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MEMORANDUM Planning Division — CC Memo No. 16-037
DATE: APRIL 14,2016
TO: MAYOR AND COUNCIL

JEFF KURTZ, PLANNING ADMINISTRATO

THRU: MARSHA REED, ACTING CITY MANAGER&
KEVIN MAYO, PLANNING MANAGER m

FROM: DAVID DE LA TORRE, AICP, PRINCIPAL PLANNER KF] = DD

SUBJECT: GPA14-0001 GENERAL PLAN UPDATE

Request: Public hearing for public input and discussion, followed by
adoption of the public hearing draft plan titled, “Chandler
General Plan 2016; a vision refined”.

Applicant: City of Chandler
Lead Consultant: Peggy Fiandaca, Partners for Strategic Action, Inc.
RECOMMENDATION

Planning Commission, the Citizen’s Advisory Committee, and Planning Staff recommend
approval of the draft General Plan, together with the revisions listed in the attached addendum.

BACKGROUND

State statutes require cities to adopt or re-adopt, and voters to ratify, a general plan at least once
every ten years. The current general plan was adopted and ratified in 2008. The City initiated
the process of updating the general plan a couple of years sooner in order to address changing
trends and factors that are facing Chandler. The general plan, which consists of comprehensive
and broad development policies and community goals, is required to include 17 elements ranging
in a variety of subject matters such as land use, conservation, recreation, water resources, and
safety. Figure 1 on page 1 of the draft provides a complete list of all of the required elements
and the sections in the document where they are addressed.

PROCESS SUMMARY

The process of updating the general plan officially commenced in December, 2014, when the
City Council approved a contract with lead consultants, Partners for Strategic Action, Inc. In
February 2015, the Mayor and Council appointed 23 residents to the Citizen’s Advisory
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Committee, which met 6 times from March 2015 to February 2016, providing input and guidance
to the consultants and Planning Staff.

Most of the year 2015 was devoted to soliciting input from Chandler’s citizens through a variety
of events and briefings (see attached Engagement Summary). These included a series of public
forums referred to as Vision Fest, from May 12 through 16, open house-style planning labs,
classroom exercises with students, and participation in various public events such as Art Walk,
Operation Backpack, and the Mayor’s Listening Tour. To date, there have been over 60
opportunities for Chandler citizens to provide input on the general plan. Additionally, there have
been opportunities to participate in online surveys, and citizens have always had the option to
submit comments through the Website and social media, which has been encouraged throughout
the process.

A regional resource team was convened twice during the process; first, before the plan was
drafted to gather input regarding regional initiatives, and again afterward, to obtain feedback on
the draft. This group provided an opportunity for adjacent municipalities, Gila River Indian
Community, and regional entities such as Maricopa Association of Governments, Valley Metro,
and Greater Phoenix Economic Council, among others to participate and provide input during the
process. State statutes require that a copy of the draft general plan be submitted to specific
regional entities for review and comment during the sixty-day review period.

The sixty-day review period, is a statutory requirement to allow public review, and review by
regional entities, at least sixty days before notification of the first public hearing. The sixty-day
review period was held from December 21, 2015, through February 19, 2016. During this time,
four public meetings were held, including one that focused on North Arizona Avenue, to gather
feedback from the public. All of the comments received during the sixty-day review period were
recorded in the attached 60-Day Review CAC Comments matrix, which also identifies revisions
that were made as a result of those comments.

As required by state statutes, the Planning Commission held two public hearings at different
locations to promote citizen participation. The first public hearing was held on March 9, 2016, at
6:00 p.m. and was held at Tumbleweed Recreation Center, Cotton Room North. The second
public hearing was held on March 16, 2016, at 5:30 p.m. and was held in the City Council
Chambers.

The “Public Hearing Draft Plan, March-April 2016 distributed to Council and Planning
Commission is a clean, revised copy containing all of the revisions from the sixty-day review
period. Comments received after the end of the sixty-day review period, including comments
received during the public hearings with the Planning Commission, are recorded in the attached
Public Hearing Draft Plan Comments matrix. Staff has acknowledged receipt and discussed the
comments with the commenters, none of which necessitate revisions to the draft general plan.

DRAFT GENERAL PLAN SUMMARY

This update is not a complete overhaul of the existing general plan. Rather, it’s a refinement of
policies that address new trends that are affecting Chandler. Many of the existing policies that
have served Chandler well have been carried over into the draft general plan. Some existing
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policies were revised and new policies were added based on input received from the extensive
public outreach that was conducted.

Additionally, the update incorporates recommendations from studies and new policies that the
City has undertaken since the adoption of the current general plan in 2008. These include
recommendations from the Mayor’s 4-Comer Retail Committee (2012), South Price Road
Employment Corridor Study (2013), Water Allocation Policy (2015), and Adaptive Reuse
(2015).

While the draft general plan looks completely different than the current general plan, most of the
policies are the same. Major changes between the current and draft general plans are identified
in the attachment titled “2008 vs 2016 Draft General Plan”.

PUBLIC OUTREACH AND INPUT SUMMARY

One of the most important aspects of the update process is public outreach and participation. For
this reason, special attention was given to the Public Participation Plan, required by state statutes
and adopted by City Council in February, 2015. The participation plan outlines a variety of
traditional and creative methods to provide effective and continuous public participation. The
methods, listed below, far exceed the level of public outreach of any previous general plan
update:

Social Media (Facebook, Twitter, Email notifications to Registered
Nextdoor) Neighborhoods & HOAs
City Website & Online Surveys CityScope newsletter (utility bills insert)

Print advertising (City page on Santan

Sun News and Wrangler News) YouTube videos

Direct mailings to property owners (N.

Chandler 11 Bulletin Board Arizona Ave. meeting)

Student input in classrooms (Chandler H.S.,
Hamilton H.S., Bogle Junior High, and San
Marcos Elementary)

Planning Lab, Vision Fest, Public
Meetings / Forums

Organizations such as Downtown Chandler
Community Partnership, and Chandler
Chamber of Commerce

Public Events (Artwalk, Mayor’s Listening
Tour, Operation Backpack)

Briefings to various City committees,
boards and commissions

Press releases / Newspaper articles

The following is a summary of reoccurring themes received from the public during the entire
process. In parentheses are the policies/sections in the draft where they are addressed:
e Residents desire to have more restaurant and entertainment choices in downtown (see
Downtown Chandler Policies 1.2.1, p. 34)
e There is support for continuing to redevelop downtown and North Arizona Avenue with
developments consisting of higher densities and mixed-uses (see Downtown and North
Arizona Avenue Policies 1.2.1 and 1.2.2, p. 34)
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e Residents are concerned about too many apartments South of the Santan Freeway (see
urban residential density locational criteria, which is limited to downtown and other
specific areas, p. 16, and policies 1.1.2.k-m, p. 26-27, to protect or transition to existing
neighborhoods)

e Residents would like their existing low density neighborhoods to be protected from
higher density or incompatible land uses (see Housing and Neighborhood Policies
1.1.2.k-m, p. 26-27)

o Residents would like new recreational amenities to meet the needs of changing
demographics (see policies 1.6.3e-f, p. 66)

e Residents expressed support of encouraging health and wellness initiatives (Healthy
Chandler section, p. 64)

During the sixty-day review period, Planning Staff met with several stakeholders to discuss their
comments which resulted in revisions identified in the 60-Day Review CAC Comments matrix.
After meeting with Staff, one of the stakeholders, Dean Brennan a Chandler resident
representing the Arizona Alliance for Livable Communities, wrote a letter addressed to the
Planning Commission, stating their support of the draft General Plan, which is attached to the
Staff Memo.

CITIZEN’S ADVISORY COMMITTEE VOTE REPORT

On February 22, 2016, the Citizen’s Advisory Committee unanimously voted to recommend
approval of the draft general plan with revisions identified in the 60-day review comment matrix
(these revisions have been incorporated into the “Public Hearing Draft Plan™).

PLANNING COMMISSION VOTE REPORT
Motion to Approve
In Favor: 5 Opposed: 0  Absent: 2 (Pridemore & Baron)

Although Chairman Pridemore and Vice Chairman Baron were absent, they each prepared a
statement in support of the general plan that was read into the record in their absence. After
hearing comments from a Chandler resident, Planning Commission unanimously voted to
recommend approval of the draft general plan, subject to minor revisions identified in the
attached Addendum.

RECOMMENDED ACTION

Planning Commission, the Citizen’s Advisory Committee, and Planning Staff recommend
adoption of the public hearing draft of Chandler General Plan 2016 a vision refined, together
with the revisions listed in the attached Addendum.

PROPOSED MOTION

Move to approve Resolution No. 4948, adopting the public hearing draft of the Chandler General
Plan 2016: a vision refined, together with the revisions listed in the attached Addendum as
recommended by Planning Commission, the Citizen’s Advisory Committee, and Planning Staff,
and placing the General Plan on the August 30, 2016, election for voter ratification.
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Resolution No. 4948

Chandler General Plan 2016; a vision refined (Public Hearing Draft Plan)
Addendum to the Public Hearing Draft Plan

Public Hearing Draft Plan Comments
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2008 vs 2016 Draft General Plan

Letter of support from Dean Brennan, Arizona Alliance for Livable Communities
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RESOLUTION NO. 4948

A RESOLUTION OF THE CITY COUNCIL OF THE CITY OF CHANDLER, ARIZONA,
REPEALING THE CHANDLER GENERAIL PLAN, ADOPTED BY CITY COUNCIL ON
JUNE 26, 2008 AND RATIFIED BY VOTERS ON NOVEMBER 4, 2008, AND ALL
SUCCESSOR AMENDMENTS THERETO, AND ADOPTING A NEW GENERAL PLAN IN
FULL COMPLIANCE WITH TITLE 9, CHAPTER 4, ARTICLE 6, ARIZONA REVISED
STATUTES; AND DIRECTING THAT THE CHANDLER GENERAL PLAN ADOPTED BY
THIS RESOLUTION, BE SUBMITTED TO THE VOTERS FOR RATIFICATION AT AN
ELECTION TO BE HELD ON AUGUST 30, 2016.

WHEREAS, in accordance with the Arizona Revised Statutes, the General Plan is required to
include seventeen (17) specified elements; and,

WHEREAS, the City has been actively updating its General Plan to comply with State
requirements; and,

WHEREAS, this plan included an extensive public participation plan adopted by Council in
February 2015; and,

WHEREAS, the City has provided opportunity for official comment by various public bodies,
agencies and jurisdictions at least sixty (60) days prior to giving notice of public hearings, all in
accordance with the Arizona Revised Statutes; and,

WHEREAS, the Chandler General Plan adopted by this resolution replaces the Chandler General
Plan adopted by the City Council on June 26, 2008, and ratified by voters on November 4, 2008
and successor amendments thereto; and,

WHEREAS, all State of Arizona legal requirements for amending and adopting the General Plan
have been met, including two (2) public hearings held in different locations by the Planning &
Zoning Commission on March 9, 2016, and March 16, 2016;

NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED by the City Council of the City of Chandler, Arizona,
as follows:

SECTION 1. That the Public Hearing Draft Plan of the Chandler General Plan
2016; a vision refined, as recommended by the Planning and Zoning Commission,
is hereby adopted together with the revisions in the Addendum, to replace the
City's current General Plan, subject to voter ratification.

SECTION II. That the Chandler General Plan 2016; a vision refined, as adopted
by this resolution on April 14, 2016, be placed on the ballet of the next regularly
scheduled municipal election scheduled for August 30, 2016, for voter
ratification.
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PASSED AND ADOPTED by the City Council of the City of Chandler, Arizona, this
day of , 2016.

ATTEST:

CITY CLERK MAYOR

CERTIFICATION

I HEREBY CERTIFY that the above and foregoing Resolution No. 4948 was duly passed and
adopted by the City Council of the City of Chandler, Arizona, at a regular meeting was held on
the day of , 2016, and that a quorum was present thereat.

CITY CLERK

APPROVED ASTO FORM:

i\
CITY ATTORNEY '\@/\




Addendum to the Public Hearing Draft Plan
Revisions to the Public Hearing Draft Plan March - April 2016

Page
Number |Revision

Update Median Home Value infographic with the following data from the U.S. Census Bureau American
23 Community Survey 5-year estimates (2010-2014): Chandler, $220,700; Arizona $162,900

2nd paragraph, 2nd sentence: "Land use planning and traffic management are interrelated and, when effective,
address the needs of multiple transportation modes while also accommodating people's needs (e.g., improved

42 crosswalks, wider sidewalks,raised-intersections-for-pedestrian-safety-traffic calming).

'2nd paragraph, 1st sentence: "Chandler is focused on getting residents active by providing recreational facilities
65 strategically place-located geegraphieally-throughout the city."

3rd paragraph, last sentence: "...and the collection of sales taxes on residential property rentals have all , or
95 potentially could impacted municipal financing options."




Public Hearing Draft Plan Comments

March -April 2016

Comment
Date Submittal Method Commenter Comment
Frank Piani,
Representing the . . L . R
owF:\er of Floid Cit It is crucial to maintain full access on Arizona Avenue and Ray Road to the retail property.
3/9/2016 | Public Hearing Shopping Center Y 1A retail property in the City of Mesa has suffered due to limited access following the
construction of light rail. We don't want thatto h n to this shoppi .
located at NEC i ig nt that to happe is shopping center.
Arizona Ave & Ray Rd
3/15/2016 Email John Gordon, Harsch |Harsch would like the opportunity to work with the City to determine if residential zoning
Properties might be a more appropriate use for all three of Harsch properties.
We are seeing so many apartment complexes in Chandler being built. We need more
parks now because it’s starting to look too dense with apartments and commercial real
estate. We need more green spaces and activity centers for our residents. South East
3/16/2016 Email Darr Til - corner of Ocotillo and Alma School has new SFH and Snedigar park next toit. Granted
/ mal arr thiman, Residentlhere are soccer fields and a small playground area but most of the land is dry
grass/weeds. We need more walking paths, trees, parks scattered around in south
Chandler. [ live in Fulton Ranch and people from outside our neighborhood use our
walking paths which is fine but this suggests we need more. The Hamilton athletic dept.
has the students run thru Fulton Ranch, because that is all they have close to the school.
1 am concerned about how the General Plan update can protect and preserve my
neighborhood, when it says that the future of development in Chandler will be infill and
redevelopment. The policy in the General Plan to protect the low-density character of
large lot neighborhoods will not help when other policies encourage the compatible mix of
. . Moe Wakefield, i i i i i
3/16/2016 | Public Hearing ‘ e housing types, encourage a range of housing ty{)es and prov.lde for a variety of housing
Resident choices for all income levels. The General Plan is not user friendly. An average person of

the City of Chandler can not read this and understand it in the same way that City Staff
does. This is a specialized document that in my view, gives developers an unfair
advantage. 1 would like to see more security out of this plan and | would like to see it
strengthened to the point that if you have an existing area plan, that they don't come in
and just change it arbitrarily.
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£>> GENERAL PLAN
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The following summarizes outreach and engagement activities as part of the General Plan Update

Engagement Summary

effort. Online engagement tactics are included as are individual stakeholder meetings and briefings;
formal committee meetings are /falicized and public engagement events are noted in bold. This list
will be continually updated as the process evolves.

Date Meeting Location #*
March 1, 2015 Chandler Chamber Policy Committee Briefing Chandler Chamber of Commerce

March 3, 2015 Citizen'’s Advisory Committee Chandller Police Department (Main) 2
March 6, 2015 Planning Lab McCullough-Price House 6
March 11, 2015 Teen Leadership Presentation Council Chambers

March 2015 Poll: Neighborhoods Online 61
April 3, 2015 Planning Lab McCullough-Price House 14
April 15, 2015 Chandler Chamber Board of Directors Briefing Chandler Chamber of Commerce

April 20, 2015 Citizens Aavisory Committee Desert Breeze Police Substation

April 23, 2015 Downtown Chandler Community Partnership City Hall

April 29 2015 Regional Resource Team City Hall

April 2015 Poll: Transportation and Connectivity Online 82
May 1, 2015 Planning Lab McCullough-Price House 9
May 12, 2015 Vision Fest: Downtown Drop-In Charrette Chandler Palice Department (Main) 18
May 12, 2015 Vision Fest: San Marcos Elementary, 5" Grade Class San Marcos Elementary 23
May 12, 2015 Vision Fest: Chandler High School, 11" Grade Class Chandler High School 19
May 12, 2015 Vision Fest: Vision Workshop Chandler Library 7
May 13, 2015 Vision Fest: I-10/Loop 202 Drop-In Charrette Sunset Library 2
May 13, 2015 Vision Fest: Price Road Corridor Drop-In Charrette Desert Breeze Police Substation 1
May 14, 2015 Vision Fest: Bogle, 7" and 8" Grade Classes Bogle Junior High School 99
May 15, 2015 Vision Fest: Airpark Drop-In Charrette City of Chandler 3
May 15, 2015 Vision Fest: North Arizona Avenue Drop-In Charrette Community Center 4
May 16, 2015 Vision Fest: Vision Workshop Chandler Library 7
May 19, 2015 Vision Fest: Hamilton High School, 10" Grade Classes Hamilton High School =234
May 26, 2015 Vision Fest: Visioning Questionnaire Online 54
May 2015 Poll: Economic Development Online 80
June 2, 2015 Parks and Recreation Board Council Chambers, Council Conference Room

June 5, 2015 Planning Lab McCullough-Price House 4
June 9, 2015 Neighborhood Advisory Committee Neighborhood Programs Conference Room

June 15, 2015 Citizen's Advisory Committee Chandler Police Department (Main) 1
June 2015 Poll: Community Health Online 33
July 15, 2015 Economic Development Advisory Board City Hall

July 17, 2015 Art Walk TechShop

July 18, 2015 Operation Backpack Chandler High School

July 30, 2015 Transportation Commission Transp. & Dev., South Atrium Conference Room

July 2015 North Arizona Avenue/Alternative/Policy Questionnaire  Online 127
July 2015 Poll: Downtown Chandler Online 411
August 7, 2015 Pianning Lab McCullough-Price House 2
August 17, 2015 Citizen's Advisory Committee Chandler Police Department (Main)

August 20, 2015

Downtown Chandler Community Partnership

City Hall

September 1, 2015

Intel Community Stakeholder Advisory Panel

Intel Chandler Boulevard Campus

September 16,
2015

Mayor’s Listening Tour

Sanborn Elementary School

October 2, 2015

Planning Lab

McCullough-Price House

October 14, 2015

Airport Commission Briefing

Chandler Municipal Airport

October 21, 2015 Staff Workshop Downtown Library, Copper Room (2™ Floor)

November 16, 2015  Citizen’s Advisory Committee Chandler Police Department (Main)




Date Meeting
November 16, 2015  Council Micro-Retreat

Location
City Council Chambers, Conference Room

H#*

November 17, 2015 Regional Resource Team

City Hall

December 16, 2015 Planning Commission Briefing

City Council Chambers

January 19, 2016 Public Meeting: Review Draft General Plan

Env. Education Center, Desert Painted Room 112

January 20, 2016 Economic Development Advisory Board

City Hall

January 21, 2016 Public Meeting: N. Az Ave Policy Review

Downtown Police Community Room

January 26, 2016 Public Meeting: Review Draft General Plan

Desert Breeze Police Community Room

January 27, 2016 Public Meeting: Review Draft General Plan

Downtown Library, Copper Room (2™ Floor)

February 2, 2016 Parks and Recreation Board

Council Chambers, Council Conference Room

February 10, 2016 Airport Commission Briefing

Chandler Municipal Airport

February 22, 2016 Citizen’s Advisory Committee

Downtown Library, Copper Room (2 Floor)

February 26, 2016 Chandler Chamber Policy Committee Briefing

Chandler Chamber of Commerce

Page | 2

March 8, 2016 Neighborhood Advisory Committee Neighborhood Programs Conference Room
March 9, 2016 Teen Leadership Presentation City Hall

March 9, 2016 Planning and Zoning Commission Tumbleweed Rec Center, Cotton Room North
March 16, 2016 Planning and Zoning Commission City Council Chambers

April 14, 2016 City Council City Council Chambers

*reflect the number of individuals that signed in (not required) and/or counted; for CAC meetings, the number

reflects public observers

Last updated March 9, 2016

ENGAGEMENT SUMMARY |
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‘ﬁGENERAL PLAN 2008 vs 2016 Draft General Plan

The following are the major differences between the 2008 and 2016 draft General Plans:

Subject 2008 General Plan 2016 General Plan

Document Format: Each element is its own chapter, In order to create a general plan that is
except 4 of the elements have been streamlined, concise and easier-to-read, the

(State law requires 17 paired into 2 chapters, totaling 15 document has been organized around 3

elements to be included  chapters. Due to overlap in element guiding principles and corresponding core

in Chandler's General subject areas, there is a considerable  values. The 17 elements are addressed

Plan) amount of duplication and policies throughout the document as identified in

concerning similar subject matters are
scattered throughout the document.

Figure 1 (page 1) of the draft general plan.

Healthy Chandler The general plan indirectly promotes
healthy practices with policies
promoting bicycle and multi-use
paths, parks and other recreational
amenities.

Healthy Chandler, a new section, is
introduced to directly promote the health and
well-being of Chandler’s citizens. New
policies in this area include encouraging
access to healthy food, pedestrian-oriented
developments to encourage walking,
bicycling and transit use, and encouraging
partnerships with private recreational facilities
and medical providers to provide education
and health/wellness programs.

Future Land Use Plan

All future land use designations are the same.
The map is simplified with the following
changes that do not affect land use
designations or policies:

o lllustrative references to the 3 large
area plans are removed. A textual
reference will remain on the map.

» Commercial nodes are removed as
they do not provide any difference in
policy to properties located within or
without commercial nodes.

e (Changed "Residential” to
"Neighborhoods"” to better reflect the
variety of land uses allowed.




Subject

2008 General Plan

2016 General Plan

Growth Areas

3 types of growth areas are identified:
Revitalization Growth Areas include
North Arizona Avenue, Downtown
and East Chandler Boulevard.

Large Growth Areas include Airpark
Area, South Arizona Avenue and
South Price Road.

Growth Expansion Nodes include the
Mall/Hospital, McClintock/Chandler
Blvd, and 1-10/Ray Rd.

No longer distinguishes between types of
growth areas. All growth areas are simply
identified as a "growth area“.

South Arizona Avenue, McClintock/Chandler
Bivd, and 1-10/Ray Rd growth areas are
removed because they are mostly developed
or have received zoning entitlement.

New growth area (Loop 202/1-10) is identified
to plan for potential redevelopment into
more dense employment uses to take
advantage of the key location next to the
future South Mountain Freeway.

Major policy changes for individual growth
areas are identified below.

North Arizona Avenue
Growth Area

North Arizona Ave is identified as a
high capacity transit corridor. Policies
promote transit oriented development
with mixed uses and higher densities.

Continues to identify North Arizona Ave as a
high capacity transit corridor, and continues
to encourage the development of higher
densities, mixed uses and pedestrian-oriented
projects.

Identifies future steps that the city may take
to further refine the vision for North Arizona
Avenue. These include, continuing to study
the potential for high capacity transit,
creating an area plan, and determining the
appropriate level of supporting transit
services.

South Price Road
Corridor

Reserves the corridor for large single
users on campus like settings, on
parcels generally not less than 15
acres.

More flexibility allowed within
Innovation Zones.

Incorporates the following recommendations
from the South Price Road Employment
Corridor Study (2013): Continue to
emphasize campus like settings, preserve and
enhance the corridor aesthetics, encourage
intensive utilization of remaining available
land, allow for multiple tenants on a single
parcel. Minimum 15-acre size policy is
removed. Innovation Zone concept is
removed as it is no longer needed with new
policies.

2|Page




Subject

2008 General Plan

2016 General Plan

Transitional Employment
Corridor (area located
between Arizona Ave
and the railroad,
between Willis Road and
Hunt Highway)

The current general plan designates
this area as Employment, and refers to
the Chandler Airpark and Southeast
Chandler Area Plans for more specific
land use designations. In short, the
area has been planned primarily for
Employment uses with options for
some residential. Currently, the
corridor is characterized primarily as
residential with some commercial and
employment.

This is a new policy in the draft, located in the
text of the Employment land use description
that formalizes the flexibility needed for
Council to determine the most compatible
land uses in the future. Appropriate land
uses will consider conditions such as adjacent
land use, parcel size, and transitioning
techniques.

Densities 18+ du/acre

18 dwelling units per acre has been
the maximum residential density
allowed, except higher densities are
allowed in downtown, along high
capacity transit corridors and in
regional commercial areas

As recommended by the Mayor's 4-corner
retail report, the areas where higher densities
(18+ du/acre) can be considered is expanded
to the infill incentive district (bounded by
Pecos Road on the south, Price Road on the
west and the city’s limits on the north and
east). The greater densities would be eligible
as an incentive to redevelop older
underutilized commercial corners.
Redevelopment projects would need to
transition to adjacent land uses.

3|Page




February 26, 2016

Members of the Chandler Planning and Zoning Commission

The Arizona Alliance for Livable Communities (AALC) is writing to express our support for the Chandler
General Plan 2016: A Vision Refined. The AALC represents a broad range of planning, public health,
transportation, and government professionals throughout Arizona with a focus on encouraging
communities to incorporate health into public policy. During the past few years, the AALC has reviewed
numerous general plans (cities and towns) and comprehensive plans (countles). The AALC has provided
feedback and suggestions for incorporating healthy community goals and policies into those plans.

The Chandler General Plan serves as the foundation for promoting a livable, healthy community for
Chandler residents. The AALC applauds the emphasis placed on creating a healthy community and the
value placed on livability in the Chandler General Plan. We're encouraged by the inclusion of the
“Healthy Chandler” section in the Plan and the recognition of the role the physical environment plays in
providing a healthy lifestyle for all residents.

The Plan responds to the build-out of Chandler by focusing on placemaking and emphasizing the
preservation and enhancement of existing neighborhoods; recognizing the need to provide diverse and
affordable housing; and maintaining the long-term vision for strengthening the key role of Chandier as a
major employment center. These critical areas of focus are supported by an emphasis on increased
transportation options through the development of “an environmentally friendly, multi-modal
transportation system” and the introduction of “complete streets” design concepts.

The AALC extends our compliments to city staff and the consultant team who have done an excellent job
incorporating the community vision that will help create a more livable, heaithy Chandler. We want to
specifically thank city staff and the consultant for their commitment of time spent reviewing the large
number of comments submitted by the AALC and the respect extended to the AALC in the responses
provided to those comments.

The Arizona Alliance for Livable Communities urges the Commission to respond favorably to the
community vision set forth in the Chandler General Plan 2016: A Vision Refined and forward a
recommendation for adoption to the City Council.

Sincerely,

Dean Brennan, FAICP

Arizona Alliance for Livable Communities Advocacy Committee Coordinator
429 W. McNair Street

Chandler

1
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nment

All Comments
Sorted by Page Number

60-Day Review CAC Comments

Updﬂted 2/19/2016

Page A -
Submittal ved 9€ " Comments Action Taken Comment Type
Number -
Method
1 | 2/1072016 Stafl Fuc green bow, unider Phase 4 — update from three o folr GF modified as suggested Formatting, Grammar, or Typo
2 | 2norms| Staft 3 Unidar Reader's Guide, 3 fine delete camma after general plan and add comma aiter policies, speciic area plans, of ordinances.. GP modified as suggestad Formatting, Grar Type
3 | 21102016 Staft 4 Tips chart — change *As a policy document, the genaral plan G modified as suggested Elaborathon / Clarification
O T Oy amg MIII.I TP AT TRV e T,
A1) ) Paga § — Camminity Foundation in sechon titked Str ndaticn— s tern, what dowe mean by it? Alse, o - .
4 | vesvoorefemai ihe . age ity _ mgFamdmimAW by it? Alst, comininity L o Catication,
2 paragraph — rework sentence — The Zoning Map T disinct from -Ihe-r.'il}_"s Futire Lard Use Map in the level of specificity. The Land Usa
5 | 2/10/20186 Staff & Map provides a general depichon of future land uses and the Zoning Map.1s a parcel-specific identification of approved development Habaration / Clarification
! 13 MMmWWWWW Formatting. Grammar, or Typo
= |Page 15, first paragraph under Cammunity Placemiaking. last sentenice suggest merifying - - shopping Wssavacam and suitablefor | :
; 1 fis 1 tion/ Clanfi
T | Wrz1/é016|Letier [Dean Brennan 15 i g or acaptive rexese: ovetit etall camar it it is dacant or roLa ey a4 o e GP modified as suggested Elaboration / Clanfication
GP modifed by inserting the following paragraph aftar
the 1st paragraph: Residential conversions, that is. the
conversion of single family homes to commercial o office
uses may be considered subject to compliance with the
_ Residential Conversion Policy. Homes franting-a-major
v -about home based nesses or the of home prsioi (e.q. A ‘becomere ; ess,  [street are o ch conversions and sho §
o | 1zsr06leman Edhia Picket 17 Page 1 What_a t : busi or pa'ospect convirsion (e.q ousevellﬂamw i w_ Al business, ; are tgfble fior i cur? s and should be Elaoration 7Clarfieation
community art space, or other abandoned home conversion? lcompmtible with the surrouncling neighborhood as
pravided in the Residential Conversion Folicy.
Conversions may ba considered for homes that do riot
front & major street when they are located within the.
Adaptive Reuse Overlay District (see Conservation,
Rehabilitatior and Red SC10N).
| nymoe B
10 | 1257201 id L
5 | ian PR 0 g0 A= : anu [Lises = ting to include spedial atisnbion te pedes ik i i by d
12 | 121ei6iteer ey _ i =
. ] A 1 3
13 | 1/21/2018]Letier Dean Brennan 18 wm;tamm;, e o
) } ’ o : ]
1 | 2102018 [Staft o 2 Lol
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60-Day Review CAC Comments

Updated: 2/19/2016

All Comments
Sorted by Page Number
15 | 21072016 Seaf 14 Page 18 reword 2™ to st bne “Thib aréa & un e Errpdoyment dedgrster be = hasacnaiged by 4 mi o Clinlcatio
: : 5 . mmum:«mmmmkﬂs i ]
16 | 1/21/2016]Litter Dean Brennan ] fage 19 = Sutaested adiing test sbout “Guidance on Safe Rutes o Parks' 1 St o 5 Elabordtion / Clarification
safis fiaeks oettpirn
17 | 22016 Suafi 23 Ungiar Nivghborhoods and Housng = 1 paragraph = delene senmence "People deline Gt modified o wuggested Elatioration / Clarfication
[Fa00 23 Sturces Of AGaregalt:. Lan 1 e Cantid, WK type of "ogaIeGale” 15 Tk reiTreg 10 ToCk Guinmes: 1 Neqnborhoad and  |GP moaied by addig 1T 1GIowing serianca aier ihe
Hisugng” does e term “diverse housing stock” refer 10 pricing o doss 2 cefer o style, ok and feal? I the linal paragraph “one child! lesy | 192 $entence unded "Sturtes of Aggregitn’; . ADgregate
18 | 1/2520160Emadl 1&}» Pitharny 3 than & yesrs’ b5 o0d statistie, & # mona regonal tan age/child? E.g are theew geticular pats of Clandier hat are less aifiueed fHign refiers 10 coarse paniculite material used in construciion, hhbamm | Clarificaticn
1 (thess aned s s more reflctive of the fower income levels ffian the actual age (ciiid less than 6 years old orwdult grester than &7 years.  Jsuch s sand, gravel and croshest rockncan Commnity
Sutvey 20137}
Page 23: In *Netghborhood and Housing” doss the term “diverse housimg stock” refer 10 prcing o does it refer 1o style; look and feel? In
] thy e regiorgl then agefchild? £ g are them particular parts of GP Moditied by adding reference 1o wource. According "
19 | 125 Ernanl Eshe Pickett 23 i 4 : = [Hlaboraton / Clarifcation
e el thatt the attual age [ehid less than 6 yean jto the Amserican Community Survey 2013,
20 021016 Staft M4 Change 7™ puaragranh 37 kne - (fant o mortgage phuk ytiltien) GF modifed as W Eliboration / Clanficaton
Page 24, final patagfaph = 'Low income and minatity households *— Do low income and rimarty oo hand in hand? B no. can we just say P m:{_!.t-': s '_L.r ; v'.-:::‘ H‘_I.LF i i )
21 | 125201 64Ermml Eshe Pithen 24 s *According to the 20152016 Anmual Acton Plan Elatevation / Clarificatior
bkl subynitiad 1o HUG -
G modibed by replacing tex with the follewing: “The
cary aifers v resglliorfiood acadeniis, an HOA
- : : s ey fod peiddients who wimt 1o leaim sbout the bws
L Page 25, first it = "witheaat homieo Fooatons In low and moderate mcome neighiborhosthy” Comection, the neighbarhood -
&2 | LSO blEmad Eshe Picken 25 : s - ; thst gevern HOAX, and & Traditionl Neghtorhood Elaboration / Clarfication
academy s avadable to all Crandier resdents in both raditonal and HOA neghbiorhoods,. regasdiess of income level Ak Jor e HOA Rk who JRtE I Iitou
1rmqmﬂtydl|fcu1m nsighborhood and oeste
ghborhood idatitity, The scademies wark o chéate.”
23 | AHE0l6 Staft 26 112¢- continumg o mplement (yrograms GP riodified as sugy Elabotation f Clanfication
Page 26 T item M, can we ako mertion bicyde pathwarys and lanes? Housing and neighborhoods ilem € — alsd. mention parks and o o e
17257201 | b \\m Dean il
25 o s e =& reoieEton, in addition can we Sko add grocery sicres? This spesics 10 the food islend ivsue that many lowes mtome neghborhoods Have o moded 3 Tt e P i i s
TR Ussee] WIth COfmitraereer 118 SECUON IDCUSES O
5 | 152 Bt DPrsan Breomar 20 Page 26 = Sugiested moditing 1 1 1a - - suppon community building and a healthy ifestyle while entunng defining land wses and development. Stmillar toxtpolioes. |Elatocabon / Clarfication
aree in fhe Hegiiee £ Bgadies CHaater
Drscussed with commnyier: Not needed becauss GF
' b, 7, provities guidanes 11 mised:gserlocations (141 ’
Dy Bronnan 6 r new for miedtise {riew
26 | 12172018 Letsor _ Page 26 = Suggest naw palty development mmmmmmm few Poliey,
= . Discussed with commanter. The suggeston mits the
27 | LiZ1r2016]Lettor Dean Brennan 26 Page 26 - Modify 1.1-1c 1o mead - Imgrove pedestian and Dicycle accessibility 10 aned within Growth Aveas i Elsboration / Clanficaton
} Page 26~ ey ridadd - vide ivity with 1 e commecial areas 1o recdii L i - g : . st
28 | veszots|ieme St e 2 ag_n.ab Modify 1114 o reac devebpmnlrgmlwndpu cannectivity WIS nearly ] i dwpdlty s]n“h' arrelnlhef.m sion
: vahicle tngs and encourage employees to be active. ¥ | Esbarmon bt
79 | 1/217018) etrer Dean Bronng 26 Page 36— Hoddy 11 1e— change word — ensunid 1o ssured GP rmoaifed as sggeaed Formatting, Grammas, & Typo
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Discussed with commentai, Gm-gemﬂdmddymﬂcy

30 172016 Lette : : 26 A1f-toread-.. JHEWW&M > ifter 4 et o
1214, : etter Dean!rmnaﬂ Page 26— Mocify 1.11.f - mﬁﬂwmﬁwmddgqedwfshw hwﬁwﬁvsbt 1 Al wemed i e b Chantler s
il L’?];?Ulﬁllener Dean Brentian 26 Page 26— Modify 11.1.h — 1o read - Emphasize padestrian and bicycle connectivity to transit {acllmﬂ-s GP modified as suggested Elaboration / Clarification
32 | M2z eer fhean Brerian 26 [Page 26— Madily 1111 —to read - transit stop locations to encourage pedestrian and bicycls trips as.ary allemative to use-a vehicle, N8 D08 KT RS Elaboration / Clarification
33 | 1/2172016|L etter Dean Brennan 26 Page 26— Modify 1.1.7.5 —to read - ..a safe, affordable housing.. D;““f:f'e(' with commenter Suggestion fimits the intent Elsboration /7 Clarification
o
3 |unposfieter  [DenBenoan | 26 [page 26 - Add rew polcy ~ romote the ntsgration ofaffo develd , CETTIN FORY SRR RO [ ey
35 Diean Brennan 26 Page 26— Modify 1.1.2.¢ = to read - .. health clinics, recreation spaces, and healthy food establishments). lJP mochhed as sugges'zd |[laDO| ation / Clarificabon
36 Dean Braniian 26 |Page 26 - Modify 1.1 2.4 — w read - . other special-needs . _'__;,.,_'_ |GP mindified as suggested |Elaboration / Clarfication.
37 Dean Brennan 26 GP modihed - Continue o encourage.. |EIabor.zuG|1 / Clarification
=] P T : = - | piscused with commenter. Elaboration / Clarification.
e ~Em 3 ? 73 e 7 T r Poki '
10 | varzoneliensr — 76 Page 26— Suggest a new pt\|‘:.\|' En r0uraga muae ob nd smioke,  |Discissed with commenter. Policy too regulatory for a Nesw Palicy
= :: iglntens i figk of fir fal Plan
e I P of 0 o opegEn oo " [eaborston Grikation
i i T T rarmmati
41 | 1/21/2016|Letter Dean Brennan 7 Page 27 ~ Modify 1.1.2/—to read -, land uses through the devebpment of land use transition quidelines: Dusouss:ad i cor:menter. 00 ORI Tor Elaboration / Clarification
jgeneral glan polc
5 cre 2 Tk A.-F:. __._ 1 - - u " L- .- - o - u = -
| loter [pemngen | 7 [page 27wty 112m= w1000 | . |Piscussed it commentes: Do - |Baboration/ Clarifcation
43 | 1/21/2016]Letter Dean Brennan 27 Page 27 = Suggest combining Polioes 1.1.2: 1and n GP modified as suggested Formatting, Grammar, of Typo
X R et = s = “_ — lGP rox T L i TrErT T o -_'_
ol i = y i commenter.
as | 1212006]1eter Desn Breninan 21 |Page 27~ Modify 112 p to add 2° senterice —Initiate a pro-active approach to code enforcement o AL 1omprog@mmate 1o eroration / Claritiation
T e V S T—
t kdbgRoa/ Lagheavan
: - - ]
Bt b Page 27 —Modﬁv 1327~ toacd m.v;w.WMmemghbodm plans to guide preservation and w_ﬁﬁ;mmiﬂr Too programmatic for Elaboration Ciarifcation
= o i E ] o e - — = T ; o e il
49 | 1/21/2016{Latter Dean Brennan &1 A e R of neigh 5 ave the qually of lile Tof R commenter Mot certain what is meant by
50 [121/2016{Letter : [
51' | 1/21/2016|Letter Dear Brennan 7 d- g @ recreational faclities, and ussad With comimienter Not certain what s meant by [
0 A 3 | e x g
53 | 1/21/2016|Leter Diean Brennan n que!ia-rmdiﬁ-' ;I.&Jﬂ: art a5 o companent of major private developments. Distussed with commenter. Test limiting. Elaboration / Clarification
54 |1avzot6lleter  |Dean T — |aboretion/ Clanfication
55 | 1/21/2016|Letter Dean Brennan 27 Page 27~ Mody L1 3¢~ toread - the program to include 2l cuty capital prnjects Discissed with commenter: Against current city policy.  |Elabaration / Clarification
56 | 1/21/2016}\evter |Dearn Bren - Sier s leadler n creatifig @ heafthy community, esn'tbelong here.  |Elabaration / Clarification
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016 Lottor Dosar Beorinan 28 Fage JB - 1" paragrag = 05" ke arfter “resictential” — Whee appropriate. riew developme ERRAREEC N A GP moxiified i suggesied Eatxraton / Clatificstion
Moo« {rjar pceecis :
58 | 12101l et Dean frennon 28 Page 28~ Modify text — under Downtosn Chandler ~ delete "The” Downtown "area” from the firsy ine JGF modified as wuggested Elat 1 Clasficati

Page 78 = Modify text— under Downtaran chaniier = ke stanng Downtoawn with fagher densities ADD - atd transt-oriented

59 | 1/21/2016] Lattor [y Brennan 28 Discussed with commenter See page 68 161 Elatroration / Clarifiesion
develgpment that coptrbiae to g healthy lifestvie
50 | 1/Z12006{Publc Mt-cmgi 3 32 Addd moro discisson sbout the snportance of oeating o walkatde environment slong Monty Arzona Averue Discissed at public mesting Elabaration f Clarification
Vage 1 ol opment oF currently vatant
1/ Clean Brenna 32 - . 4 GF modified i sugpestod Eaboravon / Clinfication

}*;Jn-f;

Page 30 -
¥y

o GP modified 05 suggested Elaboration ¢ Clarfcaton

J Discuszed with comimenter.  Too programmatic for
Fage 33 = Under North Areeona Avenue = modify third parsgraph = delete— "As pan of this effort” and restime = The city will develop. Progre " Elabaration 7 Clarificanan

el plan pol
B 47— e IO ATRGH AveriLE — TRy 1T Far A By g Wiene 7o 1 i = —eniarcarints Bt Wil povies o _u.r . .J_WI':"F-! S  S—

62 | 17z1/2015]Lethe Dean Hrennan aZ

03 | 121201 6]Lette Ean Brenrmn 32

61 | 112000 Letter [ean Brennan v

5 B0 TIWCET-UE PGty hat ncoe porate Dagh density residential in
medt an oo placement

ussed wil

Elaboraton f Clarification

hrpark, Scuth Price Res

IedcalRegonal Rewd Loop 202/1-10 1o prowtle ooportumes for employess 1o e dose 1o ther

o untier Chandler Asrpark, for thes t=n
IO Arritaoe waon g hevrkiog

66 | 20| Stadt 3 |Spacing isues |G modifiedt ay suggented Formutting. Gramman or Tyoo

TN TTReE P LmaTer, LA LS 2100 U 10 0 L T 8 0o 1 B 0 03 1 O e b L g Lo

MAP wiend stucly of hioh-copacity trarst. For example, Paragraph 14.2.2
7 162016 mad £h s 54 recites a polboy 10 "Continue 20 study high-capsaty trantit corricdor developmernt * The following change would make GP modfied a4 sugoisted Elabaration / Clarficaton
2 more o) these polcies: ‘g gt t COrpOntic 3 With,
o 3 4 icbonnoiiis oo Arioes Ao

Pq,-u-mmizb—wm- with-employment. retal and tagh demsity Fousing and roquire mineck4se davelopment at Disrussedt with commenter. The snert ol an ares plan s | et CleRsEs

B8 | 1A1/2016  Lmwy Dean Brentun a ctonits beatins P - s

GF modifed by adding "bicycke-onented” but kept

69 | L2120160 et Dt Hrennan 4 Page 34— Modify 1.2 2)b = 1o e = Require developments be desared with pedestian and bicycle-oriented elments Flabaration / Clarification

T0 | LZi/2016{Loter. Dean Brennan 34 Fape 34~ Moddy 122 ~t0 read « _asd multe-modal, iemoed-use smplopiment cotidor,. Elabaration / Claihtaton

GF mogites by Galeting

'y | 12172016 Dean Bronm 34 Page 34 - Modty 1 2 2d - doiete “nnovatve 3 Tiefsty and boldng heghit atiacent to cenl rongiantial o A =7 [Haboration / Clarfcation
mage
— Mo 8- i o Dhscussed with Nok e ,
Page 34— Maddy 1222 - 10 add 2 Consitir pxy ¢ program i focus 1o encourage the ingerim Lie of vacant land for tommentas nauhd This cati be b / Clarit

72 | 170016 [eter Chaan Brernan 34 i o e o2y without f aclition,

Page 34 = Modify 1.2 21 = to readd - _access to Bealthy ool including providing options for the growing of food. and srmall household

i3 | LZ1L2016{L et Clean Brennan 34 Dispugsed with commenter  Changes mtent of policy. Elabaration / Clanfication

CERiEY

(GP moxifiest 0 reart ~ Continise' o study high-capacity
74 | 1z12018] ester Floan Beerviin 3 [Page 34— Moy 122 ~ 1o read - _shaded sidewatks and othar pedestrian amentes \ransit, Inctrporation of brke lares. and wde, shacsd {etstioration / Chatication
sidowalis for Aritona Averue as suggested by Polisck

75 | LZ12016]) arter Dean Brennan 35 Page 1% = Moty 1.2.2H -1 add art, landscaping, and enhanced walkatlity and bikeakiity Piscussed with commentes  Not she intent of (e policy.  (Elabaration ¢ Clarification

16 mmlqm Digan Brennan 35 Pags!ﬁ-Mﬁyml-mm-.mmwmmmmr@hmdy.MImnm | Discussed with comenister Mot the iment of the policy. (Emm;mm




60-Day Review CAC Comments

Updated: 2/19/2016

GENERAL PLAN
UPDATEa vision refined

All Comments

Comment
Submittal
E

Letter &

Comment
Received
From

Page
Number

Sorted by Page Number

Commenls

Action Taken

Discussed with commenter. Too programmatic for

Comment Type

77 | 1/2172016)1/21/16 Public |Dean Brennan 35 Page 35 — Add Policy — Prepare a Nonh Arizona Avenue Area Plan (o serve as a auide for future developrnent and redevelopment. Mew Policy
' i general plan policy
Meeting e
78 | 211072018 Staff 3 Page 37, 1" line Under Adaptive Reuse: change "program’ to “overlay district” GP modified a¢ suggested Elabaration / Clarfication
19 | 2/10/2006 Staff 38 South Anzana Avenue Entry Corridor Stuty — 3" | e~ miged-use development 1o promote live-work-entertainment |fastyle GF modiied as suggested Elaboraten / Clanfication
— 39‘ IE. 3 - - * i ' il me
80 | 21050 Staff 39 F‘age ik .buI'IEt pointunder Major study recommendations: penod after South Arizona Avenue. And delete *and on selected sites in GP modified a5 5 Elaboration 7 Cladeation
mmediate neighborhiood * g
T . . . . Discussed with eammenter. Suggestion changes the gl .
81 f21f2016|Letter Dean Brennan 41 Fage 4l —Madify 1.2.a —toread - _Infill Incartive District, and other appropriately designated redéveloprnent sites. when the site x= Elaboration / Clarification
82 | 1/21/2018]Lener Dean Brennan 41 | Pagedl -13d~lsntthis addressad i Policies b and c? o dfmme i ‘c‘:‘:m’e redse GaN AT s sboration / Clarification
scussad with cammenter Doesn't make 5 ; please _
83 | 1/21/2016)Letter Dean Brennan 41 Page 41 —Modify 1.3.e~to read - Target diversified, including mixed uses e _Iw‘d LRI SRR AR B R R pea s Haboration / Clarification
3 clarify intent
Discussed with commenter. The Commercial Historic
84 | 1/21/2016Letter Dean Brenman 4] Page 41 = Question ~can a map of histoncal designatied stes in Chandier be mcluded i the GPF? Ui e g j Elabaration / Clarification |
e e e e i fvea Is identified in the downtown map, page 31
85 | L/21/2016]Leatrer Dean Brennan 41 Page 41 —Modity 1 3.H —to read - ., to preserve, maintain. enhance, and improve properties GF modified a3 suggested Elaboration / Clarification
- Discussed with commenter. Have not recelved wida
) gy : / support for presecvinig agriculiural hefitage. 1f there s - ;
86 1/2016{Lauer Dizan Brennan al Page 41 = Modify 1.35to add - _idertity, inchiding the agricultural heritage of Crandler P " Tt . Elaboration / Clarificationl
w2 % i g4 4 o 9 support for this i the future, this policy would still
i
. 5 . : Discussed with commeriter: The city follows ADA -
87 | 1/21/2016|Letter Dean Brennan 41 Page 41 — Modify 1.3.k — to read - _city facilives, inchuding pedestrian and bicycle infrastructure, - Elaboration / Clarification
eduirements . .
88 | 1/21/2016|Letter Dean Hrennan 41 Page 4] — Modify 1.3 - to reach - _devalopmenit adjacent to, or in proximity to; high-tapacity transit corridors. GP modified a3 suggested Elaboration / Clarification
GP maodified as follows: 1.3 Redevelop vacant
underutilized commercial/retall properties into different
82 | 1/25/2016)Emaill Eshe Pickett 41 Page 41 = ltem E “dversfied redevelopment™ — What is maant by this term, uses that reduce commercial saturation, support other Elaboration / Clarification
exstng commercial propertes, and helps revitalize the
areg
GP Modified: Policy 1.3.e revised *_architectural *gemns”,
such as thase located in the Commiercial Histaric District y
80 | 1/25/2016|Emall Eshiz Pickatt 41 Page 41 - tlem { "historical architectural gems™ — Can We add a map with the Chandier historical anéas? = Elabaration / Clarificaton
£ g # (see Downtown Districts and Puble Bulldings map), and
Integrate. "
4 t Page 41 = Itern L - Transit-onented development” is defined on page 4/, perhaps we should move that definiion here since this is.the Discussed with commenter: Transt otented z =2
91 | 172572016 Emal Eshe Picken 4] . Elaboration / Clarfication
e first oecutrence pf this term developrrient is introduced on page 20
Public Meeti Page 41 - Might consider a thiat stat ta s redevelop evaluate the need f - services and tional
o' |paple  |F RieAtng 41 g Adfit ek e states St Hp arems plesishog (e i vflate O MY A e GP.moified Policy 3.1 o page 86 tlaborabon / Clarificaton
- ] facilites.
eeting
93 | 2/10/2016 Staft 42 Add to text something about Title VI = consistent with Policy 142 GFP modified as suggested Elaboration / Clarification
Page 42— Suggest new policy — Require new development, and where appropriate, exising development to satisfy local complete streets | Discussed with commenter Page 54 - Policy 1414 -
84, | 172172006 Letter DeanBrernan | 4z [ 2 oty = el FRISY: o /! : 3 New Policy
design standards. Chandler's standards results in complete streets.
95 | 2/10/2016 Staff 45 Adld source 1o Table 1 P modified as suggested Elaboration / Clarification
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Poge A0, paracr. 1-2 = "Retrofiting exsting rosiways in older parts of Chandle where roadway widh b inkufficent will be difficah” - |
oo 40, patagrapl G} exasting ) Discussed with commenter  Trassportation Mastes Plan, : }
96 | | 1257206{Emal Eghe Pickent af Mt roatts Gucty as MeChntec k) that dio not have Bike lanes should be identified ind a plan devslopad = Can there bo meston mste of Nk I, ke dek Easbaration / Clrifieston
the roacls that do have plans 1o enpandfinchude lanes? The traffic calming meagutes should be pufled into & table simitar 1o that jn Tatde 1 &g )
GP moditied by addng aninfarmational bos on the
W 1725700 ] Erruil Exhe Nickot! a6 Poge di,  The trathc calrmir o shiodid b pulled info @ talde semidar 1o thad iy Tatde 1 s ol the pane nfves differand tvpes of ratfic |Elabaration / Clanfication
Caltang misawines
98 mmd Staft ar Add source 1o Table 2. Chadk |RT - 600 pesengens GP mogted as wogested Elaborabion | Chfication
Dhacussed with comrnenter - High Capacity Transa
Page 47, final 2 paratiraptis = Huthl Road i an odd street for transit given that it dead ends @Rural & Churche '_ ) bkl nsrhoy ST LA e
& SAATTr 1 o, . = { = Cormdory were studled and designated in 2003 (stuthy 5
a0 | 1252016 Emal Eshe Pickett 47 Stottsclale R The Transt Crinted aevelopment paragraph (hral pavagraph) sheald be moved to the appesdo ard defined o located on e 4 3t Elabaration / Clarification
o) 41 with the defi torr dentfied on page 48] Rural Road provides an importam
2 e | regional connaction 1o the nonh (Tempe)
100 | 2102614 |seatt 48 |Aod “ralioad” in 37 10 lst o of paragrapt: afer Union Facilic |G rrodified 4% suggesed [Formatting: Gramimar, o Trpo
Yagi 48, 77 o last paragraph Jevelopmerd Projects” inciude angincs spealyng the type 'of acdiionm that sre made for pedesriar " =
10 | 1252016 Email Eshe Pkt 48 e > h_ poesag e I langrags speciyng SO N ST R S, GF modified as sugoected Haboration f Clanficaton
et Dnkst, g Gicios access gathways ntead of hll walle along maioe sir glt =
! - T &!r: lwt T 7 - -
102 | LS008 Emal Eshe Picker 50 Page 50 - Table 3 formatiing 1§ cut G in printing. ey s D’me Grammaz, o Typo
Vage 53, paragrapty 1 ="l 14 T ™ GO0es 1 1ealy sappert toursmi clal fights come in thrgugh Chandier muocipal I.j moaned Iy dieleting “anc s!..pﬂcs-m tounsme, and
103 | 1/252016{Emal Esha Pickoaty 63 arpoit o 1 this an aspirational vaterment? The graphie s not very hetpful impactiul, & would be mce to nclute the type and frequency of  [elaborating miore o airpont operations {type of flights, Eaboration / Clarfication
sl pogeations £i |
104 | 210201 Staft 54 1410~ add 5" to Freeway 6P modified a1 suggested Formatting, Grammar, or Typo
1159710 3 7
skl Fage 54, Fobey F - Shade and seating should also De alimg collector streets fiat ponnect 1o transit stops. Addmionally along canals a
15 [Pobhe ,:]‘ talic &4 ¥ 1\_: 3, Paliey F = Shade and seating should a0 be akong collector strests fhat ponnect to transit stops. Addionally akong carals and P ki Suadabiat Flsboraton / Clirhcation
ephirg trails
bdeoting kL L
106 | 1/Z1/2016§L etter 54 Page Hd ~ Modity 1.4.2f — add ~ lightirg GP miodified an sugeosted El / Clanfiestion
y - . Diszussad with commenter | More specific policied weh as
. _ Page 54 - Ada Policy - vanyt orisrted dgewilopmant (TOD] to satrdy mismum decuty and irensity Ovvweloipme standards o i
H W2 Lestte ar = s will be determmed dunng area plar MNew Polay
et thar local fr T -
e
108 | 121,2016{ et Desan Beerman 55 Page 55 = chaange Tt to Pedestrians and Boydsn GP modified i sogestsd me&m&.wim
’ i 0% — A4 1T TCATGWING rin [ W Karg walhy 1he Cnanghar Drifed Sehiool Dhstnct, Gilbern Unibia Sehool ﬁ".:rltt_ Iesa Unitiect
a : » . . ; . [hacissed with cammenter. Already acdressed in Pubcy
108 | 172120160 ever Dean Biennan b Schaol District, Kyrere Elementary School District. and Tempe Union High Schoal Mistnct, develop sate waking routes and disseminate 144t Mew Policy
wallsean mace thragoh oeatibodioads 1 all srhoole .
; : 7 Dsussed with commenter; Already addressed in Fobc
110 | 3ZLR0 6 L eties Dean Brermon 55 Page 5% - Add the following rew policy = nchade tres and shade canopy as ool infrastruciure along peoestrisn and multi-use paths. g ; i ' i New Pobey
{16 ] onoe 68
111 | 12120056 Leter D Brerman 55 Page 55 - Add the following new polcy = Encourage wie of pgnage. mags ankd other wayfingding methodds for peslestrians and Detychsts Meaw Polcy
; , Discussed with commenter  Too programmtic for
112 | L21/2016{ Letwr Elean Brenoar 55 Page 55~ fdd the following riew policy ~ Incorparate the we of multi-modal kel of service megsies in ramportation MNew Policy
Dhscissae] with ¢ atitier: TG programmatic 1
113 | /21200681 et Dean Brénnan 55 Pagg 55 - Add the following new policy ~ Priontze strset sweeping along bike paihs antd Bike routes within steet maintenance operationy gote I I 1|umr"L - IR G R R I New Policy
nefal plar #
~ Al fhe new polity = Encour Tocation of key! i o e iy for 3 i ¥ ek
ma |3 ﬁil B . <5 age .ﬁh\wq polcy BOE NFOPOAE ey ety lestinanom connectivily lﬁhm e page 26 11.2.cand N Polk
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11 2L b Fagore 11 sl to oy, A5G (ko oot GP moctifed & suggesied Formalt il Grammar, or 'y:\(-
116 | 2100201 Is:d €9 |Creck Figure 15— what are Ihewe rumben? Perentages? Clarify 6P modited a wggested Formatting Grammar, o Typo
. . s 4 Fage 549 - The graph oclv compaces Phoena, wheeh & odd, Decauss fogure 58 4 =
117 ) LRSIl Eure Pl 5 4 - ’ D insed with commentir Wil chack on This Formatting, Grammar, of Typo
L COCtra: i et & we ate goeno A0 make Comoaraont we thiouid be coens -
118 | 125201 it mad Eahe Prckett & Page &2 parsgraph 4= Why no mention of the other School Dntrcts, €9, Kyren, Mesa? Kyreewt s an A-ated dinrict District and clarfing CUSD largest in (enroliment?, Elatsxration / Clarification
. : e 4 |Pige 63, lern - Consder Istng high speed Moot and network as ialrastructin Bere as 1 18 no Kmoer 2 kauty, i s 3 necassty on the )
119 | /2520064 Ermail Eohe Mickett fid : GP rodified as sugoested tHabotation / Clanfication
i of all utiies Leted
= LSl UL L L e ) o 5
gonaral plan policy, Addad teet on page 64 - repliced
senfence starting *The Mayar's healthy .* with the
120 Desan Brevnan 5] Page 63 = Moy 158~ commment = Foous on thie concept of Healtfy Chiandber o o bey companent of the recriifing process. IHORIOR SHRNEY s o VAT Wi € aictl Elaboration / Clanfication

: mmnﬂtm

 usinessas looking 1o relacate; A city's quality of ffe for
their eengikopses i impertant aswill o4 the company's
ty t0 petract iblect emplayees” A comaieity haaith

1721/ O Lt

Diean Burar

Page 63 — Add “wacant to poley 154

G moohed & suggesied

Elaboration / Clanficator

1720720004 Lethiee

Dean Brennan

'agm 63— Add semtence t 1.5 1 - Provide connecivity for padestrians and bycksts fo provide wston with options for besrgs

Imgroving connacivitly for evenvone .

J Clasification

123 | 121201 6 Letrer Diean Broonar LT Page 63 — A sertence 0 1.5 0~ Idenmly potential intenm uses for vacant parcels suth a3 marke! and rommamiy gardens Discussen with commanter Elshoration / Clarification
14| 121720061 et Dean Breenan [t Page 63 = Modily 15—t rest - water and multimodal transpontation systerr) (o e & sugea |Esberstion £ Clarification
Imcussen with commenter: Adderd et under Access o
Healthy Food on page 64 a5 st sentence — Farmern
12% | 1/21/2016{L stren Dt Bremnar 6l Page 63— Modfy 1.5 m — ada senfence = Comider the oppormunities for farmees markets an serve as small business mcubstons markets Can alg wrve a all Dusiness indubatons Eiaboration / Clarification
PO TG Nedw SOUTERETe s Wit Cusiommes Gxpows g
- '
Page 54 —Heaithy Chandler — inchutie 3 tertonce hgtibghtng the ks systerm a5 wel i the pedesiran systems that exst & 3 result of the Luomence: ¥ paragraph - The city will strwe 10
26 | L2701 6 Leter Dean Srennan 64 iy s " ; WIPY o A Elaboration / Clarficason
jenterse ucewalk nfrasuctuce systm n Chandier Inch.ce 3 poliey that eegresses the (iosential loe presianng Heslts bnpact Assesuments. frnornisor ] measure the healthy impices of policiss,
. e o _ . " g i - o€ ing the followsg teut o policy 152
127 | 125016l me Estw Pickett [ J =~ TINTIAER SV T S S Y IR M } Hour be sporgly wor E prage 68 Hn kose Flaborar Clarification
that potcy shoukd be bult anourd thea, @3 i 1He Case with parks in @ sauiee mile, & 4
IOy 10 resdentsl neghbornoods
128 | 2712016 Statt 65 Blue box text is cut-off - fix GP modified as sugoestisd |Frwrniatting. Grasmar, o Typo
Pagn 65, paragraph = {ry B e ervronmetal canter imertorkd, 15 i not pe i, d ¢ 1 [Vipterans Classs Pars 5 mentoned
129 | 1728 2016lEmal £ Mokt £ m ;;rv]r 1 = Wiy the ervaronmaital canter mermoned, & i not pan of Parks and Rec? (Vieterams C Park s mentoned GI madilied os sugnestesd Elabaration / Clarification
on page 701
: - " athd] oKt whout 1he fagional ard Comianily pancs (mORwoed pirk VETeor s biek itk Gesn broeze, Snredgar . i
130 | 17assz0t6]eel e Pickoly T s e L i v ikl {GP mocited as suggested Elaboration  Claiiication
Tom Maetiy :
131 [1191/16 R ‘Jhl ¢ - i :‘" I‘ J b8 Heility Chandler — Consider language regarding shadle along canals and anure connectivity of destinations along trasks-andfor carials G modited, Policy 1 6.2 on page 68 Fabaration / Clasification
Mpeting Atedan
132 | L212016{Letter Daan Brennan 5] Healttyy Crandfier Polices ~ paoe 68 - Propose grouping policies GF modified as wupgested Formatting, Grammar, or Typo




60-Day Revie

GENERAL PLAN
UPDATEU vision refined

All Comments
Sorted by Page Number

Comment
Re

From

Somment

Page
Number

Submittal Comments Action Taken

Me

Date

yod

w CAC Comments
Updated: 2/19/2016

Comment Type

133 | I/ D . Proposed gow - the benehits 10 T Ty 4 r.all recreaton offerngs D with {oeramemie Mew Policy
madfied. Polky 166 (neeping tevisons in regponss
ter Eshers commmient) “Erncourage acoess tn haalthy food
134 | 1/21/201 6] Letter Dean Brennan 68 Merclify 160 ~ tov read — Frovide acosss to healthy fogd and suppert nutrition prograims and profects fiat encolrage healthy eating withins clrse proximity 1o resdential nelghborhoods and.— [Eaboration 7 Clarficaben
SUPRRaLL nUtnton pograms and prigects thal encourage
heslthy eating
Discusead with commenter  Intent 6 10 keey the pohcy
135 | 1721/2016]L et Dean Brenng 68 Moy 160 —add - s particularly for unde b Elabotation / Clanfcation
misad
W€ Intexit & 10 kewp the policy
136 | 1212016]Ltter Dean Brennan 68 Moy 1.6¢ - add - _consurmption ind imvestgate the potential lor establistiog & food huly Haboraton / Clarfanon
Proposed Policy = Encourage the developmert of weban agricutture theough polices and pregrass that Tecus on local food sourcing, Wiork] Discussed with commenter: We have not recewved wide
137 | 1/21/200 64 Lottet Diean Brennan ) = Mew Palicy
with local companies and hotels 1o purchiase locally provluce, fresh, chiemical frea, produce sUnRoN 1o preserve urban agncultural opeations
128 | V21206 L etter Cean Brerman ] Proposed Policy — Estaliah # communitywie walkabiity standard of 3 mile for access to hesithy food. e Wi oomrmere: Too progn e New Polcy
139 | 121/7016{ Lot Dean Brervr &8 Proposed Policy — Prepase a haalthy Brestyle plan and estatéish a heastthy fooa aoveory come e [:Eu:-.;y:-_‘- with commentes. Too programmate for the GP [New Folcy
140 Litter Dieart Brennan 63 Page 68 — Modify 168 — o read — Aud shade, mile madrs. wiyfinding, bealth s and ofter arnenities. |Gr modified B suggestind Eatoration / Clarfication
141 “,'i;,:’gli_.h it Dearn Brennan 8 Page 58 - Moty 161 - to read = Encourage pedeatrian antd bieyclist-ormnited GP rrodified 4y sijepested [Emljr_l: atian / Clarfication
. . _ e Vi Ussed Wit Cormanter-. 162 progremmane for e | ——
142 Liviter Dean Brennan & Page 68 = Add sentance 1o 1.6, 10 fead - Eaplors opportumifies 1o canvert parks to-smoke-{ree or o divelop designated smoking areas. ::‘ ' Rliagl gl |ﬂmmxmmn:
144 | 12 a.f.?ul-.]EL;-'v [weary Branwuan ] Page 68 - Modily 1.6 o moad = Enhance and expand The eesting syssem of briked GP modified as suggestsa IEhr_\cv-nm-n ¢ Clarificatior
144 mﬂlﬂw Digan Brennan &8 Page 68 - Modily 16t rim] = M. and § he wmum |Elatioraon / Clarfiganon
= = Chscussedt with (omnmender  The Parks and Beoreation A
145 | 12154006 Dhaan) Brprman 3 Page 68 — Mocily 1.6 by adding 1o the end of sentence — and identfy opponiundles to estabish smafler neighborhood pirks 2 Elabaration / Clarifhcation
g ' : Mstaster Flan hanclies thews seos
spraort Pealnty activity and soclal mteraction in older populistions, < Facilities. dhat minimize. playground accidents.  Credsting new and Dscussed with commenter Tog ffic-for the general o
146 | 121/2016{Lotter Dear: Beennan 68 e iy MR e e [Etaboration 7 Clarieation
. & enhticing existing safe non-rotirined connections betwesn parks. schaols, athi destinations and naghbortionds (o pramote walking |plan 4
1Y £ilThes
Page B8 - Modily 161~ C <2 are all pEsve and do mot promiote williing, whisth o the ! tenors, & provably the Dest 3 M H 8 process
el Tt 1o read — Expand recreaton faglties and
147 bl etter Dean frennan 68 esiercise They ais imipartant 1o serwory, Frankly, imese aiso don't' mest the needs of teens. Why Elabioration / Clatificaton
il wallness programs (both active and passive)
call thiese types of amenties out? =
aned local unigue offerings that address amenity gaps and
changing demographics
. . el oy el sACeS Tocilities, and other :
148 | L2120150 ener Dean Brenran 68 = Page 68 - Modify 1.6.m - to read - wsrvces and facilities and sgace for other nesghbiorhood activities. Etabotition / Clarification
145 | 1217016 Leter Desn Brerman [~ Page 68 - Modily 1.6 - 1o mead — Pursue parmnersnips/collsborations with hieg a5 suggeited Haboranon / Clarificaton
U “Too prog forthe |
150 | 7210200 6] Lo Dean Brennan 62 Page 68 ~ Modity 160~ 0 add o end of sentince - inchiding mformation on mutnton and healthy estng Efaboraton / Clarification
Pae 68 = New Policy — Encourane the integration of speciic programs o educats peophe about health and leading heattty ilestyles into
151 | 172172016 etter Dean Brerwvan gl [P ETSR, el b s R ' L Discussed with commesnter: Addressed in Policy 161 [Mew Paliey
(T At DO arr.\rrunn
152 | 1/Z12006{Lemar Diean Brernan 68 Page 68 ~ New Policy — [ntegrate apportunibes to promote health into the cly's parks and recreation master plan Drscussed with commenter  Too programmatic New Policy
- ] Discussed with commantes  Modited | be addessos this
153 | 17217201 6{ | et Dean Brannan L) Page 68 - New Pobcy — Inform people abtut the benefity of exercas with imterpretive ugrung along canaly, trals and pattis Naw Folicy
e
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Lisst paragraph — peviogt after Maricops County in tha second line

60-Day Review CAC Comments

G modified a8 saggesied

Updated: 2/19/2016

Formating Gramima, o Typo

15%

1250104 E mal

Esbwe Pickerm

Page 72 = Question —are regdenty in floodplan amsas nothed of the subscdec?

GP et by rewording the second sentence 1o statie

thiat Chargdler's partcipaton o FEMA'S ratmg system

Haboravan / Clariic

20105010

Staff

[Supoest disleting 21 £ = dosirit suppor this chaptes

1A21/2016]1 ettet

Earan Bretmin

Page 73 = Modify 215 —to add toend - _specibically seniors and low incame

Lirmits the rdent of 1he

Dhiscyssed with carmirme i

Elaboration / Clanfication

214201 6] Latte

Dean Brennan

Page 73 - Modiy 21 b~ Changs “Support” to Implement’ and Chargie "afforts” lu ‘regilations”

159

2130l BiLette

Desary Brannan

Page 74— Modity 2 | ¢ by adding 10 end of sentence - inchuding distributed soly power generation

Discussed with cormmenter Limits this intent of the

policy

Hatroration / Clanbcation

Discussed with o R A

160 | 12172016 | ptter Dt Brannan 73 [Page 73 ~ Modity 21.d by seding to end of santence = that wmpon bott physica and mental heaith |Etitoration / Clarification
161 | 2710720164 [ 7 At -"i‘-.-.-lf‘r;h.--y "Erourage ackeouate buftening, shislding. or praper sitie planmng 1o help mitigate noisie and lohting dsturbance to I"-'p modiied a5 suggested New Palicy
rliver tang ¢
o oF SENTRCE 3 § TE Ve g v 7 7 S T G R S T r
162 | oo Sttt 74 |fectorint A carbon footprint s historcally defined a5 ‘the total sets of greenhouse Gas emissions caused by 2n organization: event. Gi* modifiad s suggested |Elsboration / Clarfication
toroduct. o orvicial " Public outeeat
= RO AN FORALE Wil ETTRAET WD) TOAY TURICWITICE 1T Sal LIRS TIUE
efing ipecific routes for utiity comidon. Chandlier's
General Flan has abways bean very broasd and rot site
n when addressog future land use.  Othes
srate from the General Plan, will determime
gdor roates. One paarmple of sxchia
process = the coment mvbative by SAP to extend
Y8 apree w
- | o _ = The mitert of polcy 2 2.b'on pag e
163 | 160 Website Steve Fanning 5 with the dofire the draf: genetal plan. S0 what pu Elaboration / Clanification
raft General Plan (k ¥% 10 oo lorate new
W 14ty ey o ey will vy Ay Courcl m
40 that | may parione:
Ao GOeRT e
(radhwayy, ex 3 utdity cotndors, @) that moy be more
approphate for utikbes. In SRPS caample, thesr process
of idestifyirag & spmodic utilty coute for 1he now power e
would take this paficy into consiterabon and throdgh that
| Hieplacie First paraaraphy pace 8 (this information i from the city's Drought Plan (47207153 "Chandler has a divessified water supply. Sak
andt Verde River water supobes come fromy the SEP, B it Wter € 1Dt s new consacvation storage (NES) 2
164 | e1o/zins Staff 78 . = GF modifiod s |Etsbsoration / Clarification
covisthucted at Roosavelt Darti: Salf s Verde siifioce water i store) ) [esenvorty 0nd dilvionsa Meaugh 3 senes of cansls to the eity's. L
Petoy Surface Water Treatment Plant. SR can also pump grotingwiter through a seros of vells for distribation *
165 | 2/10/2014 Statf 4 3" paragraph. 2 tine delete “and’ - _and incorporate updated information GP rodified as suggesed Formatting, Grammat. of Typo
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Gareral Nose = Notably ahment 1 a “tsmter prepdredness and responss” wection | thitk 1t &5 important 10 aticess whan happens ) the
vt of & ratural oo marvnade draster in @ yogks secton. Thene are fiems sprinklad thooughout, but | think i is worth considenng
orsiddating thise nio g snghe area. Places that touch on this Paga 77 — Drougnt Mansgement, Page 95 — Mainterance & Safety ~ Tha |GP modified by elaborating on the Emergenty

b I . Feati
156, | 1Al Rl kan seetion i really improctan, but hardly provides any solid coment and there i space to 86 st Recommend spanding this o betier utline  |Oparations.Plan, poge 84 Salety” section on Page 84, R
the: city's vision foe satety and malmtenanca as, night now, this seems ke an afretttought. Areas 1o think of including: combine police, first
i mag, pulling them dut of whers thiy s~ mag page 50
167 | 210720106 Sttt 85 3" I change = As the South Prce GF modified as sbogesed Flabacation / Clarifi
2 " Add to lyst paragraph, aher 7™ sentence pane 85 will be resuieed. Developrments will need 15 incorporate safety desan prnciples and
168 | Staff BS [GP mocfied a1 wgested |Baboration / Clanfication
o i Conting 1o provede sd e for gency resp personned a5 the Cily grows taller and denser. South Price Road i
Tuleseting
165 | 1A9420161Puldic Meeting e B Page 86, Polcy 1= Change o read = Ensure pubilie services meet community needy al bulld-oot of during fedevwlopment Gi* modified ay suggested Elatoranon £ Clanficaton
~IAttendes
Stall 87 |Fix orange box et cutolf G mocbfied s suogested Forrmatting Grsmmar, or Typa
E =1
Staft &5 Under *Technoiog paragraph, cf 3 pesindd mstways ot GP rmodibed as sighested Elaboraton / Clarfication
), Public indrmlms —200 W el ) e &ewmmm Toromeths Ateas
= = Engg e Fap legerd Buldngs Mg 6 modifed as suggestes {Baboration / Clarfication
173 | 12520164 mal Esha Prkott 93 Pubdie Schiools Map s oddly located: [k should move to atter piace 94 GF modified as suggested Formitting, Griammar, or Typo
(6P modified a5 feflows: Last sentance on page fo bo 1™
sentence of riew parraph — As populitions and

demograptecs whift. and fw number of ehanes schooks
; A AT mmmmmmnmn\u

74 201 6§ Email JEshe Pkt o4 Page 94, 5 ~ Consider g of 1 wittt Packs & Recreation lﬂmcnﬁm Clardication

1 2520 200 O paragragh Lo exprantion of prograsmning, partnecsips Wittt ok The dty 5 P /

with school districts ind valuate the potentinl reuse of

|thiese faciities for the expansion of programs or wevices

ttiat might be neaded for resdents in the area

175 | 27102010 Staft o3 Add sertence 10 17 paragraph undie schocds — UtA offers classes in the Downwwn Chandler Community Cente (P mordified a5 sugginsted Elaboraton f Clanfication
L7317 : - .
176 ik Masting 5% Page 96 — Consader inchiling a policy atrout the Community Coflege bewng an ecenormic enging and provides important workionm GP maodified - Pobry 15000 page 6, | Commundty e
: Anerdoe |raineng: Consigier adding the Cormmunity Collage 1o the sehools e College is alroady intluded on schools map
FIT | 2730/2008 Staft 97 Pages 97, 1" I of 27 10 last paragraph. char Chareiors systern demaloperin fees and finard GP modibed as 5 Elabocation / Clatifiation

178 | 2rioz016) Sttt 98 |Fage %, 3.3, dange impact foes fo “systerm developrment fees” GP miodifed 45 wg __@med Elabortion / Clarfeation

e dlefiniton of Adapdive Reuse to the lollowing: The process of seusing underutiized buildings for @ pusposs ot

Page 101, reword
179 | 21072016 Staft 101 than whih it

the rimase of undernutilized GP modifiend as suggested Elaboration / Clanficston

-0 2onng tistnct that facil

ity built for. The Adaptive Rewse Chverlay Distr L

180 znmq Seaft o | 6P meodified as suggrsied |atreation / Clarteanen

181 .Za’I(.‘.'.'GI[al Staft M F'rw IL ]L wlete df-. nitian of Armerican v gty and f . W 1 GF modied as sugoested |E laboration / Clanfication

182°'| 27102016 Staff 102 Py 100 dalote 27 rgraph under Commerchal Oifice GP madified as siggested Elabaration / Clarification
Page TOY, reward definiiion of {handler Muniopal Planfing Area o Municipal Planning Area = Expanded tariary, beyond the curen

183 | 21072036 Staff 102 miticlpal buandanes, which encomipassess unincorpotited botare may of ey Nt bencsrporated into the city, and  [GP modified a$ sugnested Elaboration £ Clanfication
e wehich fhe ylrare=e Do iy o pazatilishor by rsepsrsseenmiantal sormorets with addiaremt v pnac it

184 | 2110200 Staff 102 [Page 102, dslete definmions lor Commuinity Developmant Block Grant. County blind, ahd Communty Emergency Hesponse Tear GP modified a5 wogrited Elaboraton [ Clarification
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ement Pl Capital Improvement Program (CIP} This document serves a5 & year
185 | 2/10/7016] Staft 103 eads and ources for pubhc infeastructure improvements [talsoinfarms City residents of how GP moditied as suggested Elabaration / Clanfication
thie City plans to dddress signilican? cagital needs ovier the noxt ten years
186 | 2/10/2016 Sttt 103 Page 103, delate definition s for Creative District, Development Entitlements, and Healthcate Related Uses GP maodified as suggested Elaboration / Clarification
187 | 2/10/2016 Staff 163 Page 103, rewnrd title of Development Fees to; Systern Developrment Fees GF medified as suguested Elaboration / Clarification
. 103, reword defintion of Elements 10, The prncpal companents, or 16pical Subjects required Dy Stote staiites (o be adaressed in the T
188 | 2710/2016 Staff w0 - RS b il by i P modified as suggested Elaboration / Clardication
3 reWward gelnmion of Lrowin Area tor An area that 15 particularly suitable 1or plannied mulimodal iransportaton and
189 | £/10/2016| Staft 103 infrastruciure EKDSJ'lSIDIlI and improvements designed 1o support a planned concentration of a vanety of uses, such as residential, office, GF modified as suggested Elabaraton / Clarfication
J :omrnunrry‘s wvision ar\d aspreation. State law requires the genern} plan to be lpdated or readap{ed at least once every ]L' years, anci st
190 |- 2710401 Staff 103 be ratifiad by voters after Coundl adoption  The number of elements required to be addressed varies according to the population size.  |GP modified as suggested Elaboration / Clarification
Chandler's general p!an s required by state law to address 17 glements ranging in subject (eig. Tand use, water resources, safiety, public
bt et £l
191 | 2/10/2016) Staff 104 Page IL'L‘.I dmtﬂe definmions of Innovaton- H\\ .ed {orr*par.ms and Innovation Zones, Gi‘ modified as suggested Elaboration / Clarfication
192 | 2/10/2018 Sraff 105 categ mmeummPhﬂmﬂmamyuimwﬁchﬂdmﬁmm bt‘oadtawgmy Amaﬁamﬂxhasmlm mﬁtﬂl’nﬂ»mwggeaud |Blaboration f Clarification
i \ln-nl mEnts are che by taller, more inte ! =
193 | 2/10/2016 Statt 105 AR m “ bosare:charactenized & by GP modified as suggested Elaboration / Clarification
; mmfuand Development “Such building heights must be reviewed and approved - 7 3
194 | 270/2016 Staff 105 I s ) e g GF motified as suggested ) {Elaboration / Clanbcation
lig Hise Development Poli 5
age Area Lievalopiment (o; A TalOred Foning Oesanaton TaT accommodates e Nexuility needed ror
185 | 2/10/2016 Staft 105 varying circumstances and s utilzed 1o fulfill the policies and objectves of the general plan. Hence, one PAD zonmg desianation may  vary|GP modified as suggested Eleboration / Clarification
considerably from anoiier
196 | 2A0/201 Stafi 106 Page 106, delete definitions of Reudential Development Entutlernents and Residental Erterprise Zone GP modified as suggested |Elaboranon / Clanfication
197 2!]0,’2015I Saff 107 Page 107, deleta definition of Vision Statement GP modified as suggested Elaboration / Clarification
= : THIGaghoNT Gocumant Nesd conymenty, Wit Te: Lty Gf Chandier Transportaton Iaster Plan Update 2010,- Pages A6 (o), A8 (28, 4 : e ; S
198 mwzmsl Staft Entire Plan s : ey e Chy ; el iblen), AB Y49 GP modified as suggested |Formatting, Grammiat, or Typa
199 | 2/10/2016 Staff Enilire Plan T".nll)-;.-ght',:n document need consistency with: Capital Improvernent Program (CIF) - Pages £ 9, 65, 75, 97,98 CIP Definiton on page (G rhoiffed as stgasad Foratting, Grairivar, &r Typo,
ukead al Mthhm:lreds t sals bej ussed‘f ! r the SE cormer e ] I 1 L
ysewr ncrnf.ieeres duruis.ye adtﬂtnnilpwpn arear:mdy g hide Omsnppmmﬂyc PSA saint Thark You i T The
ufl..l'sanderﬂargimam&ﬂmc%urdwmndﬂwalsmomermmwmaﬂﬁmamlmmhamwmwmymm P add phusy birequrﬁi'n'i R e 1
200 | 1/14/2016|Website Adarn Serith Mg |would consider approving these developments. The number of units ts staggenng for such & small area of the ety I'm concemed about A ity bet e and e, g |General (Not Fage Specific)
traffic, crimme, and quiality of e in our city. Pleass do not approve complexes that are billed 1o be "luxuny” residences, when these {ptiir!:mﬂhl 13 k—nmag“ - _,'G_.mm“"g. developments
development quickly deteriprate and bring a host of ssues and problems. The devslopments on the NE carmer of AZ Averiue and Queen ol i '
(Creok arp monctmsitios Wi rinn'T nead more of the cama
Disoussed with commenter: Met with Moe to talk about
201 | 1/15/2016{Email Moe Wakehald MR See gttachiad = Provided as & weparate-attachment betause the comment sure exceads the makimam row height allowed in ms excel how the GP is applied to rezoning cases such as the General (Not Page Specific]
hypothetical example provided
Discussad with commenter: Prior to the 60-day review
penod, David discussed the issue with Moe and together
202 | 2/B12016|Emall Moe Wakefield /A See attached - Provided as a separate attachiment becaine the comment size exceeds the maximum row height allowed in ms excel eraftad policy 1.1.2 k Protect the low-density residential | Genetal (Mot Page Specific)
|character of larga lot neighborhoods. {already in the GP,
|0 26)
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o, Drawid] dieruese

erateg

alicwed i ms

WA See sttached - Provoed 5 @ separate attachrrss the COemiraand S xcesds 1he masituen row e

203 | 27112016 Emal hoe Walks

cy 1126 Pre OW -t al General (Not Page Specidc)

of large ot rexg

p 26

Distussaids with cofirnenter: Prior to the S0-3ay revy
o, Dlavidd efiscussed the msie with Moz and toguthir
204 | 2182016 Emal o Wakefield WA [See attached - Providedd ay o separste attachmnent because the comment size- gaosds the maarmnam tow heght aliewed v my encel crafted poliey 1.1.2.k Protect the low-density residential | Ganeral (Not Page Specii)
charaeter of lamje ot peighborhaads, (already in the GF, ;

Ilu,v.m"-unrl via- el Fohty "1 on page J1 of Thae drali
| wais heping tosee rmgre specilic detaily mgandiiig the neghborhocd. directions-speatically the ruman going arcund thit the City will Ihat states that any Tutdte treatment of and/or elimination
hie alley splits 10 e Domeown s And accompanyi
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Fwd: Public Meetings to Review the Draft General Plan

Moe Wakefield

* David.delaTorre, peggy

01/15/2016 04:40 PM

Hide Details

From: Moe Wakefield <savetheranchettes@gmail.com>

To: David.delaTorre@chandleraz.gov, peggy@psaplanning.com
History: This message has been replied to.

1 Attachment

pic20193.gif

Thank you David,

I see that cases before the City Council are already causing people to cite the provisions of the Draft General Plan (DGP)
as if those provisions were already enacted, as well as the existing General Plan (GP). Based on what I observed at last
night’s Council meeting, the DGP already appears to be a factor considered by the Council in deciding current zoning

cases under the GP.

What I need fo know.
I have some questions about the scope of the existing GP and the DGP that I would like to have answered by the City and
the DGP consultant(s) hired by the City. I have prevmusly provided you and at least one consultant with copies of prior
e-mails I sent to the C1ty Council concerning the previous attempt to redevelop 3 to 4 of the yancheites (large home sites)
in my neighborhood in the SE corner 6f Alma School and Germann Roads between Alma School and Hartford Street to

the east. ) —

o

Like the prior e-mails I s&ﬂ, I would like to have this e-mail and any response to it mcllféiéd in the DGP record and
considered by the Citizens Advisory Committee (CAC) as well as by the City Council.

Hypothetical rezoning/redevelopment case.
I am not seeking any legal opinion or interpretation of any GP and/or DGP provision. I only ask that the City and its
consultant(s) in the GP update process cite for me the specific GP and DGP sections and page numbers that would govern
any rezoning/redevelopment attempt under the following hypothetical example:

1. A Ranchette Neighborhood is developed (prior to City annexation) with 26 individual lots (about 2.5 acres
each) zoned for single family homes on 1-acre lots and with agricultural (AG-1) zoning which permits farming
activities, including the keeping of animals like horses, cows, sheep, etc. The neighborhood has SRP flood

irrigation.

2. After annexation the City adopts an Area Plan (AP) which formally adopts the previously established 1-acre
single family residential lots and AG-1 zoning for the Ranchette Neighborhood in question. Future developers
are presumed to be competent enough to investigate and know what the AP allows before they buy any ranchette

propetrty.

3. Because the top tier of ranchettes would have ranchettes at or near the intersection of two streets that would
later be widened and become major arterial streets, three different sets of land speculators buy up 7 ranchettes
near that intersection for the purpose of redeveloping them as commercial property. All of the previously
constructed (and inhabited) homes on 6 of the 7 ranchettes, together with fences, corrals, bams, sheds, swimming
pool, etc. were removed and the land left empty and unoccupied. Only the home on the seventh ranchette still
exists, and it is now used as rental property. The renter currently has 3 to 4 horses at this home.

4. Despite the pre-existing AP that the City clearly knows about, the City knowingly allows 2 of the ranchettes
at the very corner of the intersection to be redeveloped as a commercial gas station, convenience market, and car
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wash. These are the only ranchettes that received any zoning change. The car wash makes an audible (industrial)
sound that can easily be heard throughout most of the remaining Ranchette Neighborhood.

5. The commercial redevelopment of the two ranchettes prevents the remaining 5 speculator-owned ranchettes
from being redeveloped commercially, because they have no access to both major arterial streets. The separate
owners of 4 of these ranchettes, and then the owner of only 3 of them, apparently agreed to allow them to be
rezoned as “affordable” homes for low-income families. The redeveloper essentially argued that the carwash
noise destroyed the value of the land for any higher valued land use, and that only poor people would accept
homes next to a noisy carwash without complaint because they had no option for any better quality homes.

6. The redeveloper’s attorney then talks about the possibility of building only 16 homes in the $500,000 range
on three ranchettes, and the City orders the redeveloper to withdraw its application for 28 homes on those 3 lots
and to file a new application. After 6 months no reapplication is filed, but someone claiming to be the agent of
all 5 ranchette owners announces the intent to build a gated community with 28 homes in the $500,000 to

$600,000 range on them.
Thank you,

Moe Wakefield

~~~~~~~~~~ Forwarded message ~---------

From: <David.delaTorre@chandleraz.gov>

Date: Wed, Jan 13, 2016 at 2:48 PM

Subject: Public Meetings to Review the Draft General Plan

To: \

o aate

Dear Chandler Resident or Stakeholder,

You are invited to participate in the upcoming public meetings listed below
to learn about and comment on the draft General Plan. If you are unable to
attend any of the meetings, you may submit comments or questions to
david.delatorre(@chandleraz.gov You are receiving this message because of
your previous interest in the update of Chandler's General Plan. Please
notify david.delatorre@chandleraz.gov if you would like to be removed from

the mailing list.

The draft General Plan and related information is available online at
www.chandleraz.gov/GPupdate

January Public Meeting Dates:

Jan 19, 2016, 6:00 PM, Public Meeting #1: Environmental Education Center,
Painted Desert Room, 4050 E. Chandler Heights Rd, Chandler, AZ 85249

Jan 21, 2016, 1:00 PM, N. Az Ave Meeting: Downtown Police Community Room,

250 E. Chicago St. Chandler AZ 85225

Jan 26, 2016, 1:00 PM, Public Meeting #2: Desert Breeze Police Community

2/19/2016




Page 3 of 3

Room, 251 N. Desert Breeze Blvd. Chandler AZ 85226

Jan 27, 2016, 6:00 PM, Public Meeting #3: Downtown Library, Copper Room
(2nd Floor), 22 S. Delaware St. Chandler AZ 85225

Public Hearing Dates:

The following public hearing dates have been scheduled for formal
consideration and vote by the Planning and Zoning Commission and City
Council as required by state law:

March 9, 2016, 6:00 PM, Planning Commission Public Hearing #1, Tumbleweed
Recreation Center, Cotton Room Notth, 745 E. Germann Rd. Chandler AZ 85286

March 16, 2016, 5:30 PM, Planning Commission Public Hearing #2, Council
Chambers, 88 E. Chicago St. Chandler AZ 85225

April, 14, 2016, 7:00 PM, City Council, Council Chambers, 88 E. Chicago St.
Chandler AZ 85225

August 30, 2016 - Primary election

David de la Torre, AICP, Principal Planner
Planning Division

City of Chandler

ph: (480) 782-3059

fax:(480) 782-3075

(Embedded image moved to file: pic20193.gif) ~ Think Green ... Turn off
your computer when you leave,
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PLEASE STOP ILLEGAL MEETING
mayor&council, Jay.Tibshraeny, Nora.Ellen,
Moe Wakefield to: Kevin.Hartke, Rick.Heumann, Rene.Lopez, 02/08/2016 09:23 AM
Terry.Roe, Jack.Sellers, Dave.Bigos _
. searl, Taylor Earl, Erik.Swanson, David.delaTorre, Marsha.Reed,
" Kay.Bigelow, Scott.McCoy, Jeff.Kurtz, peggy, "Coppola, Christopher"

To the Honorable Mayor and Councilmembers of the City of Chandler:

1. PLEASE STOP THE ILLEGAL NEIGHBORHOOD MEETING SET FOR
TONIGHT IN CONFLICT WITH THE CITY COUNCIL’S MEETING, AS
EXPLAINED BELOW IN PART I. This e-mail contains my response to the notice of
Garrett-Walker Homes (GWH) to publicly present a rezoning/redevelopment proposal for 3
. ranchettes (of about 6.7 acres) in the Ranchette Neighborhood near the southeast corner of
Alma School Road and Germann Road in Chandler. GWH has scheduled another (the fifth)
neighborhood rezoning/redevelopment meeting for 7:00 p.m. on Monday (tonight),
02/08/2016 at Hancock Elementary School at 2425 S. Pleasant Drive, in Chandler. GWH’s
meeting notice improperly identified previous application files (APL14-0009 and
DVR14-0029) that were withdrawn by order of the Council on 07/09/2015 which required
submission of new applications. City staff did not (or could not) tell me what the correct

application numbers are.

Please include two prior e-mails in the latest Serenade rezoning/redevelopment .record.
" 2. This e-mail incorporates by reference all of my objections to any ranchette

rezoning/redevelopment, as specified in two prior e-mails to the Chandler City Council on
November 13, 2015 (now designated 1-EM-11/13/15) and on 12/07/2015 (now designated
2-EM-12/07/15) that also commented on the Chandler Cobblestone Auto Spa upgrade
project (no.PDP15-0011), as approved by the Planning and Zoning Commission
(“Commission”) on Wednesday 11/18/2015, and by the Chandler City Council on Thursday,
12/10/2015. Both the City and GWH’s attorneys should have received my e-mails and
thereby had actual notice of the Cobblestone carwash noise issue, but showed no interest in
seeking any noise mitigation. This noise issue lies at the core of the Ranchette Neighborhood
~ rezoning/redevelopment controversy that has been ongoing since 2013.

3. In2-EM-12/07/15-Paragraph 3 I asked that both prior e-mails in question be added to
the case record of any future rezoning/redevelopment attempt in the Ranchette
Neighborhood. I again restate that request and reconfirm the notice in
2-EM-12/07/15-Paragraph 4 that I do not accuse or imply that anyone connected with any
current or past rezoning attempt has committed any illegal or improper act worthy of severe
criticism or any legal penalty. I believe that the specific facts that I present are accurate to the
best of my knowledge, information, and belief. My focus is on the need to encourage the
adoption of better procedural safeguards to protect and preserve Chandler neighborhoods
(and their residents) against unreasonable rezoning/redevelopment pressures.




Please add this e-mail to the public comments record for the current update of the

Chandler General Plan.
4, This e-mail, like the prior 1-EM-11/13/15 and 2-EM-12/07/15) e-mails, is also being
sent to Chandler’s coordinating City Planner, David de la Torre, and City consultant, Peggy
Fiandaca (Partners for Strategic Action), as a public comment to the current upgrade of the
City’s general land use plan. Ibelieve that the land redevelopment strategies (exemplified by
this case) that would destroy a truly valuable, unique, and irreplaceable neighborhood
established by the City in 1997 when it adopted the Carino Estates Area Plan, and provides
clear notice of the need to adopt meaningful safeguards to preserve and protect City
neighborhoods against aggressive redevelopment tactics. All prior developers/redevelopers
buying ranchette lots (initially of about 2.25 acres each) only built homes in accordance with
the one family home per acre zoning established by the Area Plan. GWH is the first to seek a
very self-serving (i.e., profitable) redevelopment that will utterly destroy the Ranchette
Neighborhood.

L
PLEASE STOP THE IMPROPER NEIGHBORHOOD MEETING SCHEDULED
FOR MONDAY, 02/08/2016!!!
5. Tjust cannot believe that the City would allow GWH to call another neighborhood
meeting when GWH has clearly failed to obey the City’s order of 07/09/2015 that required
the withdrawal of APL14-0009 and DVR14-0029 with submission of a new application and
development plan, plus legal re-advertising. So where is the compliance? Please send me a
copy of the published re-advertisement. Attachment A1 contains a staff recommendation
dated 06/17/2015 upon which the Council’s final order of 07/09/2015 was based In
pertinent part the staff'recommendations stated:

Planning Staff recommends a withdrawal for the purpose of re-advertising. The
development team has been working on design alternatives resulting in a plan that
substantially reduces the number of lots from what was previously advertised. An
updated application and development plan will be submitted in the near future,
[Emphasis Added]

6. So here we are six months later and apparently no new application has been filed and
there is no development plan and no alternative house designs available. On 02/03/2016 City
staff told me there are no new home designs submitted (I don’t believe any new design work
has even started) and that the only remedy would be to just allow GWH to hold another
neighborhood meeting later. Without the new application with information ordered by the
City’s order of 07/09/2015, there is absolutely nothing new for anyone to review and decide
upon. GWH has absolutely nothing new to present at any meeting. The whole purpose of the
ordered withdrawal was to allow GWH to provide the promised upgrade of its homes (from
$300,000 to $500,000 in value) and now it has nothing to present. Building only 16 of the
$300,000 homes (instead of the 28 (or even 26 homes) for which the house design work has
been done, should be viewed as simply a “rape of the land” for a redeveloper’s financial

profit.




7. Thus, GWH has been allowed to call a totally useless meeting, in direct violation (I
believe) of the City’s final decision of 07/09/2015 requiring resubmission of a new
application. What better proof of the contemptuous indifference inherent in the existing
zoning procedures to the rights and interests of City residents? The City appears to be unable
to stand up to the developers/redevelopers. The only penalty they ever seem to get is an
opportunity to schedule yet another public meeting and impose further inconvenience and
stress on neighborhood residents. GWH never objected to or appealed the 07/09/2015 City
order terminating its prior applications APL14-0009 and DVYR14-0029, and cannot now cite
these withdrawn application numbers as legal authority to “sneak in the back door” to reopen
those applications by a new meeting notice citing only the withdrawn applications. What
kind of City legality required GWH to withdraw the formerly advertised notice for 28 homes
and to reapply for the 16 homes it now wants, but then allows it to reopen the withdrawn
applications by citing them as authority for a new neighborhood meeting notice. The City
needs to promptly stop this “charade” that has just become too bizarre for words. Allowing
that meeting to be held only “rewards” GWH’s apparent inability or unwillingness to comply

with an unequivocal City order.

8. GWH’s neighborhood meeting set for Monday, 02/08/2016 is in direct conflict with the
next City Council meeting that is normally held only on one Monday a month. The Council
knows that I routinely attend Council meetings. I am trying to be an informed citizen who
understands City operations. However, I now liave to choose between a worthwhile civic
involvement at a Council meeting, or going to a totally useless and unnecessary (and I

believe illegal) neighborhood meeting just to 1ebut any erroneous information that might be

presented there .

PLEASE ALLOW ME TO ATTEND TONIGHT’S COUNCIL MEETING BY STOPPING
THE CONFLICTING GWH MEETING AND NOT ALLOWING IT TO BE
RESCHEDULED UNTIL GWH DOES THE NEEDED DESIGN WORK FOR ITS NEXT
PROPOSAL, FILES A NEW APPLICATION, AND SUBMITS THE NECESSARY
DEVELOPMENT PLAN THAT IS AVAILABLE FOR PUBLIC REVIEW.

IL.
GWH’S BIZARRE REDEVELOPMENT ATTEMPTS TO DATE.
9. E-mails 1-EM-11/13/15 and 2-EM-12/07/15 summarize the rezoning/redevelopment
history of the Ranchette Neighborhood, and better explain my reasons for objecting to any
further rezoning/redevelopment attempt for 5 ranchettes (numbers 7, 8, 9, 10, and 11) located
on the south side of Germann Road immediately to the east of the Cobblestone Auto Spa,
which is at the southeast corner of the intersection of Alma School Road and Germann Road.

10. All of the 5 ranchettes once had single family homes on them that were occupied by their
owners and later by tenants. The ranchettes still have Salt River Project flood irrigation
rights and agricultural zoning, which permits the keeping of horses, cows, chickens, and other
farm animals at any home built on any of them. On February 27, 1997, Chandler adopted the
Carino Estates Area Plan (see 1-EM-11/13/15 Paragraph 25 and Attachment 4), thereby




giving notice to land developers that the minimal residential lot size for the Ranchette
Neighborhood was one acre per single family residence.

11. However, the 5 ranchettes now in question were thereafter purchased and resold a
number of times by a chain of land speculators who initially intended to redevelop them as
commercial property. The homes and other improvements on all but Ranchette no. 7 were
eventually demolished, with no attempt or intent to ever restore them as ranchette home sites.

Starting in 2013, Garrett-Walker Homes (GWH) made several unsuccessful redevelopment
attempts involving the following facts:

A. Application DVR13-0024: The initial GWH “neighborhood redevelopment meeting” was conducted
on 08/13/2013. GWH proposed to redevelop Ranchettes 8, 9, 10, and 11 into a 40 home redevelopment
called AVVENTURA. See: 1-EM-11/13/15, Paragraphs 18, 19, 24 and Attachment A22. The Ranchette
Neighborhood residents have never accepted any GWH proposal, but GWH keeps coming back. See:
1-EM-11/13/15, Paragraphs 23 and 24 . '

B. Applications APL14-0009 (Carino Estates Area Plan Amendment) and DVR14-0029 (Serenade) were
filed in 2014, thereby replacing the Avventura proposal. 1 never knew why Avventura “disappeared”
suddenly with no City order of withdrawal. GWH replaced its Avventura agent with a law firm that
conducted the second neighborhood rezoning/redevelopment meeting on 09/04/2014 for 28 “SERENADE”
homes ( “SERENADE I”) on Ranchettes 9, 10, and 11. See: 1-EM-11/13/15, Paragraph 24, and
Attachment A24. At this meeting I understood GWH staff to vigorously argue that the Cobblestone
Carwash noise essentially destroyed the:value of the land for any better purpose than as homes for low «
income people who could not afford any quieter neighborhood, and who, would never complain about

~ carwash noise. At this meeting GWH’s attorney disclosed"the existence of GWH’s carwash noise
mitigation study, that I have unsuccessfully asked for a copy of ever since that time.

3

"'C.  GWH then hired a new attorney that scheduled a third neighborhood redevelopment meeting for
12/18/2014, but I know of no neighborhood resident who ever got a copy of the meeting
notice or who ever attended this meeting. Neither I nor anyone I know of learned of the
third GWH neighborhood meeting until about 03/13/2015, after City hearings were
already set for an April 15, 2015 (Planning and Zoning) and a May 14, 2015 (Council)
hearing. See: 1-EM-11/13/15, Paragraph 24. A City sign bearing these hearing dates was
promptly posted on Ranchette 10, but never updated, and was never removed until
01/16/2016, after I strongly complained to the City about the continued posting of
irrelevant information.

D. A “make up” (fourth) neighborhood meeting for a 26-home (SERENADE II)
redevelopment (in the alleged $300,000 price range per home according to GWH’s
attorney) for Ranchettes 9, 10, and 11 was then conducted by GWH’s second attorney on
04/02/2015. At this meeting GWH’s attorney also promised to disclose to me the
carwash mitigation noise study I had asked for since September of 2014, but that pledge
has also never been honored and I was never told why. See: 1-EM-11/13/15, Paragraph 24.
On 02/03/2016, City staff also told me that the City would request the carwash noise
study from GWH. Following the 04/02/2015 meeting, GWH’s attorney then asked for
and got the City hearings continued to June 17, 2015 (Planning & Zoning) and July 9,
2015 for the Council hearing in order to have more time to seek an agreeable compromise
project with the residents. Yet, no further neighborhood rezoning/redevelopment meeting

e




was ever scheduled.

E. At an informal meeting in a neighborhood home on 05/12/2015, the same GWH
attorney told neighborhood ranchette owners that he would try to persuade GWH to build
only 16 homes (I understood him to claim that GWH’s engineer said each home could be
sold for $500,000) on Ranchettes 9, 10, and 11. The site plan he showed (but refused to
provide any copies of) bears a strong resemblance (in my mind) to the attached A2 site
map that I received from the City on 02/03/2016 as an e-mail attachment, after my e-mail
complaint of 01/28/2016 to City staff and the Council about the lack of any information
provided by GWH for the 02/08/2016 (fifth) neighborhood rezoning/redevelopment
meeting. GWH’s second attorney also held a second informal meeting with
neighborhood residents in May 6f 2015, but I did not attend it because I did not get timely
notice of it. due to an e-mail problem. I believe the second meeting addressed

substantially no new zoning issue.

F. Based on staff recommendations (Attachment Al), the City Council adopted (on 07/09/2015)
Resolution No. 4861, (APL14-0009 Carino Estates Area Plan Amendment), and Ordinance No. 4631, (
DVR14-0029 SERENADE), that required that these Serenade applications be withdrawn and that new
application be filed and advertised. But GWH presumably did nothing over the past 6 months; on
02/03/2016, City staff told me that GWH did not submit house plans for the 02/08/2016 meeting tonight
because the design work is not done (and I assume not even yet started) and will not be available by
tonight’s scheduled neighborhood meeting, See Paragraphs 5 thru 8, above -

"G While GWH’s Serenade proposal was withdrawn and nat.,re—advertised, the Chandler Cobblestone

Auto Spa got City approval on December 10, 2015 for site layout, building modifications (including
additional parking), shade canopies, monument signage, and building color upgrades. To get this approval -
Cobblestone had to conduct a neighborhood meeting (held on 10/14/2015) to facilitate public comment and

inquiry into the nature and scope of the proposed upgrade.

H. At the Cobblestone neighborhood meeting on 10/14/2015, Scott Ward of Ward Development appeared
and claimed to represent the owners of Ranchettes 7, 8, 9, 10, and 11, comprising about 10 acres of adjacent
ground to the east of Cobblestone. He also claimed to have 30 years of experience as a developer. He
conducted the first GWH neighborhood meeting in 2013. See Paragraph 11.A. above.

L Mr Ward claimed that a request to build 28 homes, reportedly in the $500,000 to $600,000 price
range, in a gated community on a 10-acre parcel of land (comprising Ranchettes 7, 8, 9, 10, and 11) would
be submitted to the City, and that the existing rental home on Ranchette 7 would be demolished. Under the
current Carino Estates zoning, only a maximum of 10 homes (each on a mininum lot size of one acre) can
be built. He also offered an unspecified amount of money to Cobblestone to help pay for the mitigation of
carwash noise, a clear admission I believe of the unfavorable impact of carwash noise upon any proposed
higher density residential redevelopment.

The true scope of any Serenade redevelopment.

12. Ifirmly believe that anyone who claims that the intended scope of the Serenade IXX
redevelopment is only 16 homes on Ranchettes 8, 10, and 11, has to be very mistaken. If 3
ranchettes can be rezoned for 16 (instead of the currently allowed 6) homes, the adjacent two
ranchettes (7 and 8) cannot be prevented from getting the same rezoning for at least 10 more,
and possibly even 12 more homes. If the City’s existing neighborhood preservation laws
cannot prevent the loss of any Ranchette to redevelopment, they can’t protect and preserve
any other City neighborhood. See: 1-EM-11/13/15, Paragraphs 32 thru 37




13. If approved, the proposed rezoning/redevelopment would destroy the entire Ranchette
Neighborhood, which would now be in transition from a very low residential density to a
significantly higher density neighborhood. The land speculators would return to buy up more
ranchettes for redevelopment that would only stop when the ranchettes were gone. The
financial rewards of redevelopment are obvious. See: 1-EM-11/13/15, Paragraphs 38 thru
41. Attachment A2 is the Serenade III site map that shows a truncated street (Pelican Drive)
that is clearly intended to facilitate the further redevelopment of ranchettes to the east.
Serenade I and II had the same truncated street. See: 1-EM-11/13/15, Paragraphs 38 thru
41; Attachments A24 and A25.

14. Both GWH and the City must clearly realize that the redevelopment of any of Ranchettes
7, 8,9, 10, 11 will first consume all of them and then spread throughout the neighborhood. If
Serenade III is ever approved, GWH would have 3 years to start construction, or more than
enough time to rezone Ranchettes 7 and 8, (which could not be denied rezoning), and add
them to the project that would consume by redevelopment all 5 ranchettes, or about 45% of
the residential ranchettes on Germann. It is easier to “hide” the total impact of the scope of
the intended redevelopment by trying to initially only redevelop 3 ranchettes, or 27% of the
total residential ranchettes on Germann. However, once all five ranchettes have been
rezoned, the street layout in the Serenade I site map probably becomes irrelevant becanse
once density and the house design and appearances have been approved, how the streets are
arranged can (I assume) be changed at will by the City with no need to solicit any input from
the neighbors. We will be back to the Avventura plan to create a dangerous and unsafe
4-way intersectioni with the Chandler Christian Church driveway. See: 1-EM-11/13/15;

Paragraphs 42 thru 45.

15. I assume a two-prong attack has been the objective all along. The 40 house Avventura
proposal (10 homes per ranchette) on 4 ranchettes became the 28 house Serenade I proposal
(9.3 homes per ranchette) on 3 ranchettes, and would be a 46.6 home project on all five
ranchettes. Now, the 16 home Serenade III proposal (5.3 homes per ranchette) on 3
ranchettes could become the 26.66 home project for 5 ranchettes. But despite the verbal
(only) promises we got that the 16 (initial) homes would be a gated community of quality
high-class homes in the $500,000 range, I understood City staff to say that GWH hasn’t done
the necessary house design work, and that such work probably won’t be done until sometime
later. See Paragraphs 5 thru 8, above. So after 6 months GWH isn’t ready to go to a
neighborhood meeting with anything but the previous Serenade I house designs? So who is
kidding who? I believe that Serenade III could well become Chandler’s first “gated slum.”

16. Both Chandler and GWH’s attorney, plus Scott Ward, and the owner of Ranchettes 7 and
8 were sent copies of my e-mails 1-EM-11/13/15 and 2-EM-12/07/15, and I believe both
e-mails were delivered to all. These e-mails gave notice of the previous GWH allegations
regarding detrimental Cobblestone carwash noise impacts, but no one apparently cared
enough to investigate the matter further. Mr. Ward only made what I considered to be a pro
forma offer to financially assist in mitigating the carwash noise. See Paragraph 11.H, and
111, above. So if Serenade (or any variation of it) is approved, future home owners would




arguably be required to wave any legal right to seek reduction of carwash noise. See:
1-EM-11/13/15, Paragraphs 16 thru 19. Future Serenade owners and residents, even if
they might only be low income people, might someday wonder why the City “sold them out.”
The City would get all the noise complaints and political fallout; Cobblestone would get all
the blame and damage to its business reputation; the Ranchette neighborhood (especially on
Germann) would be destroyed by redevelopment. This would leave only the “redeveloper” to

“cry alone all the way to the bank.”

The only noise and neighborheod preservation solution is large size residential lots.

17. Both the Carino Estates Area Plan (one single family home per acre) and the City’s
AVALON zoning decision of 10/19/2015 (See:
http://chandleraz.gov/content/CurrentResults.pdf for AVALON
DVR15-0013/PP15-0006) require a large-lot solution here. Large lots are the only way to
ensure that a quality residential redevelopment will occur on Ranchettes 7, 8, 9, 10, and 11.
AVALON had airport noise so great (far greater than the Cobblestone carwash) that any
home built had to be certified as “sound proof for aviation noise.” Also, in order to preserve
. the rural character of an adjacent row of ranchette homes on large acreages (as large and as
close as the ranchette homes on Kingbird), the City required AVALON to have very large lot
sizes for land that had never (like the Ranchette neighborhood) been developed and had its
residential zoning set by an area plan. Yet the remaining and occupied ranchettes on
Germanh also require the same protection and preservation that AVALON would require for

the adjacent ranchettes on Kingbird Drive.

18. Thus, the 12.23-acres in AVALON only got 14 custom home sites (for noise proof
homes), or 0.87 acre per home. Serenade III (of 6.7 acres) wants 16 homes where Carino
Estates zoning would only allow 6 homes and the AVALON ratio (homes per acre) would
only allow 7 homes. Carino Estates zoning only permits 10 homes on the 10 acres in
Ranchettes 7, 8, 9, 10, and 11, while the AVALON ratio would only allow 11 homes. There
is no rational basis for abandoning the Carino Estates zoning,

19. Any notion that a major arterial street like Germann now changes the Carino Estates
zoning and AVALON ratio is arbitrary nonsense. When it widened Germann Road the City
preserved the Ranchette neighborhood by building underground SRP irrigation pipe and
privacy walls with space for individual ranchette driveways onto Germann for 8 of the 11
residentially zoned ranchettes on Germann. These City-preserved ranchettes are just as
worthy of preservation under Carino Estates and AVALON as the adjacent ranchettes on
Kingbird. Only Ranchettes 9, 10, and 11 were excluded from similar benefits because they
were openly held for speculative redevelopment. Restoring ranchette homes under Carino
Estates zoning avoids substantially all the infrastructure costs of Serenade III, plus the
traffic safety problems identified in 1-EM-11/13/15, Paragraphs 42 thru 48 that the City
and GWH have never responded to.

20. On the north side of Germann across from Ranchettes 9, 10, and 11 is only one home
(older than any home on Ranchettes 1 thru 11) with an individual driveway onto Germann
and a large SRP irrigated lot. There are a total on 4 homes on the north side of Germann




(across from Ranchettes 1 through 11) with City-built irrigation systems and privacy walls
with driveways onto Germann. On the south side of Germann (i.e., the Ranchette
Neighborhood) there are 8 driveway gaps in the City-built privacy wall to allow direct
driveway access to Germann. These homes (on the north and south side of Germann) are the
rural-home site neighborhood that developed before annexation into the City of Chandler.
With no Serenade redevelopment to obstruct traffic, I can enter onto Germann Road from my
home as easily as northbound traffic on Hartford St. can enter onto Germann. The ranchette
homes on Kingbird Road (a dead-end street south of Germann) have some difficulty (I
believe) in entering onto Alma School Road, especially going southbound.

m.
Desireable mitigation for any ranchette redevelopment on Germann,
21. Ibelieve that Chandler already knows whether it intends to allow the destruction by
redevelopment of the Ranchette Neighborhood, especially the ranchettes on Germann. In the
event that redevelopment has already been decreed, I would ask for mitigation measures to
protect the property values, privacy, and residential security of the remaining Ranchette
Neighborhood owners and residents on Germann and on Kingbird. This list includes, but is
not limited to, the following:

A. A privacy wall preventing any access to the alley from the redeveloped Serenade neighborhood.
GWH promised this concession at the 2013 neighborhood meeting. This alley has potentially dangerous
irrigation structures, and must be left unobstructed for important neighborhood purposes.

B. No two-story homes. With all the large lots GWH claims to be willing to provide in order to provide
a high-quality gated neighborhood, there is no reason for two-story homes,that facilitate invasion of the
residential privacy. of adjacent ranchette residents. As noted above, however, GWH has apparently not yet
done any design work for any of the Serenade 1II homes in question, and has nothing to show the remaining
neighborhood and should not be holding any neighborhood meeting now.

C. Surrounding privacy wall. Other HOA neighborhoods on Germann and Hartford have privacy walls
on these streets, and the City essentially gave us no choice when it built privacy walls on our properties.
There is no reason that any Serenade redevelopment should not be required to be consistent with the
remainder of the Ranchette Neighborhood on Germann.

D. No access roadway to Germann forming a de-facto 4-way intersection with the Chandler
Christian Church (CCC) driveway on Germann unless a traffic-control light is installed for roadway
and pedestrian safety purposes. The initial Avventura proposal clearly intended to create such an unsafe
intersection, and any Serenade III redevelopment will result in the same rezoning for all 10 acres in
Ranchettes 7, 8, 9, 10, and 11 and the likely creation of such a new intersection.

E. No phased redevelopment of Ranchettes 7, 8, 9, 10, and 11. Attachment A2 contains a site map
with a truncated street that proves the intent to expand eastward onto all five ranchettes. None of these

current owners of these five ranchettes have apparently ever attempted to restore any ranchettes under

existing rezoning, and their only opportunity for any profitable redevelopment now depends on eventually

including all 5 ranchettes into the same development, Proper and safe site design (street and sewer design,

etc.) requires that all 5 ranchettes be simultaneously redeveloped. See 21A thru D, above.

F. An emergency 911 second entrance. The 40 Avventura homes on 4 ranchettes provided for a second
911 emergency entrance, and such a second entrance is presumably needed for the reasons stated in 21.E.,

above.
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TOTALLY BIZARRE ZONING PROCEDURES

oy Moe Wakefield

v to:

" mayor&council, Jay. Tibshraeny, Nora.Ellen, Kevin.Hartke, Rick.Heumann, Rene.Lopez,
Terry.Roe, Jack.Sellers, Dave.Bigos

02/11/2016 05:46 PM

Ce:

Stephen Earl, Taylor Earl, Erik.Swanson, David.delaTorre, Marsha.Reed, Kay.Bigelow,
Scott.McCoy, Jeff.Kurtz, peggy, "Coppola, Christopher"

Hide Details

From: Moe Wakefield <savetheranchettes@gmail.com> Sort List... ,

To: mayor&council@chandleraz.gov, Jay. Tibshraeny@chandleraz.gov,
Nora.Ellen@chandleraz.gov, Kevin.Hartke@chandleraz.gov,
Rick.Heumann@chandleraz.gov, Rene.Lopez@chandleraz.gov,

Terry Roe@chandleraz.gov, Jack.Sellers@chandleraz.gov, Dave Bigos@chandleraz.gov
Cc: Stephen Earl <searl@ecllaw.com>, Taylor Earl <tearl@ecllaw.com>,
Erik.Swanson@chandleraz.gov, David.delaTorre@chandleraz.gov,
Marsha.Reed@chandleraz.gov, Kay Bigelow@chandleraz.gov,

Scott. McCoy@chandleraz.gov, Jeff Kurtz@chandleraz.gov, peggy@psaplanning.com,
"Coppola, Christopher" <Chris.Coppola@arizonarepublic.com>

To the Honorable Mayor and Councilmembers of the City of Chandlet:

1. “This e-maﬁ contains my continuing protest to any lezonihglledevelopment attempt by

Road and Germann Road intersection. GWH’s last-filed apphcatlons in 2014 for construction
of a new residential development (to be called Serenade) in the Ranchette Neighborhood on
Germann are identified by the City as APL14-0009 and DVR14-0029. I believe these
applications were terminated by an order of the City Council on 07/09/2015.

2. I know of no new rezoning/redevelopment applications filed by GWH since 07/09/2015,
and my inquiries to Planning and Zoning staff have credibly informed me that no new GWH
Serenade applications were received as of Tuesday, 02/09/2016. As of today the City’s own.

website (at hitp://www.chandleraz.gov/default.aspx?pageid=331) lists no left-over 2014
cases, but only the following (2015) cases as the current zoning cases:

1. Sharp Contracting PDP15-0005

2. Bogle House DVR15-0023

3. Verizon Wireless ZUP15-0007

4, Canal View Homes DVR15-0027

5. Villas at Chandler Airpark DVR15-0031
6. Parkview Place DVR15-0032

7. The Enclave DVR15-0034

8. San Tan Plaza PDP15-0006

9. San Tan Super Storage & Industrial PDP15-0010
10, First Credit Union Plaza PDP15-0017
11. Frye Rd Business Park DVR15-0033
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12. Verizon at Congregational Church of the Valley ZUP15-0006
13. Towneplace at The Met PDP15-0014

14. Rhythm PDP15-0016
15. Santan Office Campus DVR 15-0041

3. Nevertheless, by a letter dated 01/22/2016, GWH’s attorney sent written notice to
residents of the Ranchette Neighborhood of a fifth neighborhood rezoning/redevelopment
meeting for 7:00 p.m. on Monday 02/08/2016 at Hancock Elementary School at 2425 S.
Pleasant Drive, in Chandler. GWH’s meeting notice identified previous application files
(APL14-0009 and DVR14-0029) as the current zoning cases. Yet these applications were
withdrawn by order of the Council on 07/09/2015, which required submission of new
applications. Worse yet, City staff also provided e-mail notice of the meeting date and time, and
admitted that the cited application file numbers were incorrect but indicated that any problem
would be “fixed” in the future simply by rescheduling another neighborhood meeting, City staff
still have not given me any current application numbers.

4, On Monday 02/08/2016 I filed e-mail objections to the scheduled GWH neighborhood
meeting with the Mayor and Council, City staff, and GWH’s attorney. I explained my
objections to the legal authority of the redeveloper and/or the City to call such a meeting, and I
objected to the fact that the scheduled meeting prevented me from attending the City Council
meeting set for the same date and time. This e-mail (now designated 3-EM-02/08/16)
incorporated two prior e-mails also filed with the City. These were my e-mails of 11/1 3/2015
and 12/07/2015, now designated 1-EM-11/13/15 and 2-EM-12/07/15.

Please include my e-mails in the Serenade and Chandlelt'r General Plan update files.
5. I again ask that this e-mail and the three-e-mails identified in Paragraph 4 above be

- included in any current and future Seredade file that niay exist. I also ask that this e-mail and
the three e-mails identified in Paragraph 4 above also be included in the case record of public
comment to the upgrade of the City’s general land use plan now underway. I am also sending
this e-mail to Chandler’s coordinating City Planner, David de la Torre, and to the City’s
consultant, Peggy Fiandaca of Partners for Strategic Action. I think that these four e-mails
provide a sobering view of the “brutal” rezoning/redevelopment war that City residents must
fight to protect the survival of their neighborhoods against financially lucrative redevelopment
plans. However, I still incorporate by reference the “no personal blame” viewpoint expressed in
3-EM-02/08/16 paragraph 3.

6. Unlike most prior neighborhood meetings, I saw no City representative present to
accurately explain correct City rules and policy or to report the outcome of the meeting and the
massive neighborhood opposition to any Serenade proposal. So I am expressing my continuing
opposition to the legality of the meeting and the accuracy of the information presented. I cannot
rely only on verbal assurances, and there clearly has been no development plan filed with the
City. GWH’s attorney had no objective new inform to give us, but only his opinions, which I
did not find substantiated by any documentation. In short, I honestly believe that the City
knowingly allowed (and assisted) GWH to schedule and conduct a useless meeting just to play
“mind games” with us and wear down opposition to any redevelopment.

7. I understood GWH’s attorney to declare the following:
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A.  Applications APL.14-0009 (Carino Estates Area Plan Amendment) and DVR14-0029
(the 28-home Serenade proposal) are still open and unclosed, even though the meeting notice
said that only 16 homes are to be built.

B. GWH is not giving up. Either they or some other developel (who may not be as
generous to us) will keep applying for rezoning/redevelopment.

C. All of the ranchettes on Germann are now an “endangered species” doomed by the
widening of Germann to 6 lanes. Only the ranchettes on Kingbird can be saved EVEN
THOUGH THEY WILL BE TOTALLY SURROUNDED BY HIGH DENSITY
RESIDENTIAL REDEVELOPMENT!!

Is there anyone to speak for the City and answer the redeveloper’s assertions now and not

someday in the future?
8. Or will the City just continue to stonewall this matter and allow the redeveloper to
proceed in total disregard of all the City’s claimed policies for neighborhood
preservation/rehabilitation? The City itself locked in the existing land use for the Germann
ranchettes when it widened Germann Road. In doing so it renovated the neighborhood by
building privacy walls, driveways on City property, and sliding driveway gates at each home. It
also constructed an underground pipe irrigation system (of questionable quality) on all but two
ranchettes. Eight of the ranchettes on the south side of Germann have privacy walls and
driveways connecting to Germann. Seven ranchettes have sliding driveway gates, and nine
ranchettes have SRP irrigation piping for agricultural, flood irrigation purposes. On the north
side of Germann there are four homes with privacy walls, driveway connections to Germann,
sliding driveway gates, ‘and piping for SRP flood irrigation to each home.

2 One City employee suggested to me it would be great if all the driveways on Germann
were sealed off and a new access roadway provided from “the south,” This is irnpossible -
because the City-built irrigation system along the privacy wall absolutely requires access to each
ranchette on Germann in order to successfully irrigate any of those ranchettes. Also, “access
from the south” means running a new (and unnecessary) street down the alley (which must be
preserved for agricultural purposes only), and destruction of the irrigation ditch distributing SRP
flood irrigation to the Ranchette Neighborhood homes on Kingbird, and destruction of the
neighborhood water well, and destruction of the south wall and loss of parking spaces at the
Cobblestone Auto Spa. That would be an expensive project.

10.  Moreover, I believe that any new street access for the Germann ranchettes from the south
should meet the definition of “gifting,” which I understand to be the illegal use of City money to
build improvements that substantially benefit only private property owners wanting to
redevelop. Ialso believe that GWH and the City continue to ignore the impossible road access
problems any new Serenade street connection to Germann would create. However, running a
new access street down the alley would not be about promoting roadway safety on Germann,
since the four homes on the north side of Germann would get no similar protection. Such a
project would also beg the question of whether the City was admitting that it designed and built
an unsafe roadway when it widened Germann Road between Alma School Road and Hartford

Street.

11.  Prior to the 07/09/2015 City order withdrawing (and terminating?) the last filed Serenade
application, it was my understanding that GWH promised to submit an application for 16 homes
(instead of the prior 28 homes) worth at least $500,000 apiece. So whete are the new home
drawings? City staff tell me GWH has submitted no new application package, including
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development plan with home designs. I believe that GWH had substantially no objective
information to present at last Monday’s meeting at which only 9 to 10 residents showed up to
protest any redevelopment. So if all of the neighborhood owners and residents did not attend an
illegally called (I believe) meeting and approve the 16 to 28 new-home concept for the
ranchettes, does that mean that GWH is now “free” to revive the 28 to 46 home plan for which
the initial home design work has already been completed? See 3-EM-02-08-2016, paragraph
15. I believe that GWH has submitted no new development plan and home design work because
it doesn’t really believe that it can sell $500,000 homes next to the noisy Cobblestone carwash.
I also believe that any GWH proposal would most likely become Chandler’s first gated slum.

12.  Will the City now allow GWH to revive and go to hearing on its home designs submitted
under applications APL14-0009 and DVR14-0029? If so, I believe the City’s action would be
most improper and arbitrary, since I know of no attempt ever made to determine the impact the
Carino Estates Area Plan and the Avalon hearing decision should have on any Serenade
project. We will be back to the $300,000 designs for “low-income” families who I understood
GWH to once claim will never complain about the Cobblestone carwash noise because they
cannot “afford” any better neighborhood environment.

Thank You

Moe Wakefield
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CORRECTED COPY SUBMISSION OF 02/16/2016
Moe Wakefield

to:

~* David.delaTorre, peggy

02/18/2016 04:48 PM

Ce:
mayor&council, Stephen Earl, Taylor Earl, Erik.Swanson, Marsha.Reed, Kay.Bigelow,

Scott.McCoy, Jeff. Kurtz, "Coppola, Christopher"

Hide Details
From; Moe Wakefield <mgw.moementum@gmail.com> Sort List...

To: David.delaTorre@chandleraz.gov, peggy@psaplanning.com
Cc: mayor&council@chandleraz.gov, Stephen Earl <searl@ecllaw.com>, Taylor Earl

<tearl@ecllaw.com>, Erik.Swanson@chandleraz.gov, Marsha.Reed@chandleraz.gov,
Kay Bigelow@chandleraz.gov, Scott. McCoy@chandleraz.gov,

Jeff Kurtz@chandleraz.gov, "Coppola, Christopher"
<Chris.Coppola@arizonarepublic.com>

1 Attachment

Al-Meeting Notice.pdf

Below is the same e-mail I submitted to you for the General Plan Update comment file. There were 3
small typo errors where I failed to,cite Paragraphs 26 thru 29. I am now submitting this corrected

copy.’

[EXY

Thank you.

Moe Wakefield

To the Honorable Mayor and Councilmembers of the City of Chandler:

1. This e-mail contains my specific objections to the rezoning/redevelopment efforts by
Garrett-Walker Homes (GWH) to rezone and redevelop any portion of the existing residential
Ranchette Neighborhood on the south side of Germann Road to the east of the Alma School
Road and Germann Road intersection. It also contains my recommendations for avoiding
similar problems in the future. See Paragraphs 26 thru 29, below.

2. This e-mail incorporates by reference the following e-mails sent to the City Council and
staff, and others:

1. My e-mail of 11/13/2015, now designated 1-EM-11/13/15.

2. My e-mail of 12/07/2015, now designated 2-EM-12/07/15.

3. My e-mail of 12/08/2016, now designated 3-EM-02/08/16.

4. My e-mail of 02/11/2016, now designated 4-EM-02/11/16.

5. This e-mail of 02/16/2016, now designated 5-EM-02/16/16.
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Please include my e-mails in the Serenade and Chandler General Plan update files.
3. I again ask that this e-mail, along with the prior e-mails identified in Paragraph 2, above,
be included in any current and future regarding the Ranchette Neighborhood. I also ask that the
same e-mails be included in the public comment record for the upgrade of the City’s general
land use plan now underway. I am sending this e-mail to the coordinating City Planner, David
de la Torre, and to the City’s consultant, Peggy Fiandaca of Partners for Strategic Action. A
12/21/2015 e-mail from David de la Torre invited me to submit comments on the proposed new
Chandler General Plan by 4:30 p.m. on 02/19/2016. I believe the facts surrounding the intended
redevelopment of my neighborhood provide compelling reasons for “upgrading” City
safeguards for protecting Chandler neighborhoods against ruthless redevelopment. See
Paragraphs 26 thru 29, below.

4, Itis still my intent, as expressed in 3-EM-02/08/16 paragraph 3, to be as respectful and
objective as I can under the stresses created by GWH’s ongoing attempts to obtain a profitable
redevelopment that I truly believe would ultimately cause the destruction of the Ranchette
Neighborhood. 1 still try to maintain a reasonable “no personal blame” approach, even for
actions that I believe are unwise, improper, or even flagrantly illegal. I truly believe that the
City has inadequate procedural safeguards that have permitted the conduct that I want to see
changed. See Paragraphs 26 thru 29, below.

Why I spoke out on this matter at the Council meeting on Thursday, 02/11/2016.

5. I was voicing my alarm at what I believe to have been the action by unknown City staff
that permitted GWH to hold what I still believe was an illegal “Neighborhood Meeting,” under
color of City zoning law, on Monday, 02/08/2016 at 7:00 p.m. I was thereby denied the N
opportunity to attend the City Council Meeting set for the same date and time. I believed I
needed to be at the GWH mieeting to learn what GWH’s position might be, and to also be of
assistance to my neighbors who believed that the meeting notice they got was legal and that they
had to attend or else risk City approval of unwanted GWH rezoning and redevelopment for the

Ranchette Neighborhood.

6. I believe the GWH meeting held on 02/08/2016 was not accidentally scheduled for a City.
Council meeting night, since I customarily invite all Councilmembers to all of our neighborhood
meetings. At the 04/02/2015 Neighborhood Meeting both a Councilmember and a City planner
attended the meeting and witnessed the demeanor and presentation by GWH’s attorney. At the
02/08/2016 “neighborhood” meeting no councilmember could come, and I know of no city
planner who came (for reasons that were never explained) to witness what I considered to be

GWH’s objectionable “hard sell” presentation.

7. I do know what political insignificance feels like. My petition that the GWH meeting be
stopped so that I could attend the City Council meeting was ignored. I believe that total
indifference was shown to my legal right to meaningfully participate in a legal City Council
meeting. From my point of view, what I ask for never seems to be granted, and what the
redeveloper asks for never seems to be denied. I feel that I have either been made the object of a
“cruel and disrespectful prank” or made the object of total ridicule and contempt. Ihave spent
hours trying to draft persuasive e-mails that would explain my views as best I could. In some

cases I have spent all night on the computer.

The responding e-mail from Jeff Kurtz,
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8. My e-mail request (3-EM-02/08/16) that the Monday, 02/08/2016 GWH meeting set for
7:00 p.m. be stopped was sent at 9:23 a.m. on 02/08/2016 because that was when I finished it
after spending most of the night working on it. My request to stop the meeting was totally
ignored. To the best of my recollection and belief, the only official response I have yet gotten
(particularly any City response of significance) to any of the e-mails listed in Paragraph 2,
above, was an e-mail from Jeff Kurtz on 02/11/2016 at 6:06 p.m., or just before the Council
meeting at which I spoke. His e-mail did not dispute my belief that the GWH meeting was
illegal, but appeared to justify rezoning meetings held before submission of a formal rezoning
application and legal publication (i.e. “advertisement™) by the City as being a “common” (i.e.,
customary) and “encouraged” practice. I believe that this was a shocking admission that
destroys any appearance of impartiality by the City in rezoning matters.

9. I believe Jeff Kurtz is a planning supervisor for the City. I know that he is one of the
planning staff assigned to the General Plan update effort. I personally consider him to be a
knowledgeable and likable City employee whose opinions often tend to make sense to me. His

e-mail stated:

Moe,

To provide the clarity for everyone copied on your email I wanted to respond and restate
for you the status of the development activity. A rezoning request for the property has not
been filed by the property owner. This week on Monday the property owner's
representative held a neighborhood meeting. Holding such a meeting is very common and

encouraged. e .

We-all expect a rezoning request to be filed in the near future.When and if the application_
is filed we will tell you it was filed and be assured that a formal neighborhood meeting
required as part of that zoning request will be held. We will make sure that the
neighborhood meeting is held on an evening that doesn't conflict with a Council meeting.

Jeff

The total destruction of City credibility for impartiality in zoning/rezoning proposals.
10.  This matter has to be a severe embarrassment for the City. Who will ever believe any
neighborhood notice in the future when (as hete) the Neighborhood Meeting notice does not
attach a copy of the advertised rezoning application? Attachment A1 is the meeting notice, dated
01/22/2016, initially received by e-mail from City staff. Only the first 2 pages of this notice
were later received by U.S. mail from GWH’s attorney. That notice proposed construction of 16
homes on three ranchettes, yet claimed to be acting under color of City zoning law pursuant to
previously filed applications APL14-0009 and DVR14-0029 (Serenade I) that was initially filed
in 2014 for 28 homes. I just do not understand how GWH?’s attorney could have claimed in
good faith on 02/08/2016 that these two 2014 applications were still valid. See: 4-EM-
02/11/16, Paragraph 2. The City’s order of 07/09/2015 (See: 3-EM-02/08/16, Paragraph 5)
withdrew those applications and required another “advertisement” based on a staff
memorandum which stated in part:

Planning Staff recommends a withdrawal for the purpose of re-advertising. The development
team has been working on design alternatives resulting in a plan that substantially reduces the
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number of lots from what was previously advertised. An-updated application and
development plan will be submitted in the near future. [Emphasis Added]

11.  Notwithstanding its own staff memorandum, City staff e-mailed me and others notice of
the 02/08/2016 GWH meeting (see Attachment A1) with no mention of the lack of any
reapplication/re-advertisement that the City now admits (see Paragraph 9, above) never
happened, but asserts that it is 0.k. (“common and encouraged™) to call such meetings when the
redeveloper promises to file a new application someday. I will believe that the GWH meeting of
02/08/2016 was not uniquely intended for just my neighborhood when the City provides a list of
all the other “common” meetings held under color of City law without any application and
advertised legal notice. During the two and a half-years of GWH’s attempt to redevelop my
neighborhood, none of the prior 4 meetings were to my knowledge scheduled without a current
application and legal advertisement.

12. - Consequently, I believe that the City is essentially working arm-in-arm with GWH, and
simply ignores any GWH mistakes, no matter how egregious. We have to find out on our own
and protest on our own. The zoning process is totally adversarial in nature. The City appears to
be an “indifferent spectator” to a very unequal war by the redeveloper’s attorney on
neighborhood residents. We are left on our own to discover and complain of any illegality, and
even then complaints appear to fall on deaf ears. Both the City and GWH’s attorney had to
know there had been no reapplication/re-advertising, but no one bothered to warn us. I can only
wonder if City planning staff have not already decided “death by redevelopment” for our
neighborhood, and intends to allow GWH to ‘win.” I just do not think this matter could have
“festered” for two and a half years like this without some kind of City support and
encouragement. So how many more GWH meetings will be called (without any

.....

The appearance of potential City indifference to neighborhood preservation,

13.  Attachment Al to 1-EM-11/13/15 contains staff documentation (from 2001) that
acknowledged the existing residential zoning (that GWH wants to change) under the Carino
Estates Area Plan; however, staff only recommended denying approval of the Cobblestone Auto
Spa rezoning on the grounds that it would prevent a deeper commercial redevelopment of the
adjacent ranchettes. True to its current practices, the City did not then advise local ranchette
owners and residents of the Carino Estates Area Plan. This meant that the three ranchettes that
GWH now wants to redevelop for higher-density residential use were denied commercial
redevelopment by the Cobblestone rezoning. GWH does not deny that the three ranchettes in
question were once developed properties with occupied single-family homes on them before
speculators purchased them for commercial speculation and rendered them uninhabitable by
destroying all homes and other improvements on them. When commercial redevelopment
became unfeasible, residential redevelopment was tried beginning in 2013.

14.  Even though GWH does not deny that it is not the owner of record for the 3 ranchettes in
question, it now wants rezoning approval to redevelop them for higher-density residential use.
These are clearly unique, valuable, and irreplaceable ranchette properties that should be
preserved under current City zoning. See: 1-EM-11/13/15 Paragraphs 23 thru 29, and
Paragraphs 32-37. Only large-lot preservation under Carino Estate, zoning, or at least under
the City’s Avalon decision of 10/19/2015 (See:

http://chandleraz.gov/content/CurrentResults.pdf for AVALON DVR15-0013/PP15-0006),
should be allowed. See: 3-EM-02/08/16, Paragraphs 12 thru 20.
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15.  Without large-ranchette lots on Germann, the eventual destruction of the ranchette homes
on Kingbird is also assured. Under the City’s definition of “neighborhood,” all of the existing
residential ranchettes on Germann and Kingbird, as well as the Cobblestone Auto Spa, are part
of the same neighborhood. Any residential redevelopment on Germann could not be denied for
all other residential ranchettes in the neighborhood.

Was the 02/08/2016 GWH meeting intended to be a politically “orchestrated” public relations

event?
16.  Itis puzzling that after 7 months with no new application resubmission containing

development plan and house views for public review and for City approval, that GWH now
decided to spend so much time and money mailing GWH meeting notices to all the home owner
organizations (HMO) and individuals shown in Attachment A1 to this e-mail. It appears
obvious that a big crowd was expected. The two neighborhood meetings held at Hancock
Elementary School on 08/13/2013 and 09/04/2014 were held in the School’s much smaller
Media Center, which still had more than enough room for the residents of our neighborhood.
But the 02/08/2016 GWH meeting was held in a small auditorium that I had never seen or

known about.

17.  Ihave heard developers talk about the “proactive strategy” of soliciting the support of
HMOs and surrounding neighbors. I know what was in my notice from GWH, but no one but
the staff for GWH’s attorney would know what was sent to anyone not in the Ranchette
Neighborhood. However, if there is'a slug of e-mails to the City favoring redevelopment, I will
.suspect that others were sent different notices than I received, and I think I would also then
know why the 02/08/2016 GWH meeting was not stopped Stopping the meeting would have
11kely been extremely embarrassing for GWH. .

18.  Asit turned out, I thought the number of attendees at the 02/08/2016 GWH meeting were
rather few, and that 9 or so neighborhood residents attending the meeting outnumbered all other
attendees, and occupied all the time and attention of GWH’s attorney with their objections to the
GWH proposal. Iknow of no neighborhood resident favoring the GWH proposal. Nevertheless,
my e-mail of 02/08/2016 (3-EM-02/08/16) was also sent to my neighbors. Since the City does
not deny that the meeting was illegally called, and that a new GWH application was never
received, it cannot count the meeting attendees as being the representatives of the many
neighborhood residents who did not come. In short, the meeting was basically a total waste of
every one’s time and attention.

19.  GWH has simply failed to submit an application for 16 homes in the $500,000 price
range as it promised it would do last year. GWH’s attorney erroneously claimed that “16”
homes was the “magical number” worked out with Kingbird residents last year, but the
attending Kingbird residents nearest the proposed redevelopment site vigorously denied any
such agreement was ever reached. I simply do not believe that GWH really believes that it can
build and sell 16 $500,000 homes in a gated community next to the Cobblestone carwash, and I
think that is the reason why it has not filed a new redevelopment application.

The 02/08/2016 GWH meeting only confirmed three admissions from GWH,
20. In 2014 GWH’s attorney said it wanted to “reach out” to the neighborhood and meet
informally anywhere with anyone. Two informal neighborhood meetings with GWH’s attorney
were held in May of 2014, See: 3-EM-02/08/16, Paragraph 11(E). At the 02/08/2016 GWH
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meeting its attorney verbally promised: 1) that there would be no access to the alley from the
Serenade redevelopment site; 2) all 16 homes would be single story; and 3) GWH was obligated
to build the site plan identified in my e-mail of 02/08/2016. See: 3-EM-02/08/16, Paragraph 11
(E). Item 3 is simply not credible for the reasons already explained in my e-mail of

02/08/2016. See: 3-EM-02/08/16, Paragraph 12 thru 16 The 02/08/2016 GWH meeting
presented nothing new that could not have been presented informally at a neighborhood home or
by e-mail. It was a complete waste of everyone’s time and attention, and in my mind can only
make sense if it was just political posturing. See: Paragraphs 16 and 17, above.

The City appears to abandon neighborhood residents to the developers/redevelopers.
21.  Fortwo and a half years I feel that our neighborhood has been abandoned to GWH by the
City, and GWH has no restraints upon what it does to us or what it tells us. GWH’s attorney
can’t give us legal or technical advice, because it does not represent us, and City staff is so busy
pretending to be “impartial” that it is no real help either. City staff has given us some
information, but then doesn’t attend the 02/08/2016 meeting and GWH’s attorney tells us the
City is wrong on every point. There is no one willing and/or able to truly speak for the City and
tell us what options are available to us. GWH’s attorney cannot be impartial and any
rezoning/redevelopment is clearly an adversarial process. But we have no independent and
unbiased “judge” to seek help from, and we have no way to verify the reasonableness and
accuracy of what GWH’s attorney says.

22.  The City expects GWH (an adverse party) to independently perform unverifiable public
participation functions that are normally done by governmental entities themselves: GWH has

» thus become part of the official City operation even though it has an interest that is clearly
contrary to that of many, if not most, neighborhood residents. . This is so wrong and unfair to
neighborhood residents. So GWH prepares and mails out all meeting notices, and conducts all -
meetings and presents only its propaganda with'no input or correction from any City
representative, who may not even attend the meeting and just rely on GWH’s report of what

happened.

23.  For example, GWH’s attorney scheduled one neighborhood meeting for 12/18/2014, but
failed to mail notices to neighborhood residents. See: 3-EM-02/08/16, Paragraph 11(C).
Unaware of the mailing error, City staff erroneously assumed, without any attempted
independent verification by the City, that there were no longer any neighborhood objections to
GWH’s intent to build 26 to 28 homes on 3 ranchettes, and set the date for the two City
hearings. It then took about 3 months before the neighborhood and the City staff learned of the
lack of the Neighborhood Meeting notices. I can only wonder how many redevelopments might
have happen because a redeveloper somehow failed to invite adversely impacted parties to a

neighborhood meeting.

24.  When the “make up” neighborhood meeting on 04/02/2015 (attended by a City
Councilmember) disclosed unmistakable neighborhood opposition that apparently neither the
City nor GWH wanted to deal with, City staff recommended withdrawal and reapplication (see
Paragraphs 9 thru 11, above) which was ordered by the City Council decision of 07/09/2015. So
here we are, seven months later, with no new rezoning/redevelopment application. Yet the City
still allows GWH to schedule another adversarial “Neighborhood” Meeting under color of City
zoning law in order (I believe) to just “bully us” some more with adversarial propaganda that no
City representative is present to hear or get concerned about. This is my interpretation and
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belief regarding the purpose of the 02/08/2016 GWH meeting. I can “guess” of no better
purpose for that meeting.

25.  Ifthe City intends to destroy the Ranchette Neighborhood on Germann by
redevelopment, it should tell us why and not send GWH?’s attorney, whose client has no interest
in neighborhood preservation, to tell us that we will become extinct. The City should explain
why the Carino Estates Area Plan and the Council’s Avalon decision of 10/19/2015 (see
Paragraph 14, above) does not prevent GWH from building more than 1 home per acre.

Recommended updates for the Chandler General Plan.
26. INDEPENDENT ZONING OMBUDSMAN TO ASSIST IMPACTED

NEIGHBORHOODS. I believe the City’s existing rezoning/redevelopment mechanism is
anything but fair and impartial for neighborhood residents. The closer the City gets to “build
out” the more “desperate” the redevelopment pressures will become. In our neighborhood land
speculators bought up at least five ranchettes that had existing and occupied homes on them. All
homes and improvements on four of them were then removed, and the owners never allowed

any new construction under existing zoning. Their intent was to hold out for rezoning and the
“big bucks” of redevelopment. If rezoning is allowed here it will surely spread throughout the
entire neighborhood and ultimately destroy the existing residential neighborhood. If the
redevelopers can thereby be rewarded for destroying the existing Ranchette Neighborhood, no
neighborhood in Chandler is safe from similar redevelopment in the future.

- 27.  REAFFIRM'STRONG NEIGHBORHOOD PRESERVATION VALUES. I am concerned that the draft
General Plan does not reflect even the same mtensny of support for neighborhood preservatlon
as expressed in the current General Plan, such as:

A. Chandler's nelghborhoods will p10v1de a variety of housing types from smgle—farmly
homes in very low-density areas to urban settings including lofts in mixed-use
developments. In all cases, unique neighborhood character, exceptional municipal services
and superior amenities . . . will make Chandler neighborhoods among the most desirable

places to live.

B. The current GP states a goal to ensure a variety of housing choice for all income levels
which includes the protection of existing low-density neighborhoods, as the Ranchette
Neighborhood has clearly been designated under the Carino Estates Area Plan. Preserving
neighborhoods is a top City priority; neither infill, redevelopment, nor new construction
should detract from residential security, privacy, and property values. See GP p.32. The
GP also confirms the City’s goal to preserve and revitalize older neighborhoods by
respecting the character of traditional neighborhoods and encouraging them to preserve and
improve upon the positive qualities that make each area unique; traditional neighborhoods
emphasize common social interests and have unique residential character. GP pp. 57-58.

28.  DECIDE “UP FRONT” IF A NEIGHBORHOOD IS GOING TO BE PRESERVED AGAINST
REDEVELOPMENT. Chandler should already know if it intends to preserve the Ranchette
Neighborhood against GWH’s intended redevelopment, and should be able to articulate why any
redevelopment should (or should not) be allowed. City staff says that anyone can ask for
rezoning, but any neighborhood resident should likewise be able to also request a prior
“neighborhood preservation” decision before the cost and time needed to prepare and submit
engineering and architectural plans is incurred. To “play the game” that the City has to allow
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any property owner to perpetually petition for redevelopment and submit engineering and
architectural plans for approval is to admit that there is no “neighborhood preservation” and that
any submission for redevelopment that is currently “in fashion” and wanted by the City will be
approved, even if it causes the destruction of the existing neighborhood.

29.  CITY SUPERVISION OF THE MAILING OF NEIGHBORHOOD MEETING NOTICES. To avoid the
irregularities that may occur when mailing notices of neighborhood meetings,
developers/redevelopers should prepare the notices, leave them unsealed, and bring them to City
staff for inspection and confirmation that everyone is properly included. There is a postal station
about a block away from the City planning and zoning department.

Respectfully submitted,

Moe Wakefield




