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MINUTES OF THE PLANNING AND Z 
CHANDLER, ARIZONA, February 7, 2007 held in the City 
Street. 

@$ 

Chairman Michael Flanders called the meeting to order % 1. 

2. Pledge of Allegiance led by Commissioner 

3. The following Commissioners answered 

Chairman Michael Flanders 
Vice Chairman Rick Heumann 
Commissioner Michael Cason 
Commissioner Mark Irby 
Commissioner Dick Gulsvig 
Commissioner Angela Creedon (arrived after ro 

Absent and Excused: Commissioner Brett Anderson 

Also Present: 

CASON, seconded by COMMISSIONER 
otion to approve carried (5 to 
e of the January 17, 2007 

xplained to the audience that prior to the Commission 
tudy session to discuss each 
read the consent agenda for 

would be voting on the 
nda are highlighted by 

1 any of the items for 

T DIRECTOR, stated 
s are for consent agenda 
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Request Area Plan amendment from employment and office 

condition herein. 

former zoning classification. 

communication, and television 
site or within adjacent right- 
hat must stay overhead shall 

aboveground utility poles, 

designed in compliance with City adopted 

ent sign's sign panels shall have an integrated or decorative cover panel until 
e is added to the sign. 

rcial uses permitted within the proposed in the LiveIWork buildings shall be 
d to general office use only, no medical or dental office use. Office use is limited to 

s represented on floor plans within the Development Booklet. Any substantial 
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change in the use of the b 
re-application and approval of a 

15. The source of water that shall b 
tracts shall be reclaimed water (effluent). If reclai 
of construction, and the total 1 
will be irrigated and sup 
district, by the owner of 
State of Arizona and the rul 
Resources. If the total lands 
common areas, and landsc 
through the use of potable water 
that will not otherwise interfere 
adversely affect the City of C 
provision of water caus st the City of Chandler's 
gallons per capita per day 
Chandler has effluent of s 
the Arizona Department o ded available to 
the property to support cape tracts available, 
Chandler effluent shall be 

In the event the ment to another person or 
velopment, at the buyer's 
elopment. The limitation 

the restriction provided 
erning the development, 

so as to provide notice to an Purchase Contracts, and 
e Downtown Ocotillo 

nt to maintain open space, common areas, and 

-of-way shall be maintained by the adjacent 
, or homeowners' association. 

provide a series of minimum 25' to 30' tall fan 
ong the building foundations of structures that 

at the time of the 

n channel or push- 

building elevations 
lors used on other 
the Santa Barbara 

roughout except as 

ueen Creek Road 
eligible for up to 
Road develop in 

s approval of the Preliminary Plat subject to the following condition: 
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1. Approval by the City Engineer and Director of P1 
the details of all submittals required by code or co 

APPROVED. 

yton Lakes Boulevard. 
A, Development Booklet, 

entitled "LAYTON LAKES e in the City of Chandler 
Planning Services Division, as modified by condition 
herein. 

2. Compliance with the original stipulations ad ncil as Ordinance 
3250, case DVR00-0025 LAYTON LAKES, except ondition herein. 

Staff recommends approval of the Preliminary Plat subject to t 
1. Approval by the City Engineer and Director of Planning an opment with regard to 

MMISSSION MEETING. 
out and building architecture 

for an industrial warehouse and di . Nevada Street, Lots 29 and 

Council as Ordinance No. 

it A, Development Booklet, 
on file in the City of Chandler Current 
, except as modified by condition herein. 

rights-of-way shall be maintained by the adjacent 

lans for landscaping (open 
-of-way) and perimeter walls. 

11-mounted signs, shall be 
rm water retention 

ms with sign visibility or 

Codes. Any deviations 
Preliminary Development Plan approval. 

better than at the time of 

06-0057/PPT07-0001 STONEFIELD I1 

ment (PAD) zoning 
Development Plan 

(PDP) a$ Preliminary Plat (PPT) approval for subdivision layout on approximately 38 acres, and 
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PDP approval for housing product for the northern portion of the 
south of the southeast corner of Germann and Dobson Roads. 

1. Development shall be in substantial conformance with 
entitled "STONEFIELD 11", kept on file in the C' 
Division, in File No.DVR06-0057, except as 

2. The covenants, conditions and restrictions (CC 

the date of occupancy with the homeowners' 
enforcement of this requirement. 

deceleration lanes, per the standards 
ommunication, and television 

lines and any open irrigation dit 

with City adopted 

ovements including but 
not limited to pavin dian improvements and 

g in the arterial street median(s) 
adjoining this project. 

City standards. 
8. Construction shall commence tion walls within three (3) years of the 

ezoning or the City shall schedule a public 
d, remove or determine compliance with the 

tve action to cause the property to revert to its 

a minimum of 5 feet and 10 feet. 
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tracts shall be reclaimed water (effluent). 
of construction, and the total landscap 

State of Arizona and the rules rizona Department of Water 

nor shall such 

es intended available to 
dscape tracts available, 

entity, the owner will also 

nary Plat subject to the following condition: 

en eliminated and replaced with additional stipulation #2 1. 

m Planned Area Development (PAD) zoning to PAD Amended for a single- 
eighborhood. Request rezoning to eliminate a zoning condition requiring 
ing for all water lines under pressure, and to eliminate a zoning condition 
es be built within the 250'-300' wide area along the northern boundary of 
e property is located south of the southeast corner of Germann and Dobson 

e Clemente Ranch single-family residential subdivision. 
nce with the original stipulations adopted by the City Council as Ordinance No. 

4390, in case 293-053 Clemente Ranch, except as modified by condition herein. 
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2. Condition No. 

G. PDP06-004 1 FIRSTBANK 
APPROVED. 

new bank pad in an 

as Ordinance No. 
xcept as modified by condition 

4. The landscaping in all open spaces and rights-of-w 
property owner or property owners association. 

5. The landscaping 

APPROVED. 
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J. UP06-0060 ZPIZZA 
APPROVED. 
Request Use Permit approval to sell liquor (beer and wine 
(Series 12) to restaurant patrons in a new restaurant 
Ray Road, Suite #9, within the Chandler Pavilions S 

1. The Use Permit is granted for a Series 12 1 
require reapplication and new Use Permit ap 

2. Expansion or modification beyond the a 
Narrative) shall void the Use Permit a 
approval. 

3. The Use Permit is non-transferable to o 

APPROVED. 
ries 12 Restaurant License) to the 

uth and east of the 
southeast corner of Chandler Blvd. and Dobson Road. 

ange of license shall 
require reapplication and new Use Permit approval. 

3. Expansion or Site Plan, Floor Plan and 
e Permit application and 

s as, but not limited to, 
lated uses shall require 

ituous liquor) for on-premise consumption 
rons within a new restaurant. The subject 

the Crossroads Towne Center. 
12 license only, and any change of license shall 

edification beyond the approved exhibits (Site Plan, Floor Plan and 
void the Use Permit and require new Use Permit application and 

nsent agenda vote on Item A, 
esenting one of the retail users 

MOVED BY MISSIONER GULSVIG, seconded by COMMISSIONER IRBY, to 
agenda with the additional stipulations read into the record. Motion to 

ously (6 to 0) with Chairman Flanders abstaining from Item A. 

&AN HEUMANN stated that even though Item A has been approved on the 
consent 3&6dda, he has requested that staff give a brief presentation on this item to benefit the 
audiencaGmbers and the people at home, since it ties into Item B. 
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ACTION: 

B. 

Request Area Plan amendment from employment and com 
single-family, and multi-family residential land use 
Development (PAD) to PAD Amended for a commer 
family residential development along with Prelimin 

74 acres south of the southeast coher of 

1. Development shall be in substantial A, Development Booklet, 
City of Chandler Current 

Planning Division, in file number AP 
herein. 

2. Construction shall commence above foundation ars of the effective 

the schedule for 
rt to its former zoning 

classification. 
and deceleration 

unication, and television lines 
within adjacent right-of-ways 
stay overhead shall be located 

in accordance with the City's a standards. The aboveground 

conczjjre or masonry wall equal to or greater in height than the mechanical equipment. 
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14. The monument sign's sign panels shall have an i 
tenant name is added to the sign. 

15. The source of water that shall be used on the open spac 
shall be reclaimed water (effluent). If reclaimed w 
construction, and the total landscapable area is 10 acres 
irrigated and supplied with water, 
owner of the development through sources consi 
and the rules and regulations of the 
landscapable area is less than 10 acr 
tracts may be irrigated and supplied with 
provided by the City of Chandler o 
impede, diminish, reduce, limit or o e City of Chandler's municipal 
water service area nor shall such 
against the City of Chandler's gallon D) allotment or allocation. 
However, when the City of Chandle 
meets the requirements of the Ariz 
intended available to the property 
tracts available, Chandler effluent 

In the event the owner nt to another person or 
entity, the owner wi velopment, at the buyer's 
option, the water r' ent. The limitation that 
the water for the d 
preceding sentence 

ntracts, and Final Plats 
illo development shall 

way shall be maintained by the adjacent 
meowners' association. 

e limited to reverse pan channel letters with 

ng the garage court and condominium flats, shall be 

ngtonia robusta) shall be prohibited throughout. 
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mixed-use development on approximately 74 ac 
Road to the south, and the Marketplace Loop to the south end 
development that completes this area, the Ocoti 
the early 1980's through a master planned site development, 
uses in a balanced structure that identified residential develo 
development. This portion of the Ocotillo area had shown a 
as commercial developments with some residen 

Mr. Weworski said the companion of "The W 
"Downtown Ocotillo". It's a site that is sort of 

mpletes the area. What is 

n the central southeastern 

with a specialty grocery store at the Dobson and Que 
and a combination of one and two story developmen 

te those high structures; both 
ion of how this mixed-use 

Waters at Ocotillo" development 

two parcels on the south end of the site, 

It allows for these types of development and also providing opportunities 

hitecture, which is throughout the entire development. The Santa Barbara 

00th stucco facades on the buildings, red roof tile roof structures, variation of 
des, amenity features and accents on the buildings. This has been tied to the 

s as well. You will see on the plans that there is existing infrastructure on here by 
mselves on Dobson Road and the Marketplace Loop. There are existing waterways 
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that have been developed as part of the overa 
exists. That has defined these different parcels and create 
developments whereby the different parcels h 
opportunities and residential options for peop 
residential structures are going to be very much 
those and the single-family structures are going 
pedestrian oriented community. Besides the watenva 
interconnect all those different parcels together 
will have approximately six-foot wide walkway 
development where it embodies the live, work, 
have a sustainable type of development. *.... 

,$*."*V 
, . .  

Through the process we have had a ser tion. The applicant is very 
much proactive on the type of neighborho a series of neighborhood 

re we had about 
e excited about the 
It's very much of a 
nity clubhouse and 
tillo area. They did 

that effect. It will not be 
apartment rentals. Not all. The neighbors do have 
some concerns and you 
It's on that loop of the concerns where 
they would rather see 

ith the applicant was the commercial office building at the 
on Roads. They had a series of meetings with the applicant. 
ed. It's primarily a contemporary glass structure building and 

not that really fits the atmosphere of the Santa Barbara style 
ughout what's being proposed. The applicant has done a lot of 

11 of the faqade of the building and other things as far as 
streetscape. Staff has added a condition in the memo to state, "The 

ide additional date palm trees within the development along 
lso architectural features such as a pedestrian colonnade trellis along the full 
of the building. That way, maybe the glass structure would reflect those 

ose from a streetscape point of view. They thought that 
on that would be perhaps positive and would work out. Again, this is a multiple 
rent things besides the Area Plan Amendment, the Rezoning, the Preliminary 
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Development Plan and the Preliminary Plat. Mr. Wew 
recommend approval and he would be glad to answer any qu 

CHAIRMAN FLANDERS asked if there were any questions 

VICE CHAIRMAN HEUMANN said he would ho 
would like to hear from the audience, as he knew they 
a pretty exciting project. 

CHAIRMAN FLANDERS asked the applicant&; come forward and state their na;; and 
address for the record. A) 
MIKE PERRY, 575 W. CHANDLER -3, CHANDLER said he 
was going to be brief because this is an e that Mr. Weworski gave a 

tonight, coincidentally, and he wanted to make one point. T everal times about a 
project that was going to knock your socks off and it was m during that meeting. 

The difference is he 
checked them and they 

people working a lon 

ner and landscape architect did a 

and high-end residential that specializes in 
Ed Bull from B racchiolo was there. 

bring nine parcels together in essentially one 

t from a traffic standpoint. It's essentially a down zone. They have had a 
ng, which was an open house and well attended. They had a second follow- 

plication "A". Signs have been posted a long time. There are some issues with 
e would just focus on that not to downplay the rest of the project, because it's 
n they designed this they did take into consideration the surrounding areas. It 



Planning & Zoning Commission Minutes 
February 7,2007 
Page 14 

is very important to 
Townhouse projects, townhouse condominiums (Staff calls them 
the destination because they 
townhouse product. It was designed specifically as an inter 
the traffic off the street and focuses to the inside and it puts 
the street. They did a variation of one story, two and three st 
master bedrooms. They pop up just in certain areas t 
units are set back quite a ways from the street. The u 
walk ability of the community 
the condominiums are open. You can walk 
pedestrian bridge over to the retail area. 
projects walled off. The thought that 
developed along the lake, man 
pedestrians are able to walk through. Pa 
mentioned. Those are just est 
sure on those. Need1 f the whole diverse 
product is really what makes 
It was based on a market study. 80% of the projected ten , young couples and 
empty nesters. It is a different kind of lifestyle. He does the school district if 
they want copies. Jeanette h 
education and appreciates 
because he is sure there 
and obviously, have a 
started this is they ha 
Mike Palermo. From 
Bernie, you know the 
meetings and many it 

ny questions of the applicant. 

t. He the stated he had a speaker card for Mr. Murray and 
tate his name and address for the record. 

W. PENINSULA CIRCLE, CHANDLER, said he was here 
ome of his neighbors. He stated he was opposed to "The 
ut today. Additionally, he would like to convey that this is a 

. They are not here asking that this development start from scratch. There 
development that they feel is not compatible. He asked them to look at 

ounding area and you will see that those are single-family 
hink that it is too much on the developer's part to take into consideration 

his neighborhood. Eighty-three multi-family homes are 
and 6, which are single-family gated, there would be 
homes put in that area. That would be a loss of 30 to 50 
to consider is compatibility of parcel 4. He attended the 

ountry Club. It was very well presented by the developer. 



Planning & Zoning Commission Minutes 
February 7,2007 
Page 15 

He would like to let them know, as far as his concern, was that 
night. That presentation was very well done, but it was very con 
his neighbors left there, all of them felt that this 
certainly needed to see more of the particulars. In October, 
asked for Mr. Weworski, who was gone that day 
amended plan as you see before you today. It was at th 
is going to be multi-family. Since then, he called and 
fellow neighbor went in and they had a meeting an 
pretty far along. They felt change probably was no$ made at the City leve 
planning the areas concerned. Last Satur s that you have in front of 
you; he and his daughter passed them out icinity. He received back over 
30 responses from his neighbor opposing mu1 1 he asks is that they please 
take a look and see how parcel 4 is to sin at the total of multi-family 
units proposed-779 units. He doesn't thi irty single-family homes is 
going to be detrimental to this project in any way, s 

CHAIRMAN FLANDERS asked if there were any ques 

VICE CHAIRMAN ght. He looked at the 
letter that went out to a connotation of being 
apartments versus a co ed what the word 
multi-family meant or ? Is the concern 
apartments? He is try ese is incredible. 
The price points he th d or higher than 
the homes in the surro is. Is it traffic? 

MR. MURRAY said that 
be multi-family homes. To is great. The 

asking about is a small portion that is 
with their neighborhood. He 

to this development. 

he parcel under the area plan is really calling for 
or a manufacturing office more compatible? This 
urray said he thought that was stretching it a little 
Doctor offices or something like it are sitting over 

most of them figured was going to be there. He thought they 
ws that they are looking at an overall project that is very well 

sometimes there are mistakes and things are overlooked. If you 
ay these people are asking that their neighborhood 
ble. That is where they are at. He truly feels that 

what they are a?%@pg is not out of line. VICE CHAIRMAN HEUMANN thanked him. 

CHAIRMAN DERS asked if there were any other questions. 

ULSVIG said to Mr. Murray that they talked on the phone regarding this 
rtheast of Site 1 is also multi-family. Does that mean that his 
s well? Mr. Murray said he is only concerned with parcel 4. 

IG asked why doesn't his argument apply to parcel 1 as well? Mr. 
well could. He received responses and some e-mails from neighbors 
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that they were surprised that the multi-family 
also asked was there an objection to the multi-family ho 
neighbors? The existing multi-family that exists up north o 
your talking about now conveyed at that time as well? 
because he wasn't there then. COMMISSIONER GULSV 
neighbors, what geographical area were those 
surveyed were in the Harbor Club and probabl 
parcel 4. They did the complete peninsula 
another thirty homes near the entrance and close to 
the multi-family development; every one o 
fine. COMMISSIONER GULSVIG said h se of the areas they are 
talking about. Right now they are focusin to him his argument is 
beyond that. Mr. Murray said no that the a m today is parcel 4. 

CHAIRMAN FLANDERS asked the ne and state their name. 

GENE PAULSEN, 3180 S. CASCADE, CHANDLER, ce is backed up to 
Jacaranda and he has lived in the home ten years. When e understood it to be 

in on the back part of 
and traffic. With the 

for parcel no. 1 in 
d the three stories is a lot taller 

He asked if he was living in his 
home ten years ago before the was already under 

as troublesome for 
ome at all and the reason is the traffic for it 
o traffic on Jacaranda due to that at all. 

at those multi-family units have deteriorated 
ks they do, but it's water under the bridge for 

ent. His concern is for the residential in that area 

said he had a question for Staff. In regards to the height along 
eet is what? Mr. Weworski answered that parcel 1 is showing 

-five feet. Setbacks are probably at least thirty feet. 
CHAIRMAN HEUMANN said that would be a two- 

stories can go up as high as 28 to 33 feet. Mr. Weworski said 

re was an exhibit 

s to one of the 
raffic, this parcel is actually in an area plan for employment and commercial. 
rmal traffic levels for commercial office type of project versus resident, what is 

-\\ \ 

the differgme in terms of trips generated? Mr. Young said a real rough guess would be three to 
four tim@'the amount when you are comparing trip rates commercial office compared to single- 
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family or town home. VICE CHAIRMAN HEUMANN said 
higher than that traditionally? This is really a down zone in 
generate through the neighborhood? Mr. Young said yes. 

CHAIRMAN FLANDERS asked if ther 
there is anybody else that would like to s 

DON ZELMER, 2102 W. PENINSU 
wonderful project. He does have c 
He won't address those. He is 
concerned about them is that one of the 
traffic. His concern would be that t 
only from his point of view, but also 
that are planned. In total they have abo 
majority of the people in the commun 
know what the plans are on that. 

CHAIRMAN FLANDERS asked the applicant to step forward a the waterway issues 
as far as any conflict. 

MR. MIKE PERRY said are plus or minus 6 feet 
from the bottom of the b engineered yet. They used the 

IRMAN FLANDERS said in 

they match the existing 
. CHAIRMAN 

cotillo Master Plan. He actually received some 
out there and they made requests to say that the 

at and had a six foot 

hey were more than 
AIRMAN HEUMANN said we could always stipulate it 
the bridge that is already there. We'll just cover that for 

e that would like to 
e went back to the applicant for any response. 

said he wanted to address a couple of the comments. Mr. Murray did call 
11 him he would be here tonight in opposition of the project and in twenty 
has had anybody call him and tell him that. He really did appreciate that. 

hich Paul addressed they submitted a long time ago. City Staff made some 
ve addressed those comments and resubmitted the trafic report. The 
e about the difference in traffic between commercial and residential is very 
ntially lower load. On the three-story buildings, 35 feet is the height not 45 
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feet. They have no need on "The Waters'' to apply for a 
an exhibit that is looking from the peninsula across the 
they broke up the roofline with the one story, two story and 
in mind here is parcel no. 4 which is about seven feet below t 
As you see in the elevation, the one story roof is almost at 
bridge the second floor patios are almost at grade. Obv 
down but it takes a while to get down and then it go 
They took that into consideration as we 
they made with the mix and the number of sing1 
condo product with the underground p 
process they went through. It's what allowed 
They are confident that they have taken 
designed the buildings specifically to add 
the traffic they feel is really not an issue. 

CHAIRMAN FLA 

VICE CHAIRMAN H nversation of the bike 
lanes going through in terms of making sure they are six feet wide. erry said the main path 
that goes around the peri oss through the project 
that the public has acce feet depending on the 
hierarchy of the traffic. 
with the exception AN HEUMANN asked if he 
could just throw it up o 
the waters edge is the ects are four and 
five feet. VICE CHA 
little bit that are six fe 

there were any other questions for the applicant. 

d to Mr. Perry in regards to the concerns that Mr. Murray has 
ng up (beside the traffic), he feels that this is going to have a 
homes in that area. Obviously, your developer should have 
uality home in if the homes that are existing there are going 
own, it's complimentary. It goes both ways. Can you 

. Perry said this would definitely not bring the value of the homes down. 
a product that is going to be in the $250 to $300 square foot range. Again, 

look at the square footage that runs our prices anywhere up 
proximately, for an entry level to over a $1,000,000. Just the synergy of the 

it will bring to the area, it's going to be a destination 
1 definitely not hurt the property values. 

? r z f f l  
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CHAIRMAN FLANDERS said at this time he is go floor for commission 
discussion and motion. 

VICE CHAIRMAN HEUMANN said he appreciates the au 

some of the neighbors and the multi-family word that 
large turnout tonight. This is a pretty exciting project and h 

signed by the Assi 
concerns of the scho 
to be a major down to four times less than what 
could go in there. t are $300,000 to well over 
$1,000,000. What this project is going to acre parcel, two parcels put 
together, versus having eight or nine or te This is something exciting 
for the city. There 
neighborhood. It will enhance the neighborhood a 
stipulated 'for sale only'. This can't turn back into 
here as well. He is excited about it. There were two huge bo all got to look at and 

eighborhood between 
now and even Cou 

MOTION BY VICE Item B, AP06-0006lDVR06- 
0052/PPT06-0042 - L L O  with the stipulations that 
are here now and add 

Multi-family units including 
'for sale only' units at the time 

all be prohibited throughout. 

ure that the bike paths and pedestrian paths 
where it is necessary to have six-foot wide 

d Mr. Weworski if there were any additional stipulations that 
rski said that there might have been one on pedestrian bridges. 

destrian bridges shall be designed at an 
opment, with height clearances to 
HEUMANN stated that would be 

ones, the "for sale only" would be 
e stipulation no. 2 1. 

ERS stated he had a motion for approval from VICE CHAIRMAN 
NDED BY COMMISSIONER IRBY. He asked if there was any further 

R GULSVIG asked for a clarification. Should they do three different motions? 
t City Attorney, said they could split the Area Plan from the other 
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VICE CHAIRMAN HEUMANN a 
COMMISSIONER IRBY. 

COMMISSIONER IRBY stated he went through the book1 
beautifid project. The detailing of it is i 
going to oppose this multi-family concept, he woul 
flow comes out into Jacaranda. Parcel 4 comes out 
see the justification for reducing parcel 
from the public view and how it attaches to the m 
to find this a very comfortable and plea 
values and is very happy to see this project co 

CHAIRMAN FLANDERS said he d HAIRMAN HEUMANN 
for approval of the Area Plan, SECOND IRBY. The Area Plan on 
Item B was approved unanimously 6-0. 

VICE CHAIRMAN HEUMANN made a motion for D 042 - PPT06-0049 
THE WATERS AT OCOTILLO with the stipulations throu have previously been 
read in regarding the "for sales units", the Mexican fans, ths and the bridges. 
SECONDED BY CO 

CHAIRMAN FLANDE PDP and Plat by 
VICE CHAIRMAN SIONER IRBY. This was 
passed unanimously 
Planning Commission is a 
February 22,2007. At th 

(1-1) zoning to Planned Area Development 
d office development with Preliminary 

14 acres. The property is located at the 
&MDobson Road. 

aff. This is a request for rezoning from 
g (PAD) to allow commercial retail and 

"/& 4 

office developmen ' ng with reliminary Development Plan approval. The property is 
- ap~ra~ imate ly  14 acre )size ocated at the southwest corner of Chandler Blvd. and Dobson 

&-8dd_.The -elwh area is>dad4@ommerciaI retail developments and industrial manufacturing 
facilities =qhe other ir#f&ection corners. The existing site had been occupied by a 

A bk 

manufactu>&ility and 92s changed businesses over the years. It's been here since at least the 
1970's. The s&js currently abandoned, there is no business being conducted. A demolition 
permit has been for the site, but no excavation work has begun. The proposal is to 
change the existing development and introduce commercial retail on the eastern portion of the site 

ith offic<*uildings on the western side. The site is surrounded by employment areas. 
neral  as identified this parcel, along with the stretch of parcels on Chandler Blvd. 
obsonM.  west to Price Rd., as employment type development. That includes industrial 

u s e ~ f f i c ~ $ f c .  Staffs finding is that this request is not in conformance with the General Plan, 
as a re&lkd!\he retail being proposed, and not being supportive of employment businesses. The 
General Pfan outlines employment as being manufacturing, industrial and offices, allowing retail 
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development that is incidental to the employm 
conformance with that land use. It isolates itself from the a 
integrated in any real fashion. There have been other re 
successful at integrating with the employment areas. Main 
Street, as well as Chandler Blvd. and McClint 
components, whereby the retail has direct access from t 
go out onto arterial streets to access those sites. The 
the general public. Staff feels this propose 
isolates itself and the retail portion doesn't se 
abilities for retail and commercial developme 
it's an incidental 
area is identifie 
identifies it as i a big enough difference to 
require a General Plan Amendment. The 

development replaces the amount of building area the site, which is 
approximately an 80,000 sq. ft. manufacturing facili over 80,000 sq. ft. 
of office development. Staff does not see this as an appropri ion for the area. By 

applicant is not proposing a 

Amendment to propose commercial d lan amendment. Upon finding Staff 

et the standards of the General Plan as 
nd potential commercial retail could be 
area and was a unique and innovative 

90,000 sq. ft. bf ~ ~ e ,  diminishing the ability to have more retail in this particular area. Staff felt 
there could have b d 9 t h e r  typesof uses introduced that might have been compatible with the 

d help transition and serve the area better. 

ommercial office and retail development, which is essentially 
e is separated from the retail by a central driveway that extends 

arking fields on either side. The office development is two 2-story buildings 
arkhg calculations are slightly under on general parking for office, so there 
ility to have medical office, let alone meeting the parking requirement 

ards for ogim today. The retail development, as proposed, features a series of pad 
gs. 0ne+@ng Chandler Blvd. representing a bank and drive-thru the other being a 

buiamg at the intersection corner area with a parking field and a drive-thru. Buildings 
%Fretail in-line shops and another pad building with a drive-thru. Staff feels the site 

could ha-,&en better integrated. The office is definitely separated from the retail. There is no 
sense of#e retail supporting the office development, let alone the extending employment area 
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around it. There are other pharmacies at this i 
development is approximately 87,000 sq. ft. S 
for both the retail and office developments. Ther 
and staff felt that was the right approach, but from the land 
don't believe what this site could yield has been 
that isn't there yet. This plan is a duplication of 
market and doesn't support the employment area. 
dynamic that begs for something innovative fr 
recommending denial. 

COMMISSIONER CREEDON confirmed ft. of office space in the 
MCI building was potentially going to cha ed 87,000 sq. ft. office 
development could offset that loss. Addit R CREEDON asked how 
much vacant office space there was in Cha 

MS. CHRIS MACKAY, Economic Development Sp 
rate right now is approximately 6%. That includes the o e class A market 

struction are not 
at San Tan and 

COMMISSIONER CRE 

pita1 investment being put back into the 
mission later this year. That is around 

roposing to be replaced with 604,000 sq. ft. of 
ssion reviewed the Ryobi case in 2006. It has 

d she is always reluctant to give up employment land. It's 
. They've heard from many of the neighbors, and this site 

are with this particular piece of property. Anyone who 
ible. What hope could they give the neighbors of something 

is project is not approved. MS. MACKAY responded you 
at what's on the table now and it solves a situation that is causing extreme 

also to people driving by. Before Armstrong acquired this 
who wanted to acquire the site to build office mid-rise, 

. She doesn't know if those developers are still in the 
second position on the Gould site, and was still interested 
perty for office development in Chandler. There were 6 
Id does have 3-way frontage and is double the size. 

R CREEDON asked Ms. Mackay if, in her viewpoint, there was not enough 
sed with this project? MS. MACKAY responded she has been in this field for 
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23 years and has an understanding of how a site can be 
doesn't have enough office. Office would be better sew 
already existing on the other three come 
benefit the retail would bring. When yo 
to the market, you're just splitting up that pie into smaller po 
sales tax into the market. 

VICE CHAIRMAN HEUMANN as ite were developed wi 
office and more incidental retail, pulling it toget 
more comfortable that the site was bei 
tied in together more. MS. MACKAY re 
that would give them a better comfort level 
should be. Giving back the 680 jobs that 
that site if it provides services to the o 
putting a larger amount on this site w 
projects? If this site isn't developed as proposed 8 expectation that it 
would be developed over the next 3-5 years? MS. k believes this would 
be a developable site. Sometimes it's more challenging to red 
She still gets calls from developers asking what the disposition o 

MR. JASON MORRIS, esented the applicant. He 
stated he will begin with king about tonight includes the 
Price Road corridor, b ment area. He is pointing that 
out because the employ ects what was built at the time. 
This is a 30-year old facility, asn't a matter of looking at a 
land use map and saying this ment. It was reflecting what was 

orner of the overall employment area. Mr. 
a building that is no longer usable for it's 
it, especially since it has been shut down. 

ery of the copper and hitting a live wire, 8 
ident reports other than those 8 arrests and 

This has all happened trying to keep the 
nt on, the thieves and vagrants were more 
mething of value. As a result, the building 

Staff pointed out, there is a demolition permit underway. That is the 
owever, demolition of a building that old is not easy. It involves more 

There's remediation of the materials within the building 
as referenced by the Economic Development Staff, is an 
sn't put this site on a par with all of the other sites referenced 
orridors. Mr. Morris displayed an exhibit showing the 
he vacant properties within those areas. He noted that he is 

properties because that's the competition for this site. If this 14-acre site 
irely for employment, it has to be a level playing field. The only way it 

is if it can compete with other areas. There is a significant amount of 
se employment areas. That doesn't mean the Commission has to accept the 

eir way. It is his hope that this presentation will give the Commission a 
his applicant has taken to evaluate every possible opportunity. This is not an 

eloper has come in and tied up the land to see if they can make something 
as had this property for some time. As Staff pointed out, this began years 
icant, with an application for retail use at this corner because of the 
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demands justified by the amount of tra 
more a suburban retail site than a traditional employment site. 
with Economic Development staff and 
making this site entirely retail, which is what the General P 
that site plan. The idea was to draw fro 
area, and make this a specialty grocer site or special 
realized there was no support. But the studies refe 
based upon population growth retail co 
into consideration and recognizing it's easier to t 
found an office user for this site who w 
building. The existing building did not 
building was last operating, it was with ar 
this site. There may have been 600 jo 
This proposal is not only a net increas today, but an increase over 
the previous user and a good utilization 

MR. MORRIS continued that in dealing with the site it 
neighboring property owners (Microchip, Rogers, Durel) ployers, and more 
importantly, control Lane and Chandler 
Blvd. This access point, as ate roadway is not 
benefited by this site. Th 
traffic light. The on1 
Microchip was very ere would be on that roadway, 
which becomes a li 
maximizing the de 

,Qfl sq. ft. of office and also had support retail. Support 

e because it's not a vacant site. It's a site that has had some challenges. The 
ork and still have an office site at a competitive price is to put the retail in 

eiterated they began this process with the idea it would be a General Plan 
r an entirely commercially dedicated site. They recognized the opposition and 
ire to keep an employment aspect to this site and not change the General Plan. 
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They verified with staff before they withdrew the General t, that a General Plan 
Amendment was not necessary to move forward with the unde 
approve a case in conformance with the employment area. T 
this is support services or stand-alone retail. Staff obj 
consideration. There was a General Plan Amendment applic 
hearing. It was only withdrawn in 2006. During 
property, but owns the property, and looked for user 
say there are plenty of users out there, this property 
in conjunction with Economic Development, and 
would be the key to success and that th 

retail on this site is only a little over a thi 
zoned site. Still they have not been 
associated with this site. The focus of this 
Class A suburban office project with su 
site in terms of walking distance. Mr. Morris displays the distances that 
would have to be traveled to make the connections. T 
is 260 feet door to door. The farthest route is 550 feet do rt went into this 

future. However, th 
condominiums, and a 

location there are a series of buildi alone Super 8, an oil and lube, a 

nd it, but no more integrated, no more 

ifications in their letter of support was the 
eeds and services within walking distance of 

ity to bring employment back to a site that has 

. MORRIS responded his involvement with this property predates 
olvement was late 2003. At that time the site had already 

rong's involvement began in mid 2004. He believes the site 

commented that he was confused as to why Staff used the 
an example because basically it's dirt to the corner. He asked 
th the applicant about a General Plan Amendment, and would 
ment for this site. MR. WEWORSKI responded Staff has 
pplicant over many years about the need for a General Plan 
ed. There was also discussion about what type of proposal 

endment. This type of proposal, that identified retail and office, and the fact 
was not incidental and didn't directly support or serve the office or 

General Plan Amendment. The applicant does have the 
r a rezoning of the property without requesting a General Plan Amendment. If 
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Commission and Council find this proposal does 
is in keeping with the General Plan, it could potentially go fo oved without it. 
It's Staffs recommendation that if Commis 
recommendation of approval, that it include a General 
process. Staff does not believe the retail is supportive of 
proposal the way it is today, staff doesn't support t 
retail is really driving the whole development propos 
to be much clearer integration and it doesn't meet th 

extra effort on their part to leave that 
revised PDP application that included o with staff and went through 

Amendment almost a year 
ago. In a letter to staff it stated 'Based up* ntion to move forward with 

on our conversation, 

an.' Essentially, the 
dispute is not whether they filed a General Plan or not, but red support retail. At 

hey believe, given the 
property being office, 

rt retail. There is 

ponded Staff prepared a map that identifies 
ol and Queen Creek, which has upwards of 

City that have 3 or more pharmacies. That 
arget, etc. VICE CHAIRMAN HEUMANN 

nded no others come to mind. 

Microchip said theygan_'t go a b o ~ e ,  -- or did they want to see more Class A office there? If the 
, pmject goes vertical, f@~x co also be underground parking? He's looking for the best 

+otilf&w this site an .%" m a q e  having office more towards the corner of Dobson. MR. 
MORRI m> onded he w I d  first like to point out, in light of the exhibit showing pharmacies, s\ 
that many gr%y stores hi& deli's, but they're not looking at limiting how many restaurants are 
on any given inteqection. Chandler is the only municipality that asks an applicant to show how a 
pharmacy building could be re-used if it's part of the application. The use of this 12,000 sq. ft. 
building shouldn't weigh heavily on the Commission in light of the 150,000 sq. ft. that's going on 

is site. Additi~nally, in response to Vice Chairman Heumann's question, Mr. Morris stated 
cific number as to how many trips a day Microchip would allow before it 
This is a narrow site so there's a parking field they have to deal with. Going 

und%&kun&~ this location was not feasible. An above-ground parking deck could add 
addition3L$arking, therefore, additional square footage in the office. But that would maximize 
the privkt& drive, which is the signalized access. It was a point of negotiation just to get the 
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existing buildings. Originally, Microchip envision 
the original retail application. When they came back with an o 
compete with their shifts, allowing even the existing o 

VICE CHAIRMAN HEUMANN inquired what ac 
MR. MORRIS responded there were two parking lots, 
to Chandler Blvd. There was a license agreement b 
access. 

one added 4 or 

he feels there could be be 
something unique. Chan now there's a lot of Class 
A things being develope 
current site plan is the only one they've looked 
and putting in more office? If the office survive 
Blvd., has there been a traffic study done to see where this go? MR. MORRIS 
responded this was a manufacturing facility not an office faci 
and number of cars that 
manufacturing. There was 
this is the first opportu 

asked if the biggest constraint of going vertical on this site 
Carriage Lane? MR. MORRIS responded that's correct and 

asked the applicant why there is no access from the south 
responded they offered the possibility of pedestrian or other access 

from the south, because of security concerns and the desire of the existing manufacturing 
; facilities to over their parking areas, they were asked not to show that and not to 
\,;-have any entry points on that access. COMMISSIONER CASON asked what percentage of the 

m i c a n t ' s  ox&ll cost is involved in the land remediation? The percentage of the remediation of 
%*-. -- 

the Im4 v e r s s  the overall remediation cost of both the land and building. MR. MORRIS 
0 % Jd 

responded'ke doesn't have that information, but will try and provide the Commission with those 
nurnber&e knows the areas and types of remediation, but doesn't know what the overall 
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percentage would be. It is two-fold. One is the rem 
other is the ground. COMMISSIONER CASON asked if th 
MR. MORRIS responded, at a minimum, the first phase of 
off-sites, the perimeter; also the east office building and 
everything but the bank building and the pad adjacen 

COMMISSIONER CASON inquired how many jobs 
site? MR. MORRIS responded they have done an 
rough estimate for the entire site is 500 to 550 nally, Mr. Morris st 
remediation percentage Commissioner Cason was.&ng about earlier is approximately 75% for 
the land. *w/ 

COMMISSION 
to the area. Additionally, he confirmed there were 600 
jobs at this location be 
MACKAY responded 
site if it remained em 
However, there would have to be a deck. That many car -parked on the site. 
Mr. Morris' calculations are very accurate in what could by its existing site. 
The information 
that they provided to an ER GULSVIG asked 
what impact that would 
during an 8-hour shift 
parking in that space. 
which is approxim 
surface parking. She is not quali 

ove in and out of the site. 
experience, the traffic pattern on Chandler 

1,000 employees, that corridor will get very 

esn't have a problem with pharmacies for the most 
section can support. He asked the applicant when 

MR. MORRIS responded he doesn't have that 
es some remediation of the building prior to 
ready started. CHAIRMAN FLANDERS asked 

ith the approval of this zoning case? If this case 
s? MR. MORRIS responded he can't imagine 
ards in just owning this business, between the 

the constant vandalism and vagrancy. The 
ich is why they've moved 

ut the approval is what's driving 
ce between office and retail. 

that building would make 
ded the remediation of the 

HEUMANN asked staff if there was any discussion about the traffic impact 
ORSKI responded staff was 
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looking at the project from a land use p 
on the site. Staffs evaluations are based on what is e 
generate as much traffic as if it were inte 
evaluation on how traffic would be impacted if there was a 
CHAIRMAN HEUMANN stated he believes traffic has to b 

VICE CHAIRMAN HEUMANN asked if staff wou 
different; more integrated, more incidental retail? 
support in terms of traffic implications, 
MR. WEWORSKI responded it most definite1 
clearly served the employment, staff would 
not be a General Plan Amendment required 
VICE CHAIRMAN HEUMANN state his as being a corner that's 
important to the City. He could support t was integrated better. That 
may mean moving the office. He would cons1 
plan and be a little more creative than just throwi e on a corner. He 
doesn't have a problem with mixed-use, 

COMMISSIONER IRBY stated he doesn't have a problem wit a site plan issue for 
him. It looks like a f excitement. It's hard to 
support the way it's s know how to solve. Retail 
Building C is hidden ompany buying it. He feels 
the site plan needs a lot uld support Design Review on 
this project. He though ';bout t ter portion with the buildings 
wrapped around so when you p on a nice court that has nice 
hardscape features that made you wa ding to building. The corner 
itself doesn't have a lot of punch to orner intersection. The bank 

ru lanes. He likes the architecture, but feels 

several of Commissioner Irby's points. He 
tent on the land use, as far as the office and 
as making sure we maintain those areas for 

he beginning. He feels the pharmacy 
re it makes sense to put another CVS 

%--X _ ay and at Warner. That's one every 
mile. He's hesitanwdpprove a,site with those buildings being a mile apart. He agrees with 

,,-rice Chairman Heumaniakpuf&tegrating the office with the retail a little better. It doesn't have 
/' / ,, ,/f 43 k2n '6fob@#b&~f the office, but %*be a little more intimate; adjacent to the office without having to 

go 250 &\%$&feet across 9'@arking lot. This particular site plan is set up like a typical retail 
center that yo+ ee every day. It's not very unique. He feels something unique needs to be 

&' provided on thi'*-ite; b maybe less retail and a little more office. There's enough retail at this 
intersection. 

COMMISSIONEB CREEDON asked staff if the Commission will have any control over the 
MCI Building &hging from office to retail? MR. WEWORSKI responded that site would be 
.%% h&ed to c - g q p e  retail uses. COMMISSIONER CREEDON asked if the Commission was 

x2*+ 
going Bge&fithe business of dictating what business goes where. Is that their goal? She is 
concerne'daat they are looking at how many pharmacies there are. She understands good 
planninia$d the concerns with the site plan, but she is also concerned about the argument over 
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the number of pharmacies when you're looking at a Fry's 
consider them pharmacies. CHAIRMAN FLANDERS st 
pharmacies good planning". The Commission has reviewed, 
the use even though there were other factors. COMMISSIO 
asking the Commission to consider is if the market forces 
stating that as a business they can go in here and 
into the business of dictating whether or not that busine 
or not they want it. At what point, does the Com 
restaurants, so many bars, etc., and where does it s 
would have to be applied to everyone who wants lop business in Chandler. 

d 

at is a reasonable 
. Would we want 

he site plan because 
be a trade-off. He is conc 

give up all your employment 

blem with the pharmacy at this location. 
e and it's not incorporated into the retail. 

not the Commissioners. He agrees with Commissioner Irby 

ULSVIG commented this site is currently earmarked for employment and 
e forward with an employment feature. There are other areas in the City 
away employment and put in mixed use. Not too long ago, they did it with 

at Arizona Avenue and Queen Creek. In this particular case, because of the 
erty, the applicant has come forward with what appears to be an optimum use 

space. However, he has a lot of concern about the traffic. Chandler Blvd. isn't 
de any wider, nor is Dobson Road going to be made any wider. From a land use 
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standpoint, the applicant is coming up as esti has trouble with the 
Commission trying to figure out whether or not there's goi 
In Downtown Chandler there's a bank building that was 
being converted to something else. That's part of business. 
not employment, it's putting back almost as many jobs as 
closed. He's still on the fence with this case. 

COMMISSIONER CASON stated he feels the 
economics of the demolition. When 75% of the c 
ground renovation, the property has economics 
risk is, if they don't allow a developer to mak 
existing remediation problems, the property will be willing to invest that 
money in the renovation of the land, specifi 
on their investment. Having the same amhPnt be a little nicer), but he 
feels the plan they're seeing is what the dev do the best given their 
additional costs they would have, over and 
feels this is an unusual piece of land that requires an un resolve the issues 
associated with it. 

just a few hundred feet 
away from this buildin Id be done with it. It is 
an eyesore, and she's c ng to this building walk 

, it takes her two times 
at each traffic light to through four traffic lights to get 

to take a different way 
home. She doesn't shop at the busin buildings she doesn't 

other areas where the 
uch cost has to be put into remediation of 
She agrees with the comments about this 

ult to develop and difficult to get in and out. 
have the office space that's wanted for an 

much more traffic the area can accommodate 

this item. They now 
applicant has struggled with. If they tip too far in one direction they will 

ding property-owner support, and if they tip too far the other 
but that's not all that will be needed to make this project 

ern is this project has to be economic. He cautioned the 
&round existing uses to make it an acceptable site plan. He doesn't 
lity left; if anything can be done they are always willing to make a 
ed the Commission to keep in mind that all the talk about fear of a 

vacant buildin harmacy, is somewhat ironic since they are talking about redeveloping a 
never know what buildings may become vacant. They have plans in place 
e this project successful, but should any aspect of it not be successful, make 

AN HEUMANN commented this has been a long process for a lot of people. 
f different opinions on this project. Traffic is an important part and the site 

rt. He is okay with the uses based on the amount of jobs and in 
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terms of traffic. He believes the c 
year. He still feels the project needs to be integrated better and 
uses on the plan now, but integrated better, would be accept 
make a motion to refer this case to design review in terms o 
with better integration of the uses that are there. He agrees w 
Building C has almost no visibility from Dobson Roa 
from Chandler Boulevard. 

MOVED BY VICE CHAIRMAN HEUMANN, 
continue DVR06-0034 PORTICO 
in order to allow time for a Design Review 

CHAIRMAN FLANDERS addressed 
done on this site. He doesn't have a p 
well together. He feels if they can g 
uses and the site plan itself. Seeing what the deve 
step. 

VICE CHAIRMAN HEUMANN ag 

COMMISSIONER IRB to Design Review he would recommend 
pulling Building C to to Chandler Boulevard and the 
bank needs to rotate g Carriage Lane needs to be 
upgraded; maybe the r. There also needs to be a 
pedestrian connectio ose issues addressed. 

Motion to continue for a Design Revie 
n 

ded by COMMISSIONER CREEDON, to 
d. 

21,2007. 

djourned at 8:36 p.m. 

Michael Flanders, Chairman 

Douglas A. Ballard, Secretary 
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