
 
 

Request for Swimming Pool Setback Variance 
Rossi Residence – 7000 E Vermont Ave 

 
 
 
This Variance Request Includes 

• Introductory Letter 

• Response to the 3 Variance Criteria 

• Exhibits A-E 

o Exhibit (A) Aerial Photo  

o Exhibit (B) Minimum Lot Requirement Diagram 
o Exhibit (C) Architectural Site Plan 
o Exhibit (C1) Existing Pool Dimensions 
o Exhibit (D1 & D2) Exterior Elevations 
o Exhibit (E) Plat Map 
o Exhibit (F) Letters of Support 

 
 



Board of Adjustment Hearing Officer  
Town of Paradise Valley 
6401 E Lincoln Drive  
Paradise Valley, AZ 85253 
 

RE: Rossi Residence  – 7000 E Vermont Avenue 
Request for Swimming Pool Setback Variance 

Dear Hearing Officer: 
 

This letter represents Paul Rossi, the owner of the 22,209 sq. ft. (.51 acres) property located 
at 7000 E. Vermont Avenue. This property is a small, shallow lot, located in the R-18A 
zoning district just north of Fashion Square Mall and just west of Scottsdale Road. 
According to the ordinance, the minimum lot depth should be 155’0” and any swimming 
pool requires a 20’0” set back from the property line.  

 
Variance Request 

 
In order for the Rossis to reasonably enjoy their property in a safe and functional manner, we 
are requesting a small adjustment to the swimming pool setback that would reduce it from 
20’0” to 14’0”. Based on the town’s recommendations, the rear yard has been re-designed to 
minimize the requested setback adjustment while maintaining safety and construction 
quality. By reducing the size of the pool, the requested setback reduction is 40% smaller 
than the original request of 10’0”. The area of swimming pool that is located in the setback 
was also reduced from 529 square feet to 219 square feet. This amounts to a 41% reduction 
in the total area of the pool that falls in the setback significantly minimizing the scale of this 
variance request. The requested setback of 14’0” would recognize the following conditions 
that necessitate this variance:     

 
• Original plat hardships create a shallow property which does not meet minimum 

development standards for an R-18A lot.  A minimum lot should be 155’0”, the 
Rossi’s lot is 120’0”. This is a reduction of 22.5% of building area. 

• The existing masonry home is being remodeled to maintain the existing footprint, 
most of its original masonry structure, and all of its original mid-century charm. 
This goal has a direct effect on location of utilities, driveways, and swimming 
pools.  

• There is no sewer in the neighborhood, and we need to create room for sewer, leach 
field/pits (both current and reserve). 

• The shallow rear yard is also impacted by an 8’0” public utility easement that further 
impacts the owners ability to use the already undersized area. 

 
Context For Property 

 
There are four major conditions that impact this property and differentiate it from similar lots 
of this size. These conditions include the property’s shallow shape, existing building 
footprint, basic infrastructure requirements (leach fields), and existing public utility 



easements that further restrict an already narrow rear yard. 
 
In regards to the first condition, the aerial photograph enclosed in Exhibit A, illustrates that 
the Rossi’s property has a shallow, rectangular shape. The Rossi’s lot and the neighboring lot 
to the East are the shallowest lots in the subdivision as seen in Exhibit A1. The shape of the 
property constitutes a substantial hardship. On Exhibit B, the survey with the minimum lot 
requirements overlayed, reveals just how shallow the lot is, and shows that there is minimal 
space for a rear yard and any traditional amenities like a swimming pool. The survey (Exhibit 
B) with the minimum development standards for the lot overlaid, reveals the impact of the 
lot’s geometry. This diagram shows the property is 35’0” too shallow, as prescribed by the 
Town ordinance. Exhibit G provides additional context by demonstrating the average depth 
for surrounding properties is blank. 
 
Secondly, remodeling the property’s existing mid-century masonry home has been 
intentional, with the goal of retaining an innate quality and style that is not commonly found 
these days. By using the home’s existing footprint and re-imagining a modern lifestyle within 
the existing walls, the architecture reflects the style and intimacy that is unique to this genre. 
While other pool shapes were considered, they would be inconsistent with the character of 
the original home. Please see Exhibit D for an illustration. Because the original home is 
being maintained, the pool’s location and style have been subject to challenging constraints. 
To ensure safe building practices, the swimming pool must be a certain distance from the 
existing foundations of the house. The existing garage prevents relocation of the pool due to 
its location on the back side of the property. The associated driveways required to access said 
garage prevent the pool from being moved to the side of the lot, which would typically be an 
option when working with a shallow lot. Please see exhibit A1, as the lot to the East had this 
solution available. Because of the existing garage location, this was not an option for the 
Rossi’s lot. As a result of the lot’s limitations, the existing pool is located too close to the 
home’s foundation which has led to serious termite damage resulting from the lack of 
drainage. A small adjustment to the setback would allow for a solution that prevents water 
from collecting and provides a safe pathway between the home and pool.  

 
Thirdly, in addition to the constraints caused by the property’s shape, there are also hardships 
due to a lack of traditional infrastructure in the neighborhood.  This neighborhood is not 
connected to the public sewer system and therefore a significant amount of lot square footage 
needs to be set aside for current and future leach areas. These areas and their restrictions from 
property lines, structures and rainwater retention areas have a significant impact on the amount 
of the lot that can be developed as shown in Exhibit C. 
 
Fourthly, the 8’0” public utility easement and the physical existence of an underground 
irrigation pipe across the north property line, as shown in Exhibit C, significantly impacts the 
development of the rear yard. It’s existence specifically limits development for the last 8’0” of 
the rear yard. The existing wall along the North property line is located in the easement which 
limits and restricts use of the property up to 5 feet in certain areas. The location of this existing 
rear wall further limits the real working area for the pool and amenities.  
 
Context For Variance Request 



The context for this variance request arises from five distinct hardships that are unique to 
this property and to this project.  

Firstly, our request for this variance is based on the limitations caused by the property’s 
depth as seen in Exhibit C. This shallow geometry is inconsistent with minimum lot 
development standards for a typical R-18A lot. Since the inconsistency amounts to 35’0”, 
reducing the setback by 6” would provide the necessary relief to properly develop the rear 
yard.  

Secondly, the limitations created by the lot’s geometry impacted the original footprint of the 
home. The dimensions of the shallow area that remained after the typical prescribed setbacks 
were 50’0” by 130’0”, which drove the current architectural solution. This solution placed 
the garages on the far west end of the lot with access from the west; appropriately keeping 
the garage doors from facing the street. The original west facing garage, driveway and back-
up area required a significant portion of the lot’s remaining buildable area. This original 
layout left development of the rear yard to the minimum 35’0” prescribed space, so that even 
the original pool was in violation of the current 20’0” pool setback by 100 square feet (as 
seen in Exhibit C1). This pool layout was unsafe because it led to water accumulating along 
the pool deck next to the building, creating a dangerous bottleneck and fall zone. This was 
also problematic because the lack of proper drainage led to foundation and termite problems. 
An adjustment to the setback would allow for a planting area that would minimize moisture 
at the home’s foundation.  

The third property related hardship has to do with the lack of traditional infrastructure 
unique to this property. Meeting the requirements associated with developing a septic 
system and the associated leach field/pit on small lots can be difficult because of the area 
required and the restrictions on adjacent developments. The required area for a septic system 
and future leach/pit areas directly affect development of the pool location and the landscape 
design by eliminating alternative development options, as show in Exhibit C. Planning for a 
secondary leach field is always required. With the re-design of the pool, there would be no 
spacing issues.  

The last property hardship involves the public utility easement that wraps around the 
property. The 8’0” easement had a significant impact on the development of the landscape 
design and location of the swimming pool. This is concerning because the current wall 
separating the properties is not on the property line. As shown on Exhibit C, the property 
line wall is located 3’0” to 5’0” past the property line, directly impacting safe development 
of the area. This 5’0” difference restricts the development of the rear yard by up to 15%, 
which is a significant restriction when developing such a shallow area.  

 

Neighborhood Information and Existing Details 

The Quail Vista Subdivision is located west of Scottsdale Road and north of Scottsdale 
Fashion Square. A collection of smaller homes on ½ acre properties, line the edge of 
Paradise Valley and create a wonderful transition to the heavy commercial zoning along 
Scottsdale Road and Camelback. 

This pocket neighborhood has a rich history and exists as a family focused environment that 



continues to redefine itself in positive new ways as the old housing stock is redeveloped. 
Some have chosen to tear down the existing structures and develop large homes on these 
small properties. The Rossis have chosen to embrace the existing structure and rework the 
existing footprint to maintain its connection to the character of these single-story homes.  

 

Neighbor Support 

The Rossis strive to be good neighbors and request this variance in light of the minimal 
impact the development of the rear yard would have on the adjacent properties’ privacy. We 
have included letters of support for our variance request in Exhibit E. 

 
Variance Criteria 
 

1. “That there are special circumstances applicable to the property, which may include 
circumstances related to the property’s size, shape, topography, location, or 
surroundings; and” (Town Code Section 2-5-3(C)4).  
 
This property is impacted by four special circumstances that limit development of the 
rear yard: the lot’s shallow geometry, the original home’s footprint, existing 
infrastructure, and the easement that runs along the Northern property line. This variance 
acknowledges that the Rossi’s property is only 120’0” deep, which is 35’0” shy of the 
minimum standard of 155’0” in this zoning district. Exhibit A1 demonstrates that the 
surrounding lots are on average significantly less shallow. The adjacent lots range in 
depth from 120’0” to 150’0” showing that the Rossi’s lot is one of the shallowest in the 
neighborhood. This provides further context on why the lot’s development has presented 
unusual challenges that necessitate a variance request.  
 
The request to decrease the swimming pool setback to 14’0” would not only recognize 
the negative impact of the original plat and unusual lot shape, but would also 
acknowledge the existing home’s linear footprint and garage access. The location of the 
existing garage and driveway prevents the swimming pool from being re-located to the 
side of the lot, which would normally be a solution for shallow properties.   

 
In addition to this, the existing infrastructure requirements and easements extend this 
matter beyond the subject of convenience, as it impacts the applicant’s ability to safely 
and properly enjoy the property’s rear yard. This minor adjustment allows for adequate 
drainage between the home and pool, eliminating the possibility of water accumulation 
that could lead to accidents as well as termite and foundation issues. The requested set 
back would provide just enough space to allow for safe passage and drainage between the 
pool and house which should have a distance of 9”0’. The current distance is only 4’7”. 
Additionally, the public utility easement reduces the amount of space that can be 
developed for the rear yard by 8’0”. Without a variance, this property would not have 
access to the same rights and amenities that similar surrounding properties enjoy. The 
design of the pool addresses these issues with a modest 12’0” width that allows for a 
smaller adjustment to the setback.  



 
 

2. “That the special circumstances applicable to the property were not self-imposed or 
created by the property owner; and” (Town Code Section 2-5-3(C)4).  
 
The circumstances that have led to this variance request are not self-imposed by the 
property owner. While the Rossis were aware of the lot’s unique shape, additional 
surveys revealed how restrictive it would be in terms of safely developing the rear yard. 
The existing property does not meet current development standards and the current 
owners were not involved in previous approvals. This remodel is focused on maintaining 
the existing home in a sustainable and safe way. The pool that already existed on the lot 
when it was purchased is in violation of the current setback requirements and has led to 
structural instability and water damage. To safely re-develop the pool, reducing the 
setback by 6’0” allows for a modest pool size, proper drainage, and safe circulation 
patterns. The pool would be smaller than most of the existing pools in the neighborhood 
(Exhibit A1). These uncontrollable and unforeseeable circumstances were not brought 
about by the property owner and they should not continue to limit the site’s potential.  

 
The special circumstances posing an objective hardship to the applicant are not a result of 
misunderstanding or mistake. The existing pool is unsafe and improperly located too 
close to the existing home. If not for the unusual hardships discussed, this lot would have 
easily accommodated a pool and would have allowed for proper drainage as well as safe 
usage. 
 

3. “That the strict application of the Zoning Ordinance will deprive the property of 
privileges enjoyed by other property of the same classification in the same zoning 
district” (Town Code Section 2-5- 3(C)4).  

The shallow geometry of this property and the layout of the existing home create unique 
hardships that limit development of a swimming pool and other amenities in the rear 
yard. Most surrounding properties (see Exhibit A1) are deep enough to accommodate a 
swimming pool, but the location of this lot makes it challenging to incorporate one into 
the design. A minimum depth of 155’0” is typical for an R-18A lot, and would normally 
allow for the development of a pool. The size of the Rossi’s lot totals to only 120’0”, 
which is significantly smaller than standard lots in the area by 35’0”. The approval of this 
variance request will not negatively impact the community, and will provide the Rossi’s 
the same privileges as their neighbors. In the aerial photo in Exhibit A1, there are 
multiple surrounding properties whose current pools also have a setback under 20’0”. 
The Rossi’s pool will reflect the shallow property, at only 12’0” wide. This pool is 
smaller than average and would be considered modest when compared to adjacent pools, 
which can be seen in Exhibit A1. For these reasons, the request for a 14’0” pool set back 
would preserve the reasonably expected property rights that typically apply within this 
home’s classification and zoning district.    

This request to decrease the pool setback to 14’0” is in harmony with the general 



purpose and intent of the zoning ordinance. It does not allow the applicant any special 
privileges for their property, and it does not negatively impact the neighborhood’s 
residents. Decreasing the setback will allow the swimming pool to be properly 
positioned in a safe fashion. It will also allow the resident’s to enjoy a common amenity, 
typical for homes in this neighborhood. The swimming pool’s size is modest and 
consistent with other pools in the area (Exhibit A1). This variance recognizes the 
limitations caused by the existing lot shape that affects how the rear yard can be 
developed and used. This request is further in harmony with the general purpose and 
intent of a variance because it mitigates the impact of past developments that were 
outside of the owner’s control, such as the narrow platting and 8’0” easement along the 
North side of the property. 

This variance does not provide special privileges inconsistent with limitations that apply 
to surrounding properties. It requests the minimum adjustment to create a safe and 
enjoyable rear yard. It would also address issues related to the existing layout such as 
the unsafe bottleneck adjacent to the house and the lack of proper drainage. A modest 
decrease in the pool setback is not a special privilege to the applicant, but rather it is 
necessary to ensure the property can be enjoyed in a reasonable and safe manner 
consistent with other properties in this zoning area. 

 
 
Conclusion 
 
Based on these itemized responses and feedback received from the Board, we are requesting 
a variance that would allow for a minimum decrease in the pool setback from the current 
20’0” to 14’0”. As demonstrated in Exhibit B this variance request is directly related to the 
lot being undersized by 35’0”. The difference between the minimum standard of 155’0” and 
the platted 120’0” impacts the Rossi’s ability to properly develop their rear yard consistent 
with surrounding neighbors. After reducing the size of the pool, the proposed design allows 
for a small adjustment that would ensure the Rossi’s home can be enjoyed in a safe fashion 
consistent with their neighbors. This variance would not only mitigate the impact of the lot’s 
unusual shape and size, but ensure the rights and safety of the property owners.  
 
Please let us know if there are any additional documents or materials that would be helpful in 
assessing this variance request. Thank you for your time, and I look forward to reaching a 
resolution. 
 

 
David Dick, AIA, NCARB 

 

Sincerely 







Off Off



Off Off































 
 
 
 
 
September 24, 2025 
 
Brandon McMahon                  
Planning & Development Services 
Town of Paradise Valley 
6401 E Lincoln Drive 
Paradise Valley, AZ 85253  
 
 
Re: 7000 E Vermont Ave 
 
Dear Brandon, 
 
We have reviewed the proposed site plan for Paul Rossi at 7000 E Vermont Ave, 
Paradise Valley, AZ 85233  dated 10-26-10.  We have no issue with the reduction 
of the pool set back for this lot as shown on this site plan.  
 
 
___________________________________________     
Signature           Date 
 
Address: ____________________________________ 
  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 ARCHITECT 

DAVID DICK, AIA 
7400 E. McDonald Dr. Suite, 

122 
Scottsdale, Arizona 

85250 
 

(480)945-1898  
(480)945-8856 fax 

dd@ddarchstudio.com 

Docusign Envelope ID: 62569FF5-96EF-45C0-A4AA-FCAF3C060777

5222 N Quail Run Place, Paradise Valley, AZ 85253

9/29/2025



 
 
 
 
 
September 24, 2025 
 
Brandon McMahon                  
Planning & Development Services 
Town of Paradise Valley 
6401 E Lincoln Drive 
Paradise Valley, AZ 85253  
 
 
Re: 7000 E Vermont Ave 
 
Dear Brandon, 
 
We have reviewed the proposed site plan for Paul Rossi at 7000 E Vermont Ave, 
Paradise Valley, AZ 85233  dated 10-26-10.  We have no issue with the reduction 
of the pool set back for this lot as shown on this site plan.  
 
 
___________________________________________     
Signature           Date 
 
Address: ____________________________________ 
  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 ARCHITECT 

DAVID DICK, AIA 
7400 E. McDonald Dr. Suite, 

122 
Scottsdale, Arizona 

85250 
 

(480)945-1898  
(480)945-8856 fax 

dd@ddarchstudio.com 

Mobile User
7014 E Vermont ave. PV AZ 85253.   10/2/2025



September 24, 2025 

Brandon McMahon        
Planning & Development Services 
Town of Paradise Valley 
6401 E Lincoln Drive 
Paradise Valley, AZ 85253  

Re: 7000 E Vermont Ave 

Dear Brandon, 

We have reviewed the proposed site plan for Paul Rossi at 7000 E Vermont Ave, 
Paradise Valley, AZ 85233  dated 10-26-10.  We have no issue with the reduction 
of the pool set back for this lot as shown on this site plan.  

___________________________________________ 
Signature           Date 

Address: ____________________________________ 

ARCHITECT 

DAVID DICK, AIA 
7400 E. McDonald Dr. Suite, 

122 
Scottsdale, Arizona 

85250 

(480)945-1898
(480)945-8856 fax

dd@ddarchstudio.com 

Martin Applebaum
7015 East Vermont Ave
Paradise Valley, AZ 85253

10/13/2025
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