regarding the rezoning
application for the Daysprings Office Suites complex at 3031 W. Northern. The application is to
converts the office suites to 50 apartments with the addition of a new building and a request for
a density waiver. | wrote to you at that time with questions, you were quick to respond by calling
me and having a discussion before the proposed Zoom meeting called for July 14. | also found
out there was to be a zoom call on July 2, that was a “pre-meeting” with the developer and the
local neighborhood associations in advance of the neighborhood meeting. | attended both
meetings.

My husband and | also talked with many of our neighbors who are elders either without
technology or with limited ability to join Zoom meetings and respond to this kind of
communication.

While | am aware that Tiffany & Bosco sent notifications to the residents within 600 ft. of the
proposed project, | feel a much larger portion of the unique neighborhood that is North Glen
Square Neighborhood in the Alhambra Village is affected by this decision and have not had the
opportunity to know what is happening.

It was evident at the two meetings that many of the residents are not in favor of the application
by Tiffany & Bosco on behalf of Brian Holmason as he attempts to sell the property to Brian
Schuelter and Russell Black. We are concerned about the density of such a project.

This week we received another application notice that Tiffany & Bosco has changed the
application from CO2 with a density waiver to R3 multi-family. When | researched R3, | thought
that the density of that was 12 units per acre which would translate to 36 apartments. Now
Tiffany and Bosco pointed out at the July 14 meeting that they would be allowed 68 apartments
under this zoning, but are “only asking” for 50. The implication was clear that we should be
happy they were not asking for more.

I am not a property development expert, but we have lived in this neighborhood for over 20
years and lived less than a mile away for 5 years before that. Please submit this letter to the
planning commission as my rejection that this proposed project is a perfect fit for the
neighborhood.



North Glen Square Neighborhood with R1-6 zoning and many large 1 and 2 acre
lots with animal privileges is a unique area in a city as large as Phoenix which no
longer has the ability to have a rural environment in the middle of the city.

Most of the neighborhood is stable and residents have lived here many years.
Property does not come on the market often and is quickly sold. One 2 acre
property with a barn just sold for over $800,000.00 - not an area where a 450 sq
ft. apartment would fit in.

There are many apartments in the surrounding area with new family apartments
with garages being built on 27th Ave and Orangewood. If you examine the
outskirts of North Glen Square, you will see many apartments.

The members of VIP Coalition pointed out the changes that are proposed at
Metro Center, which is now closed, but outlines many opportunities for
apartments as part of the plan. | am sure they will be affordable “workplace”
housing.

The Washington school district pointed out a need for such “workplace” housing.
With the new apartment on Northern and 19th Ave, and 27th and Orangewood, |
see the opportunity for housing for employees. The cost of $1000.00 for 450 sq.
ft. and $1300.00 for 750 sq. ft. is unreasonable for this “workplace” housing. You
can rent a house in this neighborhood for that amount of money.

The density of this proposed project is too high. Currently there are 110 parking
spaces for 24 office suites. | understand that legally, the developers are meeting
the very meager parking requirements for 50 apartments(they repeated this many
times during the meeting, but we all know it is insufficient to meet the needs of
the residents once if it is fully rented. That means that residents and their guests
will be parking in the adjoining streets.

31st Ave already has issues with drivers exceeding the 25 mile an hour posted
speed limit. This limit is because 31st. Ave is narrow and does not have
sidewalks on both sides of the street. Additional residents from such a high
density development will only add to the existing traffic issues. With parking on
31st Ave unavailable, renters in the high density development will look for
parkings on the adjacent side streets in front of existing residences. The existing
homeowners do not find this acceptable.

This area is not a high density Portland, OR, nor do we wish to copy the type of
development like Portland where developers are not expected to provide off
street parking, making it a neighborhood problem. We do not want to become



Washington, DC where residents must have a parking permit and cannot find
parking within a mile of their own houses because they were built before cars and
driveways.

The City of Phoenix cannot possibly see that a 1 bedroom apartment only needs
1 parking space. If there is a couple renting this, most likely they will have 2
vehicles. Already this means that more parking is required. Then the
requirement for a 2 bedroom is 1.5 spaces. | don’t see any .5 cars driving on
Phoenix streets. This is an absurd calculation to allow developers to
inadequately provide for the needs of the residents.

The proposed plan architectural rendering showing patios and walls out to the
street which means that the developers will remove much of the mature
landscaping of the property to accommodate this. It will change the look of the
property which is currently nicely landscaped to shade the building. Though the
developers insist it will beautify and enhance the area, | examined a project they
completed on McDowell and 18th St. The landscaping consisted of a small patch
of grass by the pool and 4 tiny trees which will take 20 years to come to maturity.
Not an enhancement at all. (Note: residents at this property are already parking
on the street as the allotted spaces are insufficient).

There is an indication that an emergency exit for the use of the Fire Department
and trash removal along 31st. Ave. Unless this is a coded gate, residents will
use and will impact traffic in the neighborhood. The proposed access on
Northern is very close to the current bus stop and a left turn lane south on
Northern at 31st. | see this becoming a traffic issue from a safety standpoint as
well.

There seems to be little greenspace afforded the residents of the apartments. It
appears to be all building and parking lot making it look very industrial which is
not the look of the neighborhood. The recent building of the Viethamese church
with ample parking and much landscaping along Northern has beautified the
street. We do not see this happening with this high density proposal. There just
isn’t enough space to do that. The sidewalk between the buildings is very
narrow. Do City Planners physically walk the property to see if the changes are
feasible from what the drawings show? If the owner cannot make the project
cash flow with the current requirements, perhaps this is not the project to
consider. Tiffany & Bosco mentioned that under 50 apartments would not cash
flow, but that is not the problem of the neighborhood to accommodate the
developers cash flow. They should be doing those calculations in advance of
buying the property.



e The architectural rendering shows the proposed new 2-story building to be stick
and stucco with a row or two of brick. The current buildings are entirely of brick;
the new building would neither enhance or match the existing structures and look
out of place. Again, the developers promise to “add and enhance” while not
actually doing that. | fear that if the application is approved, they will do as little
as possible while maximizing their profit. | doubt they will even retain this
property after completion leaving the neighborhood open to owners who might
apply for low income status, thus changing again the nature of the property and
the impact on the neighborhood. Tiffany & Bosco spoke about a property that the
developers had done on McDowell and 36th St. When | checked this out on
June 30, it had not even started. This does not speak well of transparency and
evidence of a “quality project”.

e The proposed project, while meeting minimums required does nothing to add to
the rural sense of this neighborhood or the residents who have long chosen to
live here. The attorney and developers are well aware of how little they need to
do, not how well to do this type of project and enhance a community.

| am very concerned that many of the elders in the neighborhood will not be able to contact the
city offices, but many are concerned about the negative change a project like this will bring to
the neighborhood. Excessive density, poor planning, increased traffic, insufficient parking and
future parking in the surrounding neighborhood, removal of mature trees, buildings not in
common with surrounding residential housing, all contribute to an application which should be
rejected for this area.

This neighborhood needs a supermarket to replace Safeway which burned two years ago and
stable restaurants and retail to replace Metro Center, not a way to increase density of housing.
It will destroy a rural neighborhood which needs to be preserved in the heart of Phoenix.

Please enter my opposition to this project in the official paperwork of the application to the City
Planning Commission and Village Planning Board.

Sincerely,

Debra LaPlante (602) 809-3430
Marc LaPlante

3310 W. Augusta Ave.

Phoenix, AZ 85051






From: Kyle Marshall

Cc: Nick Klimek; Council District 5 PCC
Subject: 3031 Northern
Date: Friday, August 14, 2020 8:04:47 AM

Hello, as a resident of the North Glen Neighborhood, | am writing to express my disapproval of the proposed
redevelopment at 3031 Northern Ave.

Respectfully,

Kyle Marshall


mailto:kbmarshall531@gmail.com
mailto:nick.klimek@phoenix.gov
mailto:council.district.5@phoenix.gov

August 2, 2020
REPURPOSE APARTMENTS NORTH GLEN SQUARE
To whom It may concern:

We raised our family in this North Glen Square neighborhood. We have lived this area for 35 years.
Our attraction to this neighborhood was established single family homes with maintained yards and a
park within walking distance. We like our rural area in the city. Now we feel the City of Phoenix

is threatening our peace by converting commercial to high density apartment complex at 3031 West
Northern.

Fifty apartments are too many for this property and parking space will be a problem.

Looking at our neighborhood there are already enough apartments and townhouses east and west of the
location. This proposed use of property is not a good fit for this neighborhood. We surveyed this area
for high density residences. New townhouses are being built south of Myrtle on the east side of 27th
Avenue. The LemonTree apartments are north of Glendale on 27th Avenue. An empty complex exists on
the corner of 27th Ave and Myrtle. Northern Palms apartments are on Northern and 24th Ave and two
townhouse complexes are between 31st and 33rd Avenues. Add small apartment complexes throughout
our North Glen Square.

The Residence Inn north of Northern by the freeway is a conversion project to apartments. It seems
obvious that our neighborhood supports enough high density residences. Tell us why we need another
one crammed into a small space.

The traffic on Northern is already dangerous. This would just add more cars and accidents to the corner
of Northern and 31 Avenues where drivers are accessing Circle K. A left and turn arrow was just installed
at that corner.

Please don't add blight to our neighborhood and lower our home values.

Sincerely,

Mitch Boykan
Toby Clayman



From: Sue Rounds

To: Nick Klimek

Subject: 31st Ave and Northern Rezone
Date: Thursday, July 23, 2020 6:59:31 AM
Nick,

I live at 33rd Ave and Belmont. We have lived in this neighborhood for over 30 years. Please
don’t rezone 31st Ave and Northern for multi housing. Our neighborhood is surrounded by
many apartment complexes. We don’t need another.

Thank you!

Sue Rounds
602-768-3005


mailto:bchsrounds@gmail.com
mailto:nick.klimek@phoenix.gov

From: tooltom58@aol.com

To: Nick Klimek; Council District 5 PCC; phoenixvipcoalition@gmail.com; northalensquare@gmail.com
Subject: Comments/Objections to 3031 Northern proposed conversion

Date: Wednesday, July 22, 2020 8:40:34 PM

An open letter to the City of Phoenix Zoning employees, and those Elected to represent me:

Re: The rezoning and redevelopment of the Dayspring Office Complex.

| want to voice my concerns over the project as it is being put forth to us by the developer.

A

Overcrowding: | understand that this project is in compliance with the allowed density of the site, if
and only if the rezoning request is granted. This has become a real numbers game with what is
being presented. The average one bedroom apartment in Phoenix is 714 sq. ft. We are being told
that 26 units of 450 sq. ft. are in the plans. (An average studio unit comprises and average of 472
sq. ft.) This small size allows for %2 parking space per unit, instead of one. The 2 bedrooms units
being proposed are 750 sq. ft. , where the average is 1006 sq. ft. If the one bedroom units were to
be of average size, there would be only 16 units.

. Traffic Egress: The only driveway to be used for ingress/ egress is on Northern Ave. The

alignment of this drive falls directly in the middle of the left turn bay to be used by

Westbound traffic to proceed South on 31° Ave. Leaving the complex to head West on
Northern will be very difficult due to the volume of Eastbound traffic, and the blockage of
going Westbound by vehicles stopped in the turn bay. A safety provision should only allow for
Eastbound (right turn) departures.

Traffic Ingress: Entering the complex will also cause a safety issue, because cars will stop % the
way up the turn bay, to turn left into the complex. This will block the proper usage of the bay,

by those wishing to turn left onto Southbound 31°. A safety provision should prohibit left
turns into the complex.

. Neighborhood traffic: This development will put a large increase of traffic volume into the

surrounding neighborhoods. 315 Ave is 40 feet wide along the complex frontage. Further
South from Belmont to Orangewood, the pavement is only 18 feet wide. The additional
apartment traffic will be diverted through the neighboring streets to allow easier ingress to
the site’s parking lot. | see more cars using 31°t Ave, approaching from the south to turn right
onto Northern, and then right into the complex. Belmont already has speed humps from 27t

to 31%, and a no left turn sign to deter traffic from skirting 27" Ave and Northern, by using
the street as a shortcut. Orangewood also had recent speed humps installed. If this was done

to slow and deter traffic, what will the increased volume bring? | use 31%% Ave to access
Northern from my house, and have had to leave the pavement to avoid being sideswiped by
oncoming vehicles along Mariposa park, where there is curbing on one side of the road.

Easements: | see that a Variance request is shown on the Site plan along 31° Ave. It specifies

20 feet. I'm not sure of the specifics for building within so many feet of the center line of 31°
Ave. On my street, (Northview) | removed the earthen irrigation berm along the curb, and
wanted to replace it with an 18” retaining wall. | was told that nothing could be built within 25
feet of the street centerline. This put the wall 10 feet back from the curb. If the property

easement is similar on 31t Ave, It would put the restriction of building any structure to 35
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feet from the street centerline. | don’t feel a variance is necessary along this property line.

. Parking: | am fully aware that the current proposal complies with zoning under the requested
rezoning. | again bring up the numbers game by constructing below average size units.
Today’s working class tends to share spaces to reduce housing costs. If a couple rents a 1Br.
Unit, there will likely be 2 cars/unit. If 2 couples share a 2Br. Unit, there could be as many as 4

cars/unit. There will be a modest amount of curbside parking along 31°t. The exit-only
driveway will preclude parking near Augusta. There is also a no parking sign, prohibiting

parking along 31%% Ave as it nears Northern. There may be add’l parking for a possible 10 cars.
Any excess required parking will cause people to park in front of the houses on the 2 streets

along the west side of 31°¢ Ave.

. Neighborhood sentiment: There is a very vocal negative response to this project being put
forth by those who are directly affected by this development (The 600 ft. zone which required
notification.) Many people in the North Glen Square neighborhood do not want this
development to proceed. We are the people whose opinions should be considered when a
development of this nature is proposed.

| understand that the VIP coalition has worked tirelessly to improve the area surrounding the
27t Ave corridor. Many of their ideas and projects are valued and successful. The group
keeps making a comparison of the office building conversion on 23" Ave, to this proposed

conversion on 32st. | cannot see any reasonable comparisons. The conversion on 23" s
replacing a commercial building in a commercial district, with a residential unit. The 3031
Northern proposal is replacing a small commercial building (2 % acres) nestled within a single
family residential area. | am all for repurposing the property, but | do not feel a Rezoning of
the land is appropriate. | am in favor of their plans for redeveloping the K-Mart property. It
seems to hold many benefits within their multi-use plan.

If the city is obligated to represent its citizens and look to the welfare and advantages to the
surrounding area, THIS IS NOT a good fit. | see all requests for rezoning and variances only
benefitting the current property owner by assisting in the sale of a distressed piece of
developed land. | also see it benefitting the developer whose sole interest is in maximizing
profits by repurposing this parcel. ( A property set forth as an example of their good
stewardship on McDowell Rd, turns out to be nothing less than an undeveloped parcel, with
nothing to show for their efforts)

| don’t feel that it is appropriate for the City to grant a re-zoning request, as this plan does not
meet the test of benefitting the area. The City has recently approved the conversion of the
Residence in along I-17 North of Northern. This makes good sense! A large residential
property along a major transportation corridor. It even includes a pedestrian walkway to

7th Ave.

access 2
Just because 3031 is a proposal to improve the lands usage, it isn’t necessarily the correct or
best solution. Let’s wait and find a more widely accepted proposal for this parcel. | also feel
that re-zoning this lot to C-2 or R-3 opens up another set of issues due to the allowed uses
under these codes, that are not currently being requested. Rezoning will allow many other
potential detrimental uses within this parcel, which are also undesirable to the adjacent



property owners.

Thank-you for your Attention to this matter, Tom Muir 3220 W. Northview Ave Phx 85051.



From: Debra McCarth

To: Nick Klimek
Subject: 3031 W Northern Ave apt proposal
Date: Tuesday, July 21, 2020 10:53:35 AM

Dear Nick Klimek, nick.klimek@phoenix.gov

I would like to voice my strong objection to the proposed apartments at 3031 W Northern
Avenue Phoenix 85051, case #Z-28-20, parcel 141-02-011F. I live just east of this location.

There are so many reasons why this is a bad idea. The most important is that it is not
appropriate for our neighborhood. The homeowners realize this and do not want it.

The density is not acceptable in our single-family home neighborhood. Our neighborhood has
a rural feel that we are very happy with and includes horse property, some large lots, and
family homes. It’s a peaceful quiet neighborhood ideal for raising children or retiring and
everything in between. Adding all these small apartments will definitely lower our property
value and the charm of our area, increase traffic and crime. The reason | moved here in the
first place is for this quiet and charm and single-family homes. | never would have moved
here if those apartments were there or if | knew that someday they would be. | am very
doubtful that teachers, firemen, and police will move into these as the lawyer keeps trying to
push at us. (In fact, the developer and the lawyers are really pushing their sales pitch on us
with many doubtful scenarios. Unfortunately, they have lost their credibility with me and with
a lot of the other neighbors through their stretching the truth and outright lying as we have
found out).

Although the proposed apartment owners say they have sufficient parking legally, we all know
that is not how it will turn out. A one-bedroom apartment will have 2 adults living there in
most cases. That will be 2 cars — one in the apartment complex and the other in front of my or
my neighbor’s house. That is not acceptable. Put yourselves in our position.

There is an abundance of apartments already in our area and one large complex on 271
Avenue and Myrtle just being built. 1 am not opposed to having this office building be
redeveloped, but this is not the right redevelopment project for this spot and this
neighborhood.

I’m glad there is not an entrance/exit proposed on 31% Avenue, but an entrance/exit to this
building on Northern is going to be so close to the intersection...an intersection that has a lot
of accidents already. It will cause congestion and safety issues.

| am for eliminating blight and the possibility of transients in our area. But this is NOT the
solution. We should not just accept this first solution to come along because it is the first one
proposed. We need to seek out the RIGHT solution. The VIP coalition is doing wonderful
things. Let’s not mess that up with this project.

Please do not let this happen in our neighborhood.
Debby McCarthy

3023 W. Winter Drive


mailto:debbybap@cox.net
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Phoenix, AZ 85051



From: Sinclair Noe

To: Nick Klimek

Subject: Opposed to 3031 W. Northern zoning change
Date: Thursday, July 16, 2020 3:26:52 PM

Mr. Klimek,

I have previously written to you that my wife and | are opposed to the
zoning change at 3031 W. Northern, Phoenix to C-2 with density waiver.
Now we hear the developers want to change to R-3a zoning.

There has been no offical notice sent to residents of the R-3a zoning
change request, but there was a teleconference on July 14; based upon
that information, we would like to formally list our opposition to the zoning
change proposal.

Please count me and my wife as NO votes on this scheme.

Sincerely,

Sinclair Noe and Teresa Almeida

3116 W. Augusta Ave.

Phoenix, AZ 85051


mailto:sinclairnoe@yahoo.com
mailto:nick.klimek@phoenix.gov

TO:

Nick Klimek
The City of Phoenix Village Planner
Nick.klimek@phoenix.gov

FROM:

Sinclair Noe & Teresa Almeida
3116 W. Augusta Ave.
Phoenix, AZ 85051
sinclairnoe@yahoo.com

RE:
3031 W. Northern Ave. rezoning # Z-28-20

Dear Mr. Klimek,

We received a letter from the law firm of Tiffany & Bosco regarding a rezoning
application for the property located at 3031 W. Northern to convert the existing
office buildings into residential apartments and add a new building and request
for a density waiver.

While | recognize the need for housing in Phoenix, | think the proposal for 3031
W. Northern does not meet the needs nor the spirit of the Phoenix General Plan’s
efforts to enhance our existing vibrant neighborhoods. It does not appear to
address vital infrastructure, nor does it address our future growth in an
intentional, comprehensive manner that is environmentally conscious and
protects our community.

Please enter into your records that we oppose this request for rezoning.

We also have several questions about the application which we hope you will be
able to answer:

1). The letter claimed the property is 2.95 acres gross acreage, however real
estate sales listings and tax information indicates the property is 2.1 acres. It
appears they are trying to measure to the middle of adjacent streets.

1a). Do the owners of the property pay taxes on 2.1 acres or 2.95 acres?
1b). Do the owners have title to 2.1 acres or 2.95 acres?


mailto:Nick.klimek@phoenix.gov

1c). Is the rezoning request based upon a measurement of 2.1 acres or 2.95
acres?

1d). Is the density waiver based upon a measurement of 2.1 acres or 2.95
acres?

le). In what alternate universe and based upon what laws does a private
party think they own the middle of Northern Avenue? If | want to build an
addition to my own property or sell my property — can | just make believe that my
property line is in the middle of the street? Sorry for being snarky but this makes
no sense at all, and it comes across as a dishonest representation of the actual
property size.

2). It is my understanding that the property is currently zoned C-0 and they are
requesting change to C-02 with density waiver.

2a). What is the current number of permissible apartment units (density)
allowed under C-07?

2b). What is the possible number of permissible apartment units (density)
allowed under C-02 -with and without a density waiver?

3). One major concern with the proposed project is that parking spaces for the
property will be reduced and that tenant parking may spill out into residential
neighborhoods.

3a). What does the code require for parking spaces for each one bedroom
and for each two bedroom unit, plus parking for guests?

3b). Does a density waiver alter the requirements for parking spaces? If yes,
how?

3c). What are the minimum requirements for the dimensions of each
parking space?

3d). It appears the plans call for 86 parking spaces, representing
approximately a 20 percent reduction in current parking spaces. Is this
correct?

3e). If tenants and their guests parking needs exceed available parking
spaces on property, where will tenants park? Will there be on-street
parking allowed? If so, where? Will there be permitted parking required in
the neighborhood? Bottom line — | do not want people parking in front of



my house and | believe it would be dangerous to allow street parking along
31 Ave.

4). What are the city requirements for setbacks from sidewalks and adjacent
properties for walls, parking spaces/parking shaded structures? It appears the
wall will go right to the sidewalk in certain areas and parking spaces/structures
will immediately abut adjacent land.

5). Several of the trees currently on the property are large and mature and
provide good shade — it should not be a one to one exchange for a small, young
tree. Nor should they be allowed to just chop down legacy trees. According to the
General Plan, investment in trees and shade is one of the best things Phoenix can
do to improve the city’s overall health, prosperity and environment. By
integrating trees and shade into the built environment, issues such as storm
water management and the urban heat island can be addressed. | fear a change in
zoning to C-02 will result in more CO2 pollution in our neighborhood.

5a). What are the city requirements (especially considering the General
Plan) for preserving existing trees on the property or adding/replacing trees or
shade structures?

5b). Is there any City requirement for an environmental impact statement
for this rezoning request? Has any consideration been made for environmental
impact on the environment?

6). Has there been any study and/or determination of the impact of adding so
many new residences on infrastructure?
6a). Specifically, can City water pipes and sewage lines handle the

additional loads or would the extra load lead to shortened functional life
expectancy? If the pipes fail, are existing neighborhood residents charged
assessments for repairs?

6b). CenturyLink has already acknowledged that they have outdated lines in
the neighborhood. Do we know if additional residents would overload the
phone/net system? Has CenturyLink committed to an upgrade to handle the
excess demand?

6¢). What are the plans for trash disposal? Will they use large dumpsters?
Where will dumpsters be located? Will there be setback requirements for
dumpsters?



7). Will the proposed project use any “green” building concepts/materials in
accordance with the Phoenix General Plan?

8). My household received a notice from the law firm of Tiffany & Bosco
announcing the zoning change request and a proposed time for a virtual meeting
on the matter.

8a). It is my understanding that all residents within a 600-foot distance of
the property be notified in mail of the zoning request/meeting —is this
correct?

8b). How many actual notifications were mailed out? How can this
information be verified?

9). In looking at the copy of the plan, it is not easily discernable if the proposed
apartment units will have private patio areas. Also, | could not tell if the tenants
will have access to storage areas. Are there city requirements for properly
designated storage for tenants? Are those requirements being met in the
proposal? When tenants’ personal property such as bicycles, toys, lawn furniture,
BBQs, etc. are scattered about in a haphazard manner which may be dangerous
and may result in visual pollution not in keeping with the nature of the
neighborhood.

10). Traffic is a major concern for the neighborhood.

10a). Has there been any study of the impact of increased traffic and
pollution along 31% Ave, which is a residential neighborhood with children and a
posted speed limit of 25 mph?

10b). Has there been any study of the impact of additional traffic on
Northern and specifically the intersection of 31°* Ave and Northern.

10c). There is a bus stop on Northern, approximately in front of the
property. It would seem that adding 50 apartment units would increase bus
ridership. Are there any plans to build a pull-out for buses to load/unload without
restricting traffic?

11). | visited the 3031northern.com website and it appears that they want to build
two new units on the south side of the property. It appears those units will be
stucco, not the brick used on the existing buildings. The result is a hodgepodge of
building styles, which we do not consider in keeping with the neighborhood. In



simple terms, it looks ugly. Does the city require some standards for architectural
appropriateness or just to avoid ugly?

12). Can the developer provide a better copy of the proposed plans/site map?
Maybe | am just getting old, but | had to use a magnifying glass on the print copy
and | had to enlarge the online copy — and still, it was difficult/impossible to read.
Tiny print and blurred copies do not meet the requirements for proper filing. If
there is nothing to hide, please stop hiding it.

13). The notification said you are preparing a report on the review and hearing
process. When will the report be finished and available to the public, and where
can we find it?

| appreciate your consideration and await answers to my concerns about the
project.

Also, please confirm that our objection to this project has been officially recorded.
Thank you,

Sinclair Noe & Teresa Almeida



From: Kristyn

To: Nick Klimek; Council District 5 PCC; Kristyn Hohimer
Subject: Maricopa County Assessor Parcel #151-02-011F - Case # Z-28-20
Date: Thursday, July 16, 2020 2:40:08 PM

Dear Mr. Klimek and Councilwoman Betty Guardado,

| am writing to you in regards to the rezoning application request for Maricopa County Assessor

Parcel #151-02-011F located on the SE corner of 31t Avenue and Northern (Case # Z-28-20); a copy
of this letter is also being submitted to the Phoenix Planning and Development Department. As you
are aware, the rezoning request is to turn a small, quiet red-brick office space into an atrocious
looking 50-unit multistory, multifamily residential development which is NOT suitable for our older
and well established neighborhood. |1, along with the other residents of North Glen Square, are
vehemently against this rezoning proposal and call upon you to deny the request to rezone this
property.

I live on Lane Avenue, a mere 2-minute short walk to the property named above and North Glen
Square is the neighborhood | grew up in, and moved back to in 2003. My Dad bought his house in

1964 after a move from Utah. He was hired to work at 19" Avenue and Deer Valley. He could have
chosen any neighborhood to live in but he and my Mom chose North Glen Square because he says,
“It was the BEST in the area back then. There were no rentals in the area.” All the houses were
single family ranch style homes perfect for raising his 2 children, my Brother & Sister. | came along 2
years later. He and my Mother helped fight (and win) against the rezoning proposal when
developers wanted to build Metro Center on the farmland that used to be Northern to at least

5th

Butler Avenue and from 31t to 351" Avenue. They fought because that development was a wrong fit

for this small neighborhood as is a ludicrous 50-unit apartment building.

Growing up in this neighborhood gave me fond memories of horse property on 31° Avenue from
Northern to past Orangewood. | could walk down to Mariposa Park and pet all the horses. | could
smell the sweet alfalfa hay in the mornings. We often saw roadrunners in our backyard. The houses
in the entire neighborhood were always decorated every Christmas. Many years later, a rezoning
happened and most of the beautiful horse property was replaced with smaller houses which meant
more people, more cars, more noise and less beauty. | moved away from the area in 1986 due to

having my own family. The areas | moved to, 43" Avenue and Bethany Home Rd., and years later

67t Avenue and Camelback, once nice neighborhoods, degraded and became haven to low income
families and renters, and countless crime and drugs. So, in 2003, my two children and | moved back
to North Glen Square across the street from the house | grew up in, and where my Dad still resides
today. We bought the house from our neighbor who we had known for 25 years and whose son |
went to school with. | came back because it was still a good neighborhood to live in. Many of the
homeowners of this neighborhood have lived here a very long time; 10, 20, 30, some even over 50
years (like my family). Many of us kids have come back to live in the houses we grew up in. We do
so because we love this small single family neighborhood.

Here is what | have experienced since moving back into this neighborhood in 2003 (my backyard is
against Northern Avenue): More people - not only residents (due to the unkempt apartment
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buildings on the North side of Northern) but vagrants who use our neighborhood as a pass through

to 351 Avenue. Vagrants who use our neighborhood streets as their trash can, their vomit bucket,
and their bath room. People who come through the neighborhood and steal anything that is not
nailed down and if it is nailed down they have stolen tools to help tear things from the nails. More
cars - cars with stereos so loud my windows vibrate to the point of almost shattering. Cars hidden in
the dark shadows waiting for a drive up drug deal or a thief running from the Circle K. Cars with

screeching tires and crashing metal as far, FAR too many accidents occur at the intersection of 31°
Avenue and Northern, and in front of the entrance into North Glen Square. Guess where all the
traffic goes when there are accidents? That’s right! Down my street. Increased crime — things
stolen from front yards and garages, houses and cars broken into (someone broke into my house
while my teenage daughter was home alone), property destroyed because of said crime, SO MANY
police and fire sirens back and forth on Northern on a daily basis, and A LOT of visits from the police

helicopter which circles over the area of 31 Avenue and Northern several times a week. But yet, |
still live in this neighborhood because it is small and relatively quiet, and | still feel safe here.

Here is what will happen if you allow a 50-unit, multistory apartment building to infiltrate and
degrade our long established family neighborhood:

More people (at least 200 if you average four persons in a single apartment) — Ashley Marsh of
Tiffany & Bosco, P.A. tried to make a selling point to the NGS residents in the online neighborhood

meeting on 7/14/20 saying their people had met with Washington Elementary School on 27th
Avenue and Northern and were told there is a need for “workforce housing” in the area. We were
also told Brian Holmason, owner of the property of Parcel #151-02-011F, as well as the developers
expect teachers, police & firemen/women to be the ones who will occupy the apartments. To that |
ask, who is going to vet all tenant applications to ensure those wanting to rent are actually teachers,
police & firemen/women? No one. That’s who! | can almost guarantee you it will not be teachers
and first responders who will move into those tiny apartments. It will be those who are seeking
cheap rent and who will cram up to 6-7 people into one apartment. More often than not, apartment
dwellers are less invested in the communities they live in and are not long-term residents. Thus,
more crime will come to the immediate area as it will invite more vagrants and thieves who will have
more places and cars to break into, and a new area to make drug deals and prostitution hookups in.
There will be more people making noise at all hours of the night. It will mean more light pollution.
And houses directly next to the proposed apartment complex will lose their privacy as complex
tenants will be able to see over fences into resident’s yards.

More cars, traffic and street degradation — The number of cars of these new residents will greatly
impact the North Glen Square neighborhood. It will mean more traffic and traffic accidents at the
intersection of 315t Avenue and Northern (which means 100 times more noise directly in my
backyard and through my windows — don’t forget all the emergency sirens). It will mean more
people utilizing 31°t Avenue (one lane in each direction) as a “main street” even though the only
proposed complex entrance/exit is said to be on Northern. It will mean more cars parked on our
neighborhood streets once the residents discover there is not enough parking for all tenants as the
developer claims there will be. Northern is a two lane road in both directions already laden with too

much traffic. Construction blockades and vehicles will make Northern, as well as 31°% Avenue,



unusable for 1 to 2 years during tear down of the office space, building of the apartment complex
and the added sewer lines that will need to be installed to support a 50-unit apartment complex.

The traffic due to the construction will block the entrance at 31 Drive and Northern as well as Lane
Avenue and Augusta Avenue making it difficult for residents and emergency vehicles to access our
streets.

The loss of vitality of our long established neighborhood — Aside from all the traffic and
subsequent traffic accidents caused by a 1 to 2-year long construction project, it will bring added dirt
and construction dust to the entire neighborhood, and will increase breathing difficulties for those
with allergies and compromised respiratory issues. In a time of high Covid outbreaks in Arizona we
don’t need another reason to have our air compromised with added particles. It will cause an undue
strain on the established resident’s A/C systems as dirt and dust clog vents and filters. Is the seller
and the developers willing to buy us new A/C units when they break down due to the added dirt and
dust? | don’t think so. Adding a 50-unit apartment complex will put a huge strain on our area’s SRP
electric grid as more A/Cs are used to try to circumvent 115-117 degree heat waves. The area
sewers will be inundated with waste causing older pipelines to break. Therefore, causing numerous
additional road and construction blockages for repair. Property values in the area will certainly
decrease because of the added density of people and cars, the loss of privacy for some
homeowners, and the lack of vested interest in our neighborhood because the apartment tenants
will be renters, not homeowners.

A more suitable location for the sustainable “workforce housing” Washington Elementary School
wants is the old, vacant K-Mart location on |-17 and Northern. It is directly behind Washington
Elementary School, and kids and teachers would not have to cross any busy streets to get there;

perfect solution with PLENTY of land. Even the revitalization of the 27 Avenue corridor (a main
thorough way) is a better location for any new or remodeled apartment complexes; such as the two
complexes to the North of Washington Elementary.

North Glen Square is an older, well established community with residents who have been in the area
for a very long time, some over 50 years. The apartment complex design is hideous and does not fit
in with our neighborhood aesthetics. The property owner, Brian Holmason, and developers, Brian
Schuelter and Russel Black, are only interested in what will make them lucrative capital. None of the
three men are vested in the people who actually live in North Glen Square nor their wishes for what
happens to our neighborhood. They stand to earn a great deal of revenue from building a 50-unit
apartment complex while all the residents of NGS will have NOTHING available from the site for
community use. There will be absolutely NO amenities available to the residents of NGS. So how
can you in good conscience allow this to happen?

A better solution would be for the owner and the developers to come up with a plan that will
revitalize the business property so ALL NGS residents can utilize the area. A small cafe, a wellness
studio, a community gathering center, a private practice doctor or dentist, a small grocery outlet -
places the NGS residents can walk to and support small business. Yes, | know we are still under
Covid restrictions but we won't always be. An apartment building is only a win situation for the
seller and developers, NOT for the residents of North Glen Square. The 50-unit apartment complex
is NOT a viable solution for our neighborhood. The property of Parcel #151-02-011F (Case # Z-28-



20) is better suited as the beautiful red-brick, small business complex it already is. Brian Holmason,
Brian Schuelter and Russel Black need to come up with a better plan which will actually serve ALL of
the current residents of North Glen Square. An apartment building is a win for the seller and
developers only, NOT for the residents of NGS. So, again... | IMPLORE you to reject the rezoning
proposal (Case # Z-28-20), leave our small neighborhood be, and bring back small businesses we can
utilize!

Sincerely,

Kristyn Hohimer

3144 W. Lane Avenue
Phoenix, AZ 85051

(480) 327-9114
WhiteBuffaloAZ1@gmail.com
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July 14, 2020

Nick Klimek, AICP
Village Planner
City of Phoenix

Re: Proposed Redevelopment & Zoning Changes — 3031 W Northern Avenue

Dear Mr. Klimek,

This evening, | attended a virtual meeting hosted by Tiffany & Bosco, P.A., in which the proposed development and
zoning change to the office complex at 3031 W. Northern Ave was presented to residents of the neighborhood. | am
writing to express my strong disfavor of the proposal for the following reasons:

1) Insufficient on-property parking

a. Tiffany & Bosco’s own site plan indicates that a total of 86 parking spaces are required?, versus the
75 provided by their plan. This shortfall is a function of building an additional 2-story building on a
portion of the existing parking area, which of course increases parking space demand while
simultaneously reducing parking capacity. “Overflow” parking will be on 31 Ave or most likely W
Lane Ave or W Augusta Ave; none of which are designed to accommodate it. This will create a
safety issue, especially at night (there will surely be overnight parking). Further, the residential
character of W Lane or W Augusta (or any other nearby side streets) would be adversely impacted.

2) Design:

a. The proposed additional, 2-story building not only adds to the parking shortfall, but also intrudes
on the privacy of the adjacent, single-family homes (e.g., one’s currently private back yard will
instead be subject to 2" —story residents of “Building D” peering out their window). | personally am
located far enough away so as to be unaffected by this, but am genuinely concerned for my
neighbors who would be.

3) Safety:

a. A 50 unit residence will have a significant level of access and egress in the course of the day,
especially during the weekday commute hours. The access from Northern Ave is very close to the
intersection of Northern Ave and N 31%t Ave, and even with its current use as office space, left turns
into the complex from westbound Northern Avenue occur with some frequency (and inherent
danger).

4) Density:
a. Thisis a quiet, safe neighborhood of single family homes. | and the ca. 35 residents who were on
tonight’s call want it to stay that way (as do many other residents who were unable to attend, I'm
sure); both for the retention of the neighborhood’s character and our property values.

Thank you for your consideration of these concerns. | trust that this is one of many such communications that you
will receive from neighborhood residents on this matter.

Sincerely,

David Sambucete

3025 W Hayward Ave
Phoenix, AZ 85051-6674

Cell: 508-333-2412
David.Sambuceti@gmail.com

! Calculated as 29 1BR units @ 1 space each 29 spaces); plus 21 2 BR units at 1.5 spaces each (32 spaces); plus Guest parking for
50 units @ 0.5 spaces each (25 spaces); {29+32+25= 86; including 4 for Handicap parking)


https://www.3031northern.com/

From: Glenn Compton

To: Council District 5 PCC

Cc: Nick Klimek; azm@tblaw.com

Subject: Rezoning Application for Daysprings Office Complex, 3031 W. Northern Ave.
Date: Thursday, July 9, 2020 2:25:43 PM

Dear Vice Mayor Guardado:

Our family moved to our house at 7746 N. 30th Drive in the late 1980s. Our house is located
on the south side of Augusta Ave. directly south of Daysprings. When we first moved here,
Daysprings was an active business complex, but it had little impact on our neighborhood,
since the only access to the complex was a driveway on Northern Ave. just east of 31st Ave.

The information recently provided to us by Tiffany & Bosco, P.A., appears to indicate that the
50 unit apartment complex proposed to replace Daysprings will have access from both
Northern Ave. and 31st Ave. We are very concerned that this apartment complex will add a
significant amount of additional traffic to our neighborhood. Furthemore, if all 50 units are
occupied it appears likely that there will not be adequate parking available in the complex
parking lot, and as a result, the excess vehicles from the complex will end up parked on our
neighborhood streets.

We fully understand that the Daysprings Office Complex has seen much better days, but we
strongly feel that the 50 unit complex proposed to replace it is too many apartments for the
space available at the site. Any residential project at that site should be much smaller.
Thank you for your help in this matter.

Sincerely,

Bonnie and Glenn Compton
602-995-2236
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From: Alex Castellanos

To: Nick Klimek

Subject: Proposed Apartments 31st Ave and Northern
Date: Wednesday, July 1, 2020 12:32:08 PM
Hello Nick,

I recently moved into the North Glen Square neighborhood in October 2018. | previously
moved here after living near 7th avenue and Northern for the majority of my life. I cannot
even begin to tell you the incredible differences in both of these neighborhoods. I can
guarantee it is the presence of so many multi family apartment complexes around this area.
There are well taken care of triplexes and such scattered around the area and then there are the
ant hills that are these apartment complexes. Despite its many flaws | do love this
neighborhood and want to keep the little charm it has left. This development will not enhance
anything. | know that you know nothing good comes from dense population areas. We already
have too many apartment buildings that surround the area and cause enough crime and foot
traffic to the city park here. Adding fuel to the fire is not what is good for the community.

Thank you for your time.
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