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N-PERSON ATTENDANCE AT PUBLIC MEETINGS HAS BEEN SUSPENDED UNTIL 

FURTHER NOTICE. WATCH LIVE STREAMED MEETINGS AT:

https://paradisevalleyaz.legistar.com/Calendar.aspx

1.  CALL TO ORDER

2.  ROLL CALL

THIS MEETING WILL BE HELD BY REMOTE PARTICIPATION ONLY

PUBLIC PARTICIPATION IN THE MEETING

Members of the public are encouraged to participate in the meeting via the following 

options:

1. View the live stream at https://paradisevalleyaz.legistar.com/Calendar.aspx

     (a) Click on Calendar Tab

     (b) Look for Planning Commission meeting (you may have to select it from the 

dropdown list) and find the meeting date

     (c) Click the “In Progress” link in the column titled Video

2. Zoom Conference  

     (a) Computer: https://zoom.us/j/6678902153 

     (b) Telephone: 1 669 900 6833 Meeting ID 667 890 2153 

3. Submitting questions and comments:

     (a) Visit https://paradisevalleyaz.legistar.com/Calendar.aspx, search for the meeting 

date, and click “eComment”.  Locate the agenda item you are interested in and click 

“Comment” (Please submit comments at least 1 hr prior to meeting)

     (b) Email pmichaud@paradisevalleyaz.gov (Please submit comments at least 1 hr 

prior to meeting)

4. Speaking during Call to the Public / Public Hearings

      (a) Visit https://paradisevalleyaz.legistar.com/Calendar.aspx, search for the meeting 

date, and click “eComment”.  Locate the agenda item and click “Register to Speak”.  

Join the meeting by dialing 1 669 900 6833 Meeting ID 667 890 2153 

      (b) If attending by Zoom Video Conference, click the chat button and enter your 

name and the agenda item you would like to address

(These meeting participation guidelines are pursuant to Town Council Resolution 2020-08 

adopted March 17, 2020.)

Notice is hereby given pursuant to A.R.S. §38-431.02. that members of the Planning 

Commission will attend by audio/video conference call.
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Notice is hereby given that members of the Public Body will attend either in person or by 

telephone conference call, pursuant to A.R.S. §38-431(4).

3.  EXECUTIVE SESSION

The Public Body may convene into an executive session at one or more times during the 

meeting as needed to confer with the Town Attorney for legal advice regarding any of the 

items listed on the agenda as authorized by A.R.S. §38-431.03.A.3.

4.  STUDY SESSION ITEMS

Work/Study is open to the public however the following items are scheduled for 

discussion only.  The Public Body will be briefed by staff and other Town 

representatives.  There will be no votes and no final action taken on discussion items.    

The Public Body may give direction to staff and request that items be scheduled for 

consideration and final action at a later date.  The order of discussion items and the 

estimated time scheduled to hear each item is subject to change.

Discussion of Building Pad Heights for Non-Hillside Lots21-063A.

Lisa Collins, Community Development Director, 480-348-3522 Staff Contact:

A - Staff Report

B - Presentation

Attachments:

Discussion of a Minor General Plan Amendment (GPA-20-01), a 

Rezoning (MI-20-03), a Minor Special Use Permit Amendment 

(SUP-20-07), and a non-administrative land modification (RP-20-01) 

to create a Single-Family R-43 Lot Ascension Lutheran Church, 

7100 N Mockingbird Lane

21-053B.

Paul Michaud, 480-348-3574Staff Contact:

A - Staff Report

B - Vicinity Map (Aerial - General Plan - Zoning)

C - Application - Narrative

D- SUP History

E - Water - Utility Information

F - ALTA & Proposed Maps

G - Landscaping

Attachments:

5.  PUBLIC HEARINGS

The Public Body may take action on this item.

6.  ACTION ITEMS

The Public Body may take action on this item.

7.  CONSENT AGENDA

All items on the Consent Agenda are considered by the Public Body to be routine and 
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will be enacted by a single motion. There will be no separate discussion of these items. 

If a Commissioner or member of the public desires discussion on any item it will be 

removed from the Consent Agenda and considered separately.

Approval of the February 2, 2021 Planning Commission Minutes21-062A.

020221 MN DraftAttachments:

8.  STAFF REPORTS

9.  PUBLIC BODY REPORTS

10.  FUTURE AGENDA ITEMS

11.  ADJOURNMENT

AGENDA IS SUBJECT TO CHANGE

*Notice is hereby given that pursuant to A.R.S. §1-602.A.9, subject to certain specified 

statutory exceptions, parents have a right to consent before the State or any of its 

political subdivisions make a video or audio recording of a minor child. Meetings of the 

Planning Commission are audio and/or video recorded, and, as a result, proceedings in 

which children are present may be subject to such recording. Parents in order to exercise 

their rights may either file written consent with the Town Clerk to such recording, or take 

personal action to ensure that their child or children are not present when a recording 

may be made. If a child is present at the time a recording is made, the Town will assume 

that the rights afforded parents pursuant to A.R.S. §1-602.A.9 have been waived.

The Town of Paradise Valley endeavors to make all public meetings accessible to 

persons with disabilities. With 72 hours advance notice, special assistance can also be 

provided for disabled persons at public meetings. Please call 480-948-7411 (voice) or 

480-483-1811 (TDD) to request accommodation to

participate in the Planning Commission meeting.
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Town of Paradise Valley

Action Report

6401 E Lincoln Dr
Paradise Valley, AZ  85253

File #: 21-063

AGENDA TITLE:
Discussion of Building Pad Heights for Non-Hillside Lots

RECOMMENDATION:
Review, discussion and possible recommendations to Town Council related to building pad heights
and other related items for residential construction on non-hillside lots.

STAFF CONTACT:
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TOWN                                                                          
 Of 
    PARADISE VALLEY 
 

 

STAFF REPORT 
 

 
 
TO:     Chair and Planning Commission Members 
 
FROM:  Lisa Collins, Community Development Director 
    Paul Mood, Town Engineer 
 
DATE: February 16, 2021 
 
AGENDA TITLE:  
Discussion of Building Pad Heights for Non-Hillside Lots 
 
RECOMMENDATION: 
Review, discussion and possible recommendations to Town Council related to building 
pad heights and other related items for residential construction on non-hillside lots. 
 
SUMMARY STATEMENT: 
At prior Town Council Study Sessions, staff presented material regarding building pad 
heights on non-hillside lots which is one of the more frequent development related 
questions associated with new construction.  When vacant lots are developed, or existing 
properties redeveloped, building pad heights and overall allowable structure heights are 
often questioned by surrounding property owners. 
 
Information was presented on surrounding municipal codes related to building pads and 
residential structure heights, visual impacts to properties and potential code amendments 
to require residential properties to more closely follow the contour of the lot for non-hillside 
properties.  Information related to the unrestricted fill heights for outdoor living areas and 
landscaped areas were also presented.  Based on the presentation and discussion, staff 
was asked to bring this item to the Planning Commission to determine if any recommend 
Town Code edits are warranted for future Town Council consideration.   
 
Information related to building pad heights was reviewed and discussed at the September 
15 and December 15, 2020 Planning Commission meetings.  Feedback from residents 
as well as the development community was also provided.  Due to the level of questions 
and concerns expressed by residents a joint meeting between the Town Council and 
Planning Commission was held on January 21, 2021 to review, discuss and provide 
additional feedback and/or direction to staff.  Staff was asked to bring this item back to 
the Planning Commission for additional review and discussion related to potential code 
amendments as well as establish a timeframe to make a recommendation to the Town 
Council. 
 
On February 2, 2021, staff presented additional information to the Planning Commission 
for discussion and input during a Study Session.  During that Study Session, the public 
was also invited to provide input.  Based on the discussion and information at that Work 
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 Of 
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STAFF REPORT 
 

 
Session and previous meetings, staff is providing a proposed code amendment to 
address the most immediate issues and concerns.  In accordance with the legal 
requirements for amendments to the Town Code and in accordance with Town Council 
direction, the Planning Commission is being asked to provide input on this proposed code 
amendment for the Town Council’s consideration.   
 
Discussions regarding other considerations for non-hillside lots may be addressed as the 
Planning Commission and Town Council determine necessary. 
 
BUDGETARY IMPACT: 
This item is for discussion only with no financial impact to the Town. 
 
ATTACHMENT(S): 
 

A. Staff Report 
B. Presentation 



TOWN OF PARADISE VALLEY
BUILDING PAD HEIGHT

Non-Hillside Lots

Proposed Code Amendment

February 16, 2021



PURPOSE FOR WORK STUDY 2

Input on Proposed Code Text Amendment



HISTORY & BACKGROUND
3

Information related to building pad heights, applicable Town Codes, resident concerns and
feedback and development community feedback were provided at the following
meetings.
 January 23, 2020 Town Council Work Study
 January 30, 2020 Town Council Development Retreat
 May 14, 2020 Town Council Work Study
 June 25, 2020 Town Council Work Study
 September 15, 2020 Planning Commission Work Study
 December 15, 2020 Planning Commission Work Study
 January 21, 2021 Joint Town Council & Planning Commission Work Study
 February 2, 2021 Planning Commission Work Study



RESIDENT FEEDBACK 4

 Building pad heights, outdoor living & landscape areas block views

 Need to preserve and protect the character of the community

 Require applicants to build into and follow the contour of the land

 Drainage concerns from elevated properties

 Neighbor notification of new residential projects



DEVELOPMENT COMMUNITY FEEDBACK
5

 Keep 24’ height restriction from lowest natural grade

 Open space criteria protects neighbor's views 

 Building pads extending over sloped topography lowers the lowest natural grade 
and building heights

 Add regulations that only 2’ of exposed fill can be seen outside of the building 
footprint.  

 Limit fill outside of building pad to 2’ to terrace landscape areas

 Update and or add definitions as needed

 Paradise Valley rules are restrictive enough and protect neighboring property views 



PLANNING COMMISSION FEEDBACK
6

Additional Feedback and Discussion at the February 2, 2021 Work Study

 Provide Code language based on the discussion for Planning Commission Input

 Eliminate the slurry fill and thickened concrete slab concept 

 Add regulations that only 2’ of exposed fill can be seen outside of the building 
footprint.  

 Provide regulations for terrace landscape areas
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The building pad AND ALL ELEVATED AREAS 

INCLUDING OUTDOOR LIVING SPACES shall not exceed 

two (2) feet in height AS MEASURED FROM LOWEST 

NATURAL GRADE  except where required to protect the 

building against flooding, in which case the pad shall be one (1) 

foot MAXIMUM above the water surface elevation of the 100 

year event AT THE ADJACENT NATURAL GRADE..

Proposed amendments in: CAPS, BOLD, and UNDERLINE

PROPOSED CODE AMENDMENT



8

outdoor 
living space

2 foot 
maximum fill 
from natural 

grade

PROPOSED CODE AMENDMENT
GRAPHIC EXAMPLE
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Yard Setback Area 
no fill allowed

2 foot 
maximum fill 

allowed

Lot Property 
line

PROPOSED CODE AMENDMENT

2 foot 
maximum fill 

allowed



10

PROPOSED CODE AMENDMENT

Addresses most resident concerns:

 Building pad heights, outdoor living & landscape areas 
block views

 Need to preserve and protect the character of the 
community

 Require applicants to build into and follow the contour of 
the land

 Drainage concerns from elevated properties
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PROPOSED CODE AMENDMENT
Addresses most Development Community Feedback:

 Keep 24’ height restriction from lowest natural grade

 Open space criteria protects neighbor's views 

 Building pads extending over sloped topography lowers the 
lowest natural grade and building heights

 Add regulations that only 2’ of exposed fill can be seen outside of 
the building footprint.  

 Limit fill outside of building pad to 2’ to terrace landscape areas

 Update and or add definitions as needed



NEXT STEPS
12

Town Council 
Consideration of Code 

Amendment



QUESTIONS?

13



Town of Paradise Valley

Action Report

6401 E Lincoln Dr
Paradise Valley, AZ  85253

File #: 21-053

AGENDA TITLE:
Discussion of a Minor General Plan Amendment (GPA-20-01), a Rezoning (MI-20-03), a Minor
Special Use Permit Amendment (SUP-20-07), and a non-administrative land modification (RP-
20-01) to create a Single-Family R-43 Lot Ascension Lutheran Church, 7100 N Mockingbird
Lane

STAFF CONTACT:
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TOWN                                                                          
 Of 
    PARADISE VALLEY 
 

 

STAFF REPORT 
 

 
 
TO:      Chairman and Planning Commission Members 
 
FROM:   Lisa Collins, Community Development Director 

Paul Michaud, Planning Manager 
 
DATE:  February 16, 2021  
 
DEPARTMENT:  Community Development – Planning Division  

Paul Michaud, 480-348-3574  
 
AGENDA TITLE:  Discussion of a Minor General Plan Amendment (GPA-20-01), a 

Rezoning (MI-20-03), a Minor Special Use Permit Amendment 
(SUP-20-07), and a non-administrative land modification (RP-
20-01) to create a Single-Family R-43 Lot  
Ascension Lutheran Church, 7100 N Mockingbird Lane 

 
SUMMARY STATEMENT: 
Request 
Ascension Lutheran Church, Inc., an Arizona Corporation, located at 7100 N 
Mockingbird Lane (Parcel No. 174-51-033) is requesting approval of several 
applications to establish a 1.0-net acre R-43 single-family residential lot at the 
southwest portion of the 6.3-net acre church property.  These applications include a 
Minor General Plan Amendment from “Public/Quasi Public” to “Low Density Residential” 
designation for the 1.0-net acre area (GPA-20-01), a rezoning from “Special Use Permit 
- Religious Facility” to “R-43 Single-Family Residential District” for the 1.0-net acre area 
(MI-20-03), a Minor Special Use Permit to allow for the reduction of the church property 
zoned “Special Use Permit - Religious Facility” (SUP-20-07), and a non-administrative 
lot modification to plat the single-family lot (RP-20-01).  
 
General Plan Amendment  
The 2012 General Plan Land Use Map designates the subject 6.3-net acre property as 
“Public/Quasi Public.”  “Public/Quasi Public” is the appropriate designation for the 
church use.  The area surrounding the church property is designated “Low Density 
Residential.”  “Low Density Residential” is the appropriate designation for the R-43 
Single-Family Residential District, requiring minimum one-acre lots.  The General Plan 
designation change is necessary since §9-462.01.F of the Arizona Revised Statutes 
and Section 306 of the Town’s Zoning Ordinance requires amendments to the zoning 
district boundaries be consistent with and conform to the Land Use Map of the Town’s 
adopted General Plan.  Table 9.4-1 of the Town’s General Plan defines a change in 
designation from “Public/Quasi Public” to “Low Density Residential” as a Minor General 
Plan Amendment.  A Minor General Plan Amendment pursuant to the Town Code 
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requires Planning Commission recommendation and Town Council approval.  Approval 
is via resolution. No stipulations are allowable as part of the action.   
 
Rezoning 
The subject 6.3-net acre property is currently zoned “Special Use Permit - Religious 
Facility,” being the appropriate zoning for the church use.  The subject area is not 
designated hillside.  The zoning of adjacent properties are “R-43 Single-Family 
Residential District.”  Refer to Attachment B for a General Plan designation and Zoning 
district map of this area.  
 
The request to create a 1.0-net acre single-family residential lot requires the applicant to 
request a rezoning for this portion of the site from “Special Use Permit - Religious 
Facility” to “R-43 Single-Family Residential District.”  A rezoning pursuant to the Town 
Code requires a Citizen Review Session (a neighborhood meeting prior to the Planning 
Commission recommendation), Planning Commission recommendation, and Town 
Council approval.  Section 2-5-2.D.1 of the Town Code provides time limits on rezoning 
applications when they are initiated by the Town.  Being applicant driven, there are no 
timing requirements for the requested rezoning.  Approval is via ordinance.  
 
Stipulations are allowable as part of the action. Draft stipulations will be provided at a 
future Planning Commission meeting on this request.  Typical stipulations are (1) 
reference to a legal description(s),  (2) requirement that the Town approve all the above 
related applications before the rezoning is effective, (3) the owner provide a duly 
executed Proposition 207 waiver pursuant to §12-1134 of the Arizona Revised Statutes 
regarding the rezoning does not diminish the value of the property, (4) that the 
remaining church property needs to be brought into compliance with the current Town’s 
Storm Water Design Manual requirements for storm water retention (as shown on the 
proposed grading and drainage plan with a recommendation completion prior to 
recordation of the plat map), (5) requirement for assurances related to public 
improvements (but, this stipulation is not necessary as there are no specific public 
roadway improvements needed), and (6) other stipulations (which for this request might 
relate to landscaping).     
 
Special Use Permit (SUP) Amendment 
The Town annexed the church property in 1961. The church was constructed in 1963. 
The Town issued the first Special Use Permit zoning on the property in 1977. 
Concurrent with the 1977 Special Use Permit, the Town approved the Meadowlark 
Acres lot split plat map that included the creation of two 1.1-net acre residential R-43 
lots (6700 E Meadowlark Lane and 6701 E Hummingbird Lane) from the original 10-
gross acre church property.  Several amendments to the Special Use Permit occurred 
over the years as described in Attachment E. The latest amendment being a 
replacement monument sign in 2019.  Other than the request to sell off 1.0-net acres of 
the 6.3-net acre church property, the church plans no other changes on the church site 
(e.g. no new structures, parking, exterior lighting, or other improvements).  Except for 
landscaping described in more detail below, the property is in compliance to past 
approvals based on available information. 
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The reduction of the church site area requires a Minor SUP Amendment, review any 
potential impact of the site area reduction to the Special Use Permit Guidelines, and to 
review other impacts like drainage.  Section 1102.7.B of the Zoning Ordinance requires 
the request meet four criteria to be a Minor SUP Amendment.  The Planning 
Commission will need to take two actions during the public hearing (yet to be 
scheduled).  This includes an action to determine the request is a Minor SUP 
Amendment and the second action to deny or approve the Minor SUP Amendment with 
any stipulations.   
  
The application request to reduce the church site area meets the Minor SUP 
Amendment criteria as outlined below: 
 

1. Change or add any uses.  
 
There are no proposed changes or addition of uses than already exist or 
approved at this church with this application request.  
 

2. Increase the floor area of the project by more than 5000 square feet or constitute 
an increase of more than 15% upon the existing or, if still under construction, 
approved floor area square footage of the affected SUP property, whichever is 
less, with any such increase to be measured cumulatively over a sixty month 
period.  
 
There are no proposed structures on the remaining church property with this 
request.  The church site has 11,691 square feet of dripline/footprint and 15,823 
square feet of total square footage.  As such, there is no increase in square 
footage.  However, the reduction in site area increases the lot coverage and floor 
area percentages.  The lot coverage will increase from 4.2% to 5.0%, well within 
the SUP Guideline of 25.0%.  The floor area ratio will increase from 5.7% to 
6.8%, with no SUP Guideline on floor area.  The reduced lot size for the church 
site at 5.3 acres exceeds the suggested SUP Guideline minimum lot area of 5.0 
acres. 
 

3. Have any material effect on the adjoining property owners that is visible, audible, 
or otherwise perceptible from adjacent properties that cannot be sufficiently 
mitigated.   
 
The church structure/uses are not changing and will not impact adjacent 
properties. The new residential lot will be closer to the existing church building. 
However, the lot owner purchasing the lot will be aware of the adjoining church 
use. The reduced lot for the church site meets SUP Guidelines in that the nearest 
church structure will be more than a 100-foot setback from the new residential lot 
(60’ suggested).   
 
The request to split off a residential lot creates a new shared property line 
between an SUP-zoned lot and an R-43-zoned lot.  SUP Guidelines not met to 
these new shared lot lines include: 
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(a) Ten existing parking spaces of the south parking lot will have an 
approximate minimum 12-foot setback to the new shared lot line 
instead of the suggested SUP Guideline for a 60-foot setback for 
parking lots adjoining residential uses.  The new owner of the 
proposed lot will be aware of this condition before purchasing the lot.    

(b) The SUP Guidelines suggest a 40-foot landscape buffer adjoining 
residential property.  The church site presently complies with a 
minimum 60-foot wide buffer.  The proposed R-43 lot results in a 
reduced buffer adjoining the existing south parking lot as noted above.   

(c) There is no proposed perimeter wall along the proposed shared lot 
lines of the R-43 lot.  Although, the owner of the new R-43 lot will likely 
construct a wall along the shared lot line with the church. The Town 
Zoning Ordinance allows for an 8-foot tall wall along property zoned 
SUP.  The SUP Guidelines suggest parking lots be shielded with a 
minimum 3-foot tall wall or a landscaped berm providing equivalent 
screening or a combination of both so that no vehicle lights shine onto 
adjacent residentially zoned property.  The SUP Guidelines have a 
similar criteria along public streets.  The existing parking lot was 
approved in 2002 without any screening.    

 
4. Change the architectural style of the existing Special Use Permit. 

 
The church structure/uses are not changing and will not impact adjacent 
properties. The new residential lot will be closer to the existing church site. 
However, the lot owner purchasing the lot will be aware of the adjoining church 
use.  
 

Non-Administrative Lot Modification 
The request to create a minimum one-net acre residential lot requires approval of a 
Non-Administrative Lot Modification application of the plat map of “Meadowlark Acres,” 
approved by the Town in 1977.  Pursuant to Section 6-9-7.D of the Town Code a Non-
Administrative Lot Modification application (e.g. Lot Split, Lot Split (Exempt), Lot Line 
Adjustment, Easement Modification) on property with Special Use Permit zoning shall 
follow the final plat/map process in accordance with Section 6-2 of the Town Code.  The 
typical final plat/map process requires only Council review and approval, unless the final 
plat/map does not comply with the stipulations or has substantial differences from the 
preliminary plat/map.  Being that the plat map request is dependent upon the Minor 
SUP and other noted applications, staff finds that Planning Commission 
recommendation is necessary, requiring Council action on the Non-Administrative Lot 
Modification application within 40 calendar days of the Planning Commission 
recommendation instead of 40 calendar days of the application filing.  
 

1. Right-of-Way/Road Improvements   
 
No additional right-of-way is required. The subject site has street frontage 
adjoining the north, east, and south.  Hummingbird Lane to the north and 
Meadowlark Lane to the south are designated local streets with a suggested total 
right-of-way width of 50 feet.  Both of these streets have a 66-foot right-of-way 
width.  Mockingbird Lane is to the east.  It is a Minor Arterial with a right-of-way 
width of 80 feet which complies with the appropriate street cross sections of the 
General Plan.     
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No adjoining roadway or sidewalks improvements are required.  The existing 
travel lanes, curbing, and sidewalk along Mockingbird Lane complies with the 
appropriate street cross sections of the Town General Plan.   

  
2. Traffic 

Per the Town Engineer, a traffic study is not required.  As a new residential lot 
will be created, this may increase vehicular and pedestrian traffic. However, it is 
not expected to cause a significant increase in traffic. The Trip Generation 
Manual by the Institute of Transportation Engineers estimates the typical single-
family detached home averages between 8.78 to 10.09 vehicle trip ends per day.  
There are no proposed changes to the operation of the church, changes to the 
church driveways, or any new physical improvements that merit a traffic study.  

 
3. Lot Configuration   

The proposed plat map meets all area requirements for an R-43 lot, including 
size, lot width, access to a public street, and setbacks.  As noted previously, the 
reduced lot size for the church site at 5.3 acres exceeds the suggested SUP 
Guideline minimum lot area of 5.0 acres. 
   

4. Existing Structures 
There are no existing structures on the proposed R-43 lot.  Approval of the 
application requests noted in this staff report will allow for the owner of the 
residential lot to landscape and construct residential structures in accordance 
with the R-43 Single-Family Residential District via the Town’s building permit 
process.  As described under Special Use Permit (SUP) Amendment above, 
there are no changes to the existing structures on the church site. Attachment E 
includes an ALTA survey.  

 
5. Drainage 

There are no washes on the subject site. As such, no drainage easements are 
needed.  The new residential lot will require an individual engineering 
site/grading and drainage plan with the building permit application submittal for a 
new home (although the applicant provided one for the R-43 lot).  On-lot 
retention will be required with the development of this lot.  Based on the grading 
and drainage plan for the remaining church site, the applicant will be adding 
three new retention basins in the south part of the site and removal of the 
existing rocks along Hummingbird Lane that affect stormwater flow.   

 
6. Utilities 

Each of the proposed lots will have the required 6 or 8-foot public utility 
easement along the perimeter of the lots in accordance with Section 6-3-3 of the 
Town Code.  All typical utilities will be provided; such as water, electricity, and 
natural gas. The new home on Lot 1B will be connected to Paradise Valley sewer 
as sewer lines exist within Meadowlark Lane (and the other streets adjoining the 
church).    
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7. Fire Protection Issues: 
The proposed R-43 lot, along with the existing church, meets the standards 
related to fire protection as noted below.  Both lots have direct access onto a 
public roadway and are within 400 feet of an existing fire hydrant.  There is an 
existing fire hydrant along Meadowlark Lane near the monument sign for the 
church.  The nearest fire hydrant to the proposed R-43 lot is 370 feet west along 
Meadowlark Lane at the southwest corner of 6550 E Meadowlark Lane.  The new 
home that will be constructed as a result of this plat map will have fire sprinklers 
in accordance with the Town Fire Code.  
 
The applicant has provided water service impact documentation. The site is 
located within the City of Phoenix service area. The documentation demonstrates 
that the water system falls short of the required flow rate of 1,500 gpm at the 
residual zone pressure of 20 psi (tested at 1,087 gpm).  As in past instances for 
low water pressure, the approval will include a stipulation (code requirement) that  
“The property owner(s) or designee(s) shall demonstrate that the fire sprinkler 
system is in compliance with the National Fire Protection Association standard 
13D or the current equivalent code requirement.”    

 
8. Landscaping 

There is no existing or previously approved landscaping within the area of the 
proposed R-43 lot or north of this proposed lot with prior Special Use Permit 
amendments at the church.  In 2002, the Town approved the existing parking lots 
and perimeter landscaping as shown on Attachment D.  Based on an aerial 
inspection, there are several places the landscaping no longer complies with 
these plans as illustrated on Attachment G. This is the circumstance near the 
area of the ten existing parking spaces adjacent to the proposed R-43 lot and the 
parking lot median east of this area, groundcover/shrubs in the landscape areas 
at the northwest corner of Mockingbird Lane/Meadowlark Lane, landscaping 
along Mockingbird lane between the north entrance and Hummingbird Lane, a 
couple missing trees east of the Hummingbird entrance, and missing trees along 
the south parking spaces in the north parking lot.  The applicant submitted a 
landscape plan showing the type, size, and quantify of plants in the landscape 
buffer adjoining the north and east portion of Lot 1B on Attachment G.  Planning 
Commission direction is sought regarding landscaping.   
 

COMMENTS & NOTICING  
The Town requires no noticing for work sessions. To date, no persons contacted Town 
staff about the application requests.    
 
The Town Code requires an applicant for all rezoning applications hold a Citizen Review 
Session (neighborhood meeting) at least ten days prior to the Planning Commission 
recommendation and noticing of that meeting at least ten days prior to the 
neighborhood meeting.  The Town Code and/or policy is for mailing notice to property 
owners within 1,500 feet of the subject site and a newspaper advertisement at least 15 
days prior to any meeting action is taken for all the requested applications (except for 
the non-administrative land modification requiring by policy only a mailing notification to 
property owners within 500 feet).  Noticing of all the four application requests will follow 
the rezoning noticing procedures since the four application processes are concurrent.   
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NEXT STEPS 
The tentative meeting schedule is an applicant Citizen Review Session (neighborhood 
meeting) in early March, a second Planning Commission work session on March 16th 
after the neighborhood meeting, Planning Commission Public Hearing/Meeting on April 
6th, Town Council discussion May 13th and/or May 27th, and Council Public 
Hearing/Meeting on June 10th.  Actual meeting dates may vary depending on discussion 
and input on this request.   
 
ATTACHMENT(S): 
A. Staff Report 
B. Vicinity Map (Aerial/General Plan/Zoning)  
C. Application - Narrative  
D. SUP History 
E. Water-Utility Information 
F. ALTA & Proposed Maps  
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ASCENSION LUTHERAN CHURCH  1 
7100 N MOCKINGBIRD LANE  2 

SPECIAL USE PERMIT HISTORY 3 
 4 

[Prepared 02-01-2021] 5 
 6 
May 21, 2019    Minor SUP Amendment (SUP-19-03) 7 
 8 

Approval of a new monument sign along Mockingbird Lane to replace the existing 9 
monument sign, subject to the following stipulations:  10 
 11 

 12 
1. All improvements to the property shall be in substantial compliance with the 13 

Narrative, Plans, and Documents: 14 
a) The Project Narrative;  15 
b) Sheet 1 of 4, prepared by Arizona Commercial Signs and dated May 3, 16 

2019; 17 
c) Sheet 2 of 4, prepared by Arizona Commercial Signs and dated May 3, 18 

2019; 19 
d) Sheet 3 of 4, prepared by Arizona Commercial Signs and dated May 3, 20 

2019; and 21 
e) Sheet 4 of 4, prepared by Arizona Commercial Signs and dated May 3, 22 

2019. 23 
 24 

2. The Ascension Luther Church and the Town shall sign and record a Waiver of 25 
Rights and Remedies agreement under A.R.S. § 12‐1134 (Proposition 207 26 
Waiver) in the form provided by the Town Attorney within 10 calendar days of 27 
the approval of this amendment to the Special Use Permit. 28 
 29 

3. Sign illumination shall be turned off at 10:00p.m., except for special events. 30 
 31 

4. All existing Special Use Permit stipulations shall remain in full force and effect, 32 
unless changed or modified by the Minor Amendment SUP 19-03. 33 
 34 

5. Non-illuminated address numbers shall be placed on the east side of the sign, 35 
facing Mockingbird Lane.   36 

 37 
August 15, 2017    Building Permit (BD18-41222) 38 
 39 

Approval to add restroom facilities and interior entry vestibule underneath a portion 40 
of an existing covered patio located at the southwest part of the church that was 41 
deemed in substantial compliance with the existing Special Use Permit. No new 42 
stipulations.  43 

 44 
  45 
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January 21, 2003   Minor SUP Amendment (SUP-02-01) 46 
 47 

Approval of a Minor SUP amendment authorizing the use of a high-pressure sodium 48 
light source, rather than a low-pressure sodium light source, for the bollard parking 49 
lot lights approved by the Planning Commission on November 19, 2002, subject to 50 
the following stipulations: 51 

 52 
1. Amending Stipulation 7 from SUP 02-01 that All parking lot lighting shall be 53 

installed in compliance with the Lighting Plan, ES-1, presented to the Planning 54 
Commission on December 17, 2002 [No updated plans on record]; and  55 
 56 

2. The three different zoning of the lights to be operational by January 31, 2003. 57 
 58 

November 19, 2002   Minor SUP Amendment (SUP-02-01) 59 
 60 

Approval of a minor SUP amendment for the installation of 93 additional parking 61 
spaces, 37 new bollard lights, additional parking lot landscaping, and an access gate 62 
along Hummingbird Lane, subject to the following stipulations: 63 
 64 

1. The Special Use Permit for the proposed amendment shall be in substantial 65 
conformance with: 66 

• The Site Plan dated April 18, 2002, prepared by Evans, Kuhn, and 67 
Assoc., Inc. 68 

• The Landscape Plan dated May 28, 2002, prepared by Laskin and 69 
Assoc., Inc-sheets LA-1 to LA-6. 70 

• The Electrical Plan dated July 26, 2002, prepared by Peterson 71 
Associates, --sheets ES-1 to ES-3. 72 

• The Grading and Drainage Plans dated July 23, 2002 prepared by 73 
Evans, Kuhn, and Assoc., Inc. – sheets C1.01 to C1.05. 74 

 75 
2. The bollard lights shall not be lit before dusk or after 10 p.m. daily. 76 

 77 
3. The improvements to Meadowlark Lane shall be completed within close 78 

proximity of the parking lot improvements in coordination with the Town 79 
Engineer. 80 
 81 

4. Decomposed granite shall be installed on the unimproved areas of the site that 82 
will be used for overflow parking.  The granite shall be desert colored at a size 83 
acceptable to the Town Engineer. 84 

5. The parking lot gate shall remain open during all church activities that require 85 
parking in the north lot. 86 
 87 

6. The location of the bollards in the south parking lot are lowered and moved to 88 
the end of the parking island similar to those in the north parking lot. 89 
 90 

7. All new parking lot bollard light fixtures shall be low-pressure sodium light 91 
sources. 92 
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 93 
8. All light fixtures will be on automated timers.   94 

 95 
9. All overflow parking must be accessible via drive curb cuts as shown in sheet 96 

C-1. 97 
 98 

10.  The north gate will be located 30-feet back of the existing curb as shown on 99 
sheet C-1. 100 

 101 
11. Extend the landscaping design from the west end of the property to the south 102 

end side of the property boundary on the north side of Meadowlark Lane in 103 
keeping with the approved landscape plan. 104 

 105 
12.  To allow the Applicant to delay the interior landscaping portion of the plan 106 

but complete the perimeter landscaping concurrent with the hard scape 107 
improvements 108 

 109 
 110 
December 7, 1999   Minor SUP Amendment (SUP-99-07) 111 
 112 

Approval to modify previously approved columbarium design, subject to the following 113 
stipulations: 114 
 115 

1. The applicant shall submit a mylar of the revised master plan and memorial 116 
garden site plan reflecting the columbarium design changes prior to the 117 
issuance of a building permit.  118 
 119 

2. All landscaping for the memorial garden shall conform to the landscape plan 120 
approved as part of the January 9, 1997 amendment to the special use permit. 121 

 122 
May 12, 1998    Minor SUP Amendment (SUP-98-01) 123 
 124 

Approval by the Special Use Permit Review Committee (SUPREC) to add an 125 
accessible ramp on east side of church, along with low level lighting and landscape 126 
modifications adjacent to the ramp area, subject to the following stipulations: 127 
 128 

1. That no building permit be issued until Town staff is satisfied with the 129 
maintenance of existing landscaping on the Church property. 130 
 131 

2. That new proposed landscaping be installed at the applicant’s convenience, 132 
but within 12 months after commencement of the ramp construction. 133 

 134 
 135 
  136 
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January 9, 1997   Major SUP Amendment (SUP-96-01) 137 
 138 

Approval to authorize a preschool and allow for the construction of a memorial 139 
garden, subject to the following stipulations: 140 
 141 

1. That the memorial garden plan be approved including the proposed six 142 
columbaria each to be constructed within a three-month time frame from start 143 
to finish after issuance of a building permit, but that the proposed parking lot 144 
lighting and restroom addition be shown on the Master Plan for information 145 
purposes only, and that no construction related to either of these features may 146 
take place until the Church applies for and receives approval of a major 147 
amendment to their Special Use Permit. 148 
 149 

2. That a preschool be authorized with a limit of no more than 46 children on the 150 
property on any one day with hours of operation restricted to 9:00 a.m. to 4 151 
p.m. 152 
 153 

3. That the Church submit the revised Master Plan and Landscape Plan as 154 
approved by the Council clearly showing all structures shown for construction 155 
at this time and those shown for information purposes only on 24 x 36 inch 156 
mylar to the Planning Department no later than 30 days after Town Council 157 
approval. [No plans on record] 158 
 159 

4. The connection to the sewer shall be made within 1 year of the completion of 160 
the first columbarium but in any event, within 18 months of approval of this 161 
amendment to the special use permit. 162 

 163 
April 10, 1995     Minor SUP Amendment (SUP-95-01) 164 
 165 

Approval by the Special Use Permit Review Committee (SUPREC) to construct an 8’ 166 
tall wall on the south side of the church building to screen a cooling tower, subject to 167 
the following stipulations: 168 
 169 

1. As shown on the submitted plan marked Exhibit A, Sheets 1 and 2.  170 
 171 
  172 
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October 17, 1994 Minor SUP Amendment (SUP-94-01) 173 
[SUP-19-03 approved by the Planning Commission on May 21, 2019  voids this approval 174 
as this sign will be replaced with the new monument sign] 175 

176 
Approval by the Special Use Permit Review Committee (SUPREC) for a new 177 
monument sign along Mockingbird Lane to replace the existing monument sign, 178 
subject to the following stipulations:  179 

180 
1. Sign illumination shall be turned off at 10:00 p.m. except for special events.181 

182 
2. New sign shall be no closer to the street than the existing sign.183 

184 
3. Any additional plan material added shall conform to the right-of-way185 

guidelines plant pallette.186 
187 

4. The sign letters shall be a blue which matches the existing blue trim on the188 
building.189 

190 
September 22, 1989 Minor SUP Amendment (SUP-89-01) 191 

192 
Approval by the Special Use Permit Review Committee (SUPREC) to construct a 6’ 193 
tall wall to house a courtyard at the rear entrance to the church, subject to the 194 
following stipulations: 195 

196 
1. The addition of a six foot wall within the church property only.197 

198 
April 19, 1985  Minor SUP Amendment (SUP-85-01) 199 

200 
Approval of the  construction of a 6’ tall wall to house a children's playground, a 201 
waste pen and electrical equipment, subject to the following stipulations: 202 

203 
1. No outdoor lighting or address system will be allowed.204 

205 
2. Approval is subject to the submittal of plans to the Planning Department206 

207 
3. All parking Shall have a 60' setback from any residential property line.208 

209 
September 8, 1977 Major SUP Amendment (SUP-77-01) 210 

211 
212 
213 
214 
215 
216 

Approval to convert the church use into a Special Use Permit, subject to the 
following stipulations recorded at the Maricopa County Recorder in Docket 12447 
Pages 1435- 1436. There are no specific stipulations provided. However, the Special 
use Permit allows the property to be “used for religious purposes and such other 
uses as are reasonably related to the functions of the Church” as provided in the site 
plan dated September 1977.  217 
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Location: Q.S. No. Q23-43

KIVA/Project #

For:

Requested By:

Phone: E-MAIL: 

Test Type: X 2.5" Std. 4" Std. Single

Observers:

Test Time: 12:00 PM Test Date: 10/20/2020

HYDRANT
DESIGNATION

HYDRANT
NUMBER

FLOW
OPENING
(2.5" or 4")

STATIC
PRESSURE

(psi)

RESIDUAL
PRESSURE

(psi)

PITOT
PRESSURE

(psi)
FLOW (gpm)

Pressure; R 23-43-407-FH 90 74

Flow, F1 23-43-108-FH 2.5 42 1087

Flow, F2

Flow, F3

Flow, F4

Pressure (psi) 20 25

Flow (gpm) NA NA

10/8/2020 2:27:40 PM

Note: Hydrant Nozzle Coef. = 0.9

Instructions: All Fields Highlighted Green can be used.

[projectimagepath1:DISTINCT]

Revision Date: July 2019

Calculated Results **

Observed Test Data

COP

Total Flow: 1087
**Pressure Drop %

17.8%

City of Phoenix, Water Services Department Fire Flow Test Result

FIRE FLOW TEST - 7100 N MOCKING BIRD

WSFT 20037744

LAND DEVELOPMENT GROUP LLC

602-889-1984

Request Date:

NICK@LDGENG.COM

LAND DEVELOPMENT GROUP LLC(1).xls











Town of Paradise Valley

Paradise Valley Sewer Services

Paradise Valley Gravity Main

Parcels

2/4/2021, 1:28:51 PM
0 0.04 0.070.02 mi

0 0.06 0.120.03 km

1:2,670

Town of Paradise Valley
© Town of Paradise Valley
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6401 E Lincoln Dr

Paradise Valley, AZ  85253Town of Paradise Valley

Minutes - Draft

Planning Commission

Chair Jonathan Wainwright

Commissioner Thomas G. Campbell

Commissioner Charles Covington

Commissioner Pamela Georgelos

Commissioner Orme Lewis

Commissioner James Rose

Commissioner Daran Wastchak

6:00 PM Council ChambersTuesday, February 2, 2021

N-PERSON ATTENDANCE AT PUBLIC MEETINGS HAS BEEN SUSPENDED UNTIL 

FURTHER NOTICE. WATCH LIVE STREAMED MEETINGS AT:

https://paradisevalleyaz.legistar.com/Calendar.aspx

1.  CALL TO ORDER

Chairman Wainwright called the meeting to order at 6:05 p.m. 

STAFF MEMBERS PRESENT

Interim Town Attorney Deborah Robberson 

Community Development Director Lisa Collins

Senior Planner George Burton

Town Engineer Paul Mood

Planning Manager Paul Michaud

2.  ROLL CALL

Commissioner Jonathan Wainwright

Commissioner Charles Covington

Commissioner Pamela Georgelos

Commissioner Daran Wastchak

Commissioner Orme Lewis

Commissioner Thomas G. Campbell

Commissioner James Rose

Present 7 - 

3.  EXECUTIVE SESSION

A. 21-015 Legal Advice Regarding Small Wireless Facilities Process

A motion was made by Commissioner Lewis at 8:40 p.m., seconded by 

Commissioner Georgelos, to move into executive session  The motion carried by 

the following vote:
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Aye: Commissioner Wainwright, Commissioner Covington, Commissioner Georgelos, 

Commissioner Wastchak, Commissioner Lewis, Commissioner Campbell and 

Commissioner Rose

7 - 

A motion was made by Commissioner Campbell at 9:10 p.m., seconded by 

Commissioner Georgelos, to move out of executive session.  The motion carried 

by the following vote:

Aye: Commissioner Wainwright, Commissioner Covington, Commissioner Georgelos, 

Commissioner Wastchak, Commissioner Lewis, Commissioner Campbell and 

Commissioner Rose

7 - 

4.  STUDY SESSION ITEMS

A. 21-044 Discussion of Building Pad Heights for Non-Hillside Lots

Lisa Collins, Community Development Director, introduced the item and 

provided a history on it. She reviewed the lists of main ideas from feedback 

received from residents and architects/engineers/builders.  She shared a map 

that identified hillside parcels, parcels with 50% or more of the area being a 5%

-10% slope, parcels with less than 50% of the area being a 5%-10% slope, and 

parcels with less than a 5% slope. She provided an overview of the current 

Town Code that guides the building pad and finished floor elevations. She noted 

that the code did not speak to the amount of fill used in landscaped areas if 

drainage was not affected. 

Ms. Collins shared proposed clarifications to the code to help interpretations 

follow the intent of the code and preserve the natural desert landscape. Some 

clarifications included maintain maximum two-feet of fill or putting a limit on 

finished floor heights, clarify that materials such as slurry, thickened concrete 

slab, etc. cannot be used to fill area between two-feet maximum building pad 

height and finished floor, maintaining the requirement for building one foot above 

the 100 year flood elevation and clarifying that height must step down 

accordingly across the site to follow the natural topography. 

Ms. Collins presented the potential code amendments which included adding a 

maximum finished floor height requirement above natural grade, adding a 

maximum fill above natural grade of outdoor living areas, patios, yards, 

driveways, auto courts, etc., and adding a maximum fill above natural grade of 

landscaped areas. 

Ms. Collins reviewed the next steps of the process and outlined upcoming 

meetings where the item would be discussed, including the February 16, 2021 

Planning Commission meeting. 

Commissioner Campbell asked if the limited two feet of exposed fill or fill 

outside the building pad was vertical or horizontal. 

Ms. Collins replied that it was vertical. She clarified it would require the pad to 

step down for outdoor areas. 

Commissioner Campbell commented that he was not sure it made sense to 
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require the finished floor elevation certification before framing inspection. He 

suggested it be required before the slab was poured to avoid issues if it was 

wrong. 

Commissioner Wastchak stated he agreed. He clarified that he did not think the 

Town should allow for framing until the slab has been certified. He asked staff if 

there were any negative consequences to requiring the certification earlier. 

Commissioner Georgelos asked if the Town inspects the form instead and if 

that would help with timing. 

Commissioner Wastchak noted that the form is not final where a slab is 

permanent.  

Ms. Collins remarked that this would require more staff time, but she believed 

that it could be realistic. She indicated she would like to take it to the 

development community to be sure there would not be an issue with certifying 

after the slab was put in but before the framing. 

Commissioner Rose commented that he understood there were homes that 

were built on pads raised almost eight feet and blocked some of the neighbor’s 

views. He asked if there was something in the code about raising the pad 

height. 

Ms. Collins responded that she did not know about the specific example, but 

indicated that the overall building height should never be greater than 24 feet 

from the lowest grade which could allow some extensive pad heights. She 

noted that this was part of the reason for the discussion this evening. She 

explained that some of the clarifications proposed would address this issue. 

Commissioner Georgelos remarked that this was a two-point issue; one 

regarding the pad height and the other regarding the height of all the areas 

around it including landscaping. 

Chairman Wainwright stated that he felt it was important the Town no longer 

allows all the extra amount of fill in the landscaping. He clarified that he would 

like the exposed fill limited to no more than two feet, whether it was in 

landscaping or under the house for parcels under a 10% slope. He noted that if 

more than that amount of fill was needed that a retaining wall should be used. 

Ms. Collins pointed out that the Town would still need to allow for the one foot 

above the 100-year flood plain.  

 

Commissioner Wastchak expressed that he did not think there will be a lot of 

push back for limiting the exposed fill to two feet since it was included as a 

recommendation in the feedback from the developers. 

Ms. Collins clarified that what she understood the Commission wanted was to 

limit the exposed fill to no more than two feet, putting a limit on retaining walls, 

and no excessive exposed fill. 
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Commissioner Covington asked if staff could craft language regarding what Ms. 

Collins said to work off at their next meeting. 

Commissioner Campbell inquired if staff could expand on the cross-section 

examples. 

Commissioner Georgelos asked if slurry backfill would be done away with the 

proposed changes. 

Chairman Wainwright replied that he believed it may still be needed to help build 

on properties that are not flat. 

Commissioner Campbell pointed out that if they banned slurry back fill that 

people could use thickened concrete or other options to accomplish the same 

thing. 

Chairman Wainwright noted that ultimately the height of the building would be 

limited from the natural grade, but noted that consumers do not want steps in 

houses. 

Commissioner Wastchak pointed out if not more than two feet of exposed fill is 

allowable than the slurry issue would not exist. He noted that he would still like 

to hear back from the building community what unintended consequences 

might be from limiting the amount of exposed fill. 

Commissioner Georgelos remarked only prohibiting slurry or thickened 

concrete that stem walls and floating floors could still be used to lift the floor up 

to be on one level. She stated the Commission should be discussing what can 

happen on these non-flat land lots. 

Commissioner Campbell indicated limiting the finish floor height because it 

would encourage people to keep their functional outdoor living space lower as 

well. He noted that garages would be at almost the same height of the finish 

floor resulting in vehicle lights shining into neighbors’ windows if the pad is too 

high. 

Ms. Collins stated staff could look at addressing that issue regarding the 

outdoor space. She noted that a maximum finish floor could also be considered.

Chairman Wainwright asked if the Commission would like to lower the limit of 

landscape retaining walls from six feet tall. 

Commissioner Rose remarked that he is supportive of that modification. 

Commissioner Covington agreed. 

Commissioner Georgelos stated the reduction of stem wall heights needs 

addressing since that directly affects the height of the area around the home. 

Chairman Wainwright noted a reduction in the amount of exposed fill and the 

height of the retaining wall will bring down the height of yard areas. 
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Commissioner Campbell stated the lower the ground floor the better for both the 

front and back yard. 

Commissioner Georgelos noted there was a large range of lot types in the 

Town and she did not believe that it made sense to take a graded lot and turn it 

into a flat lot. She added that builders should be mindful of that if they want a 

home with no stairs.

Chairman Wainwright suggested creating a new zoning district and having the 

Hillside Building Committee review single-family homes on lots between a 5% 

and 10% slope. He noted that this would not put additional regulations on those 

properties, but would offer another look and additional feedback. 

Commissioner Campbell responded that if the Town created this additional 

zone, the zone should have code that addresses what is wanted in that area. 

Commissioner Georgelos agreed. 

Discussion was made regarding landscaping. 

Chairman Wainwright noted that the Commission may want to put landscaping 

on their next meeting agenda to discuss it further since their current topic was 

pad height.  

Commissioner Campbell noted that if there was an intermediate zone, it could 

include elements from hillside such as the amount of disturbed area or following 

the natural grade. He inquired if the Hillside Building Committee would be able to 

take on the extra work if they were to review new builds in this intermediate 

zone. 

Chairman Wainwright asked if the Commission was interested in the additional 

review and possible noticing for lots that were in the transitional area.  

Commissioner Georgelos stated she thought the noticing would be a good idea 

so the community could be involved in the process rather than just reacting to 

something that has been done. She added that noticing may be helpful in other 

areas during the construction process. 

[Verbatim comments by Rod Cullum, resident and homebuilder] (1:58:00 

-2:10:12)  

Uh, thank you. 

Um, uh, having dealt with, uh, building in PV for many years I feel the. What I 

would dub the foothills, uh, homes instead of hillside homes needs to be 

addressed and its been long coming. I think the thing that needs to be though 

about is a 2% sloping lot is typically next to another 2% sloping lot. And, uh, 

there is very few knolls that people are building on, um. And, so, what is really 

happening in out market, and we see people coming into our shop for 

architectural work that are really wanting to get the view. It’s all about getting the 
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view. And so, we are seeing people starting to drive the garage under the 

house. 

So, I really think you need to deal, if you are going to allow more than two feet of 

fill, you need to deal with non-habitable and habitable areas. Because if 

someone comes in and puts a nine-foot-tall garage with two-foot floor system. 

You can build a 12, 14-foot roof on top. You can stay under the 24 feet on a flat 

land lot. What’s really interesting is the view corridor when we went from 30 foot 

lots to 24-foot lots, it was really about a house that was built over, just off of 

Tatum, and they did exactly that. They just went under with all these garages 

and platformed the house way up in the air. And we are seeing that trend really 

happening within, uh, the coming market. So, it’s something we need to 

address as a town to have better architecture long term. 

I would encourage you to go by 6767 North 63rd Place. It’s a home we built 

about a year ago that we, that we finished about a year ago, we started it maybe 

three or four years ago and that design process, we actually begged the town to 

let us opt into the hillside rules, but that was not allowed so we had to build 

using the flat land rules. And we met all those requirements. And there is some, 

there is a lot of issues with that you need to cover in this quest that you are on, 

which I think is an excellent one. 

I do think the current rules really address well a lot that is in the 0 to maybe 2 ½ 

or 3% slope and I, the reason I say that, if you think about a typical building 

envelope. Many of our lots are 165-foot-wide with 20-foot setbacks which leaves 

you about 125-foot width. Most of our homes are about 150 foot roughly in 

depth. So, if you have that slope over that entire home, uh, the two-foot fill rule 

probably works well, and I would tell you we really need to get rid of this slurry 

concept. Uh, and, um I know for many years under the Bill Mead rule, um, he 

just didn’t allow it, right. And then I think the town got threatened, that you know, 

this wasn’t fill and now its slurry. 

So, we can build retaining walls. We can build crawl spaces. So, all, there is a 

lot of ways around the current rule, and, that’s being built and it’s really harming 

our neighbors especially when we have a flatter lot next to a flatter lot. We have 

homes that are being built that when they stand on their patio, uh against, a flat 

land lot their standing six feet above the house next door looking right into their 

backyards. So, it is a real issue that we need to address.   

I think you need to break down every lot you look at into three areas, fill under 

the footprint of the home, which we do address and, uh, I think it’s well applied. 

Truly saying you can only have two feet of fill under the footprint of the house, 

especially when we are dealing with maybe, you know, a number yet be 

determined, but like 3% or less of slope. Then you got a need to deal with fill 

outside the footprint but within the building envelope. And that’s really the 

conversation you guys were having about how to deal with landscaping. And 

right now, its, there are no rules. We can put as much fill, we can mound, we 

can, you know, build a fire pit eight feet in the air. 

Uh, we actually used to build water slides into people’s pools and the town really 

struggled with it because we had people build ten foot of mound of dirt and have 
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a water slide down. And, uh, and you know the only control they had, was they 

decided you can’t do that within the 20-foot set back all the way around the lot. 

So, you have the fill of the footprint of the house, you have the setbacks, and 

then you have the area that is unbuildable, which is the last 20 feet of every lot. 

And, I believe in that last 20 feet to protect the neighbors. There should not be 

any fill other than fill required for drainage. Um, so, those are the three areas I’d 

break every lot down to as you go forward in this quest. 

Um, in a. I think we do need a new category called the foothill category and that 

is the lots that are greater than can be 5% can be 4% and up. And those are 

really unique lots. Typically, those lots are bordering another lot that has a 

similar slope. Um. Very seldom do we see that, you know, a slope and it goes to 

a flat land lot. And that’s what I was confronted with in 6767 and 63rd. We 

actually had this client, when you look at that, he wanted to build his tennis court 

on, on top of a mound. He just thought it would be cool. We convinced him 

otherwise. So, play courts, which technically can be inside the 20 need to be 

addressed and I would say with no more than two feet of fill. 

Um, and then, uh, another item that I would bring to your attention is, I, I strongly 

urge you to, uh, do the foothill group and get rules and have at least a 

preliminary (G and D) grading and drainage plan of, uh, benchmark of height, 

overall heights, lowest point of natural grade, have it reviewed to make sure that 

no shenanigans are going on with the landscape fill. I am not sure you can wait 

for that. I think you need to immediately address the fill outside of the home and, 

and, and limit it within the setbacks to be not more than X, whatever that is. At 

6767 because we were in about a 9% sloping lot we actually have, we met all 

the rules of lowest point of naturally grade we had to carve into the front for the, 

part of the drive and the house. We found, uh, a natural point to build the house. 

Had to build a rather narrow house and wide. But then we have the pool with the 

negative edge, and we have a six-foot retaining wall across the midpoint of the 

lot. And we actually cut the tennis court down, we have a ten foot, maybe 

12-foot end to the tennis court that goes out to zero. So, that was cut into the 

mountain. And then we have a guest house all the way down below. And you 

need to remember the guest house can be moved and. Because auxiliary 

buildings can be built within a closer setback. And, so there, technically we have 

a 16-foot guest house only pushed back against the 20 backyard. So, these are 

some things that, that the diagrams that are here represent, you know, maybe a 

typical lot. There is a lot of odd shaped lots in this town that, um, you know, 

need to be thought about when you are writing these rules. 

I believe anything greater than about a 2 or 3% slope, uh, should have 

something greater than a fill. One of the possibilities you could do is to say not 

more than four feet of fill, but not more than a two-foot average under the 

footprint. And then allow that to continue out but not more than six foot of 

retaining wall at any point. Uh, and that needs to be an aggregate otherwise you 

are going to end up with a lot of two footsteps. A six foot from your building 

footprint, or your building setback, so, that would mean 40 feet off the street in 

the front, 40 feet off the back yard, and 20 foot on the sides. And because we 

have the 25-foot lot coverage you are seeing a lot of these homes being built 

touching setback to setback, side to side and trying to get more back yard. And 

pushing them forward on the lot to the 40-foot setback. So, what all this does is 
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your designing these homes, um, it would help control the neighbor’s 

experience in, in those lots that are transitioning to a slope or foothill area. I 

know it was an awful lot to say as quick as I could.  But, but I would encourage 

you guys to really one, get an immediate stop to the more than two feet of fill at 

least as a stop gap for the next nine months or six moths whatever it takes you 

to, to create this hopefully new category. 

Last comment is on these certifications of heights. Um, I feel that, um, the 

builder and the homeowner are the responsible party and I know it’s, uh, you 

know, if they accidently or intentionally build at the wrong height that they’ve got 

to fix it. Um, there has been homes in this neighborhood, in this town, I’ve seen 

people cut six feet off the roof cause they had to fix it. So, I think accountability, 

uh, is the builder’s responsibility and the homeowner’s responsibility. The one 

thing that you could do because having a certification before you pour really isn’t 

a certification, having a certification, uh, before you do a framing inspection from 

the time the slab is poured, so the builder starts at risk with, on the framing, I 

think that’s fine. We have to have a pad certification before you can call the 

framing inspection. But to, there is no way to stop, you have no means, uh no 

reasonable means to stop a builder from, you know, pouring the slab and 

wanting to get framers on there in the next day or two. Uh, and having an 

engineer have to come back and certify could take three to five days in a good 

market and some, in tougher times it may take longer. 

So, I encourage you to just hold people accountable. I mean, uh, you know, the 

benchmarks and the elevations are, I mean it’s the builder’s responsibility, it’s 

the homeowner’s responsibility. And if the town finds that they violated it by 

more than a reasonable tolerance, you know, an inch/inch and a quarter 

whatever that reasonable tolerance is, uh, because if you find out your pad 

height is wrong you can make it up in your ceiling heights  and in your overall. I 

would have a zero tolerance on overall heights of the projects. Uh, but, you 

know, the benchmarking of the slab is really more about are they out of the, to 

me its more about Paul Mood making sure we don’t have homes that will flood 

because the 24 foot is an absolute you cant exceed it. If you do you get your skill 

saw and cut your roof of and I can show you dozens of homes around this town 

that had, had to do that. So, thank you for your time. Be glad to answer 

questions be glad to answer questions even if you want to call me and discuss 

things deeper 

[Verbatim comments end by Rod Cullum, resident and homebuilder] (1:58:00 

-2:10:12)  

  

Commissioner Wastchak asked if Mr. Cullum could get them his 

recommendations in writing. He asked why it was any better to pause for 

certification after the framing was done rather than before. 

Rod Cullum explained that the inspector already needed to come out to do an 

as built certification to certify flood requirements were met.  He reiterated that he 

did not think the Town needed to come out an additional time and that if the 

height ended up being wrong that the builder would need to take care of it.

Phil Hagenah, resident, asked how many architects and builders they received 
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comments. He commented that it was wrong that the residents were last in line 

and pled with the Commission to listen to the residents. He asked when the 

24-foot height limit was established. He pointed out that when he moved into the 

area 25 years ago that he believed the average home height was only 18 feet 

and he felt this was an issue. 

James Kuykendall, resident, asked if the Town provided a notice in residential 

areas if a building permit was taken out. 

Ms. Collins responded they did not. She clarified that the Town provides 

notification of meetings and public hearings.

Phyllis Peskin, resident, indicated her property was flat and that her deed 

restrictions only allowed for 20-foot-tall homes because the homes were 

adjacent to a wash. She asked that the Commission consider the elevating of 

properties adjacent to a wash. She requested everyone look at her 

neighborhood in Mockingbird Lane Estates as an example. 

No Reportable Action

5.  PUBLIC HEARINGS

None

6.  ACTION ITEMS

None

   7.  CONSENT AGENDA

George Burton gave a presentation on Items CP-21-01 and CP-21-02. 

George Burton, Senior Planner, stated that AT&T submitted two small wireless 

facility applications to replace two existing light poles with new ones. He 

indicated both were located next to the Doubletree Paradise Valley Resort with 

one closer to Vista Lane and the other near the main entrance of the resort. He 

noted that the new poles will be relocated several feet from the existing poles 

and will be about six feet taller than the existing poles. 

Commissioner Lewis asked what assurance the Town has that the esthetics of the 

structures would be maintained. 

Mr. Burton responded that there was not much to maintain. He noted that the 

proposed style and color was very similar to the existing poles and that there 

should not be much esthetic difference other than the addition of the cannister 

on top. 

Chairman Wainwright noted that Mr. Burton did a thorough presentation that was 

included in their packets and was available on the Town website. 

A motion was made by Commissioner Campbell, seconded by Commissioner 

Wastchak, to approve the four items on the consent agenda.  The motion carried 

by the following vote:
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Aye: Commissioner Wainwright, Commissioner Covington, Commissioner Georgelos, 

Commissioner Wastchak, Commissioner Lewis, Commissioner Campbell and 

Commissioner Rose

7 - 

A. 21-042

B. 21-043

C. 21-013

D. 21-014

8. STAFF REPORTS

CP-21-01.  Small Wireless Facility located at 5303 N Scottsdale Rd (AT&T 

Site I.D. PHX01-008A)

CP-21-02.  Small Wireless Facility located at 5391 N Scottsdale Rd (AT&T 

Site I.D. PHX01-010A)

Approval of the December 1, 2020 Planning Commission Minutes

Approval of the December 15, 2020 Planning Commission Minutes

None

9. PUBLIC BODY REPORTS

Council Member Pace thanked the Commission for their work. She noted that 

they did a lot of work and had a lot of synergy as a group. She thanked them 

again for their commitment to the Town and the community’s brand. 

Chairman Wainwright thanked Council Member Pace for her time as the 

Planning Commission Liaison and noted that she was always welcome to their 

meetings. 

Vice Mayor Stanton complimented staff and the Commission Members for their 

work and focus. He indicated that he is honored to be their new liaison. He 

asked that they reach out to him if they had any questions or concerns. 

Chairman Wainwright thanked Vice Mayor Stanton and congratulated him on his 

new position as Vice Mayor. 

Commissioner Wastchak asked if Ms. Collins could summarize the 

recommendations made by Mr. Cullum.  

Paul Michaud, Planning Manager, noted for the record that there were no public 

hearing items or action items on the agenda.

Ms. Collins gave background on herself to the Planning Commission.

10. FUTURE AGENDA ITEMS

Mr. Michaud announced that the next meeting is on February 16, 2021. He 

noted that the agenda for that meeting included discussion on pad height, 

Ascension Lutheran church application R-43 lot, and possible discussion 

on a text amendment for walls and fences. 
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11. ADJOURNMENT

A motion was made by Commissioner Lewis at 9:24 p.m., seconded by 

Commissioner Georgelos, to adjourn the meeting.  The motion carried by the 

following vote:

Aye: Commissioner Wainwright, Commissioner Covington, Commissioner Georgelos, 

Commissioner Wastchak, Commissioner Lewis, Commissioner Campbell and 

Commissioner Rose

7 - 

Paradise Valley Planning Commission

By: ____________________________

            Paul Michaud, Secretary
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