CITY OF LITCHFIELD PARK
PLANNING AND ZONING
COMMISSION

Regular Meeting
Tuesday, May 14, 2019
7:00 p.m.
Litchfield Park Branch Library
Community Room
101 W. Wigwam Boulevard
Litchfield Park, Arizona 85340

Members of the Litchfield Park Planning and Zoning Commission may attend either in person or by telephone
conference call.
I.
II.
III.

IV.

Call to Order
Pledge of Allegiance
Call to the Community
(This is the time for citizens who would like to address the Commission on any non-agenda
item. Action taken as a result of public comment will be limited to asking Staff to review the
matter, asking that the matter be put on a future agenda, or responding to criticism.)

Information

Business
A.

Public Hearing: Proposed Zoning Amendment for the Hacienda del Rey
Assisted Living Facility Located at 12917 W. Las Cruces Drive, Northeast of the
Northeast Corner of Dysart and Indian School Roads

Information

1. Staff Report
2. Applicant Presentation
3. Public Comments
Citizens may ask questions or speak for or against a request to amend Ordinance No.
08-135, as amended by Ordinance 12-176, related to a 4.4 acre parcel located at
12917 W. Las Cruces Drive, currently zoned Planned Area Development with an
underlying zoning classification of High Density Multi-Family (MFH). The amendment
would amend the development plan for the parcel to increase the number of residents
allowed per building from 10 to 16; allow memory care residents; allow nurse and
professional medical personnel who visit residents when they cannot travel; and reduce
the number of parking spaces required to .45 spaces per resident for the Hacienda del
Rey Assisted Living facility.
B.

Proposed Zoning Amendment for the Hacienda del Rey Assisted Living Facility
Located at 12917 W. Las Cruces Drive, Northeast of the Northeast Corner of
Dysart and Indian School Roads

Information
Action

Discussion and possible recommendation to the City Council to approve an amendment
to Ordinance No. 08-135, as amended by Ordinance 12-176, related to a 4.4 acre parcel
located at 12917 W. Las Cruces Drive, currently zoned Planned Area Development with
an underlying zoning classification of High Density Multi-Family
(MFH). The amendment would amend the development plan for the parcel to increase
the number of residents allowed per building from 10 to 16; allow memory care
residents; allow nurse and professional medical personnel who visit residents when they
cannot travel; and reduce the number of parking spaces required to .45 spaces per
resident for the Hacienda del Rey Assisted Living facility.
C.

Zoning Code Update
Review, discussion, and possible direction to Staff regarding a proposed Zoning Code
update.

Information

D.

Topics for Referral to City Council

Action

Discussion of and possible referral of new topics to the City Council.
E.

Design Review Board/Board of Adjustment Update

Information

Update on the April 4, 2019Design Review Board and Board of Adjustment meetings.
F.

Minutes
Possible approval of the minutes of the November 13, 2018, January 8, 2019, and April

Information
Action

9, 2019 Regular Meetings.
V.

Executive Session

Action

An Executive Session may be called during the public meeting on any item on this agenda
pursuant to (i) A.R.S. § 38-431.03(A) (3) for the purpose of receiving legal advice.
VI.

Staff Report on Current Events

Information

This is the time Staff may present a brief summary on current events. The Commission may
not propose, discuss, deliberate or take any legal action on the information presented,
pursuant to A.R.S. § 38-431.02.
VII.

Commissioners’ Reports on Current Events

Information

This is the time Commissioners may present a brief summary on current events. The
Commission may not propose, discuss, deliberate or take any legal action on the information
presented, pursuant to A.R.S. § 38-431.02.
VIII.

Adjournment

Frank Ross, Chairman
Persons with special accessibility needs should contact City Hall, 623 935–5033 at least 48 hours
prior to the meeting.

Action

Meeting Date:

May 14, 2019

To:

Planning and Zoning Advisory Commission

From:

Jason Sanks, Planning Consultant

Subject:

Z19-01: Proposed Planned Development amendment for the
Hacienda del Ray assisted living facility located at 12917 W
Las Cruces Drive, just north of the Wigwam Creek
shopping center
The effective result would allow the
property owner to increase the number of residents from 90
to 144 in the project by allowing more than one resident to
share a room within the facility.

OVERVIEW
Staff has prepared a report for the Planning and Zoning Advisory Commission (PZ)
regarding an amendment to the Hacienda Del Ray Planned Development Ordinance #12176 which allowed the current facility and a maximum resident population of 90
residents (10 per building / 1 per building unit). The underlying zoning classification of
the property is MFH (Multi-Family High Density). No significant site impacts are
anticipated with this development.
The proposed zoning amendment includes the following requested changes from the
currently approved facility:
1) Allow up to a total of 144 residents across the nine buildings, an increase of
54 residents from the current maximum of 90. This would allow up to two
residents in a unit, which could accommodate a family member, significant
other, or simply two people seeking a more affordable alternative to share a
unit rather than keeping a private unit for themselves.
2) Accommodate the additional residents with no increase in parking. A
“Parking Survey Summary” was submitted to support the request.
3) Allow medical staff onsite to accommodate residents that may not be able to
travel for medical services.
Increase in Resident Population:
The assisted living features private units that have a room, private bath, and closet. There
are no independent kitchens in each unit. Rather it is a hybrid of the two because it has
community food preparation facilities and private (units aka rooms), but no permanent
onsite medical staff. Residents can still care for themselves but generally dine together in
their individual buildings. Currently, a couple or family member wishing to share a room

with another cannot do so under the current approval. Further, an individual that does not
have the financial capacity to afford a private unit at Hacienda del Ray would have to
find housing elsewhere. The current proposal is intended to help alleviate these items.
Parking:
The applicant has provided a Parking Survey Summary indicating that facilities of this
nature require much less parking than typical multi-family facilities would. Many of the
residents simply do not own or operate vehicles anymore. Staff has noted that currently
the parking area has ample parking with many spaces underutilized. Staff finds, based on
the survey and site visits, the applicant’s request is not likely to create a situation where
the facility is under-parked.
Medical Staffing:
Per the approved ordinance for the facility, no permanent medical staff are onsite around
the clock as in a typically known “nursing home” environment. Rather, care givers are
on hand to assist residents as needed. The proposed amendment would seek to strike this
prohibition from the ordinance and state that medical professionals will only come onsite
when the resident is incapable of getting to medical care off-site.
Centralized Food Preparation:
Although not a part of the ordinance, Staff wanted to explain some other operational
changes related to food preparation for the residents. Previously, care givers prepared
food in individual buildings for the up to 10 residents currently allowed in each building.
The new owners added a larger commercial kitchen that can now prepare food for the
entire resident population in a single location. The applicant’s justification in this is that
it will provide greater consistency in the food quality across all buildings and reduce the
cost of food preparation at the project. Each building will continue to maintain a kitchen
for snacks and convenience of the residents outside of standard meals.
FINANCIAL IMPACT
Lars Johnson, the City’s Finance Director, has prepared an initial assessment for the PD
amendment request. His summary is as follows:
The contract with the City of Goodyear for fire services includes a charge for dispatch
based on annual calls for service. For FY19, that charge is $20.68 per call with 682
calls estimated and $14,104. This total is roughly 2% of the total contract. Other
charges include supplies which increase based on the Consumer Price Index and
actual personnel cost. The Agreement is for 30% of the total for Goodyear Fire
Station 183. A drastic increase in calls for service could arguably cause a negotiation
between the City and the City of Goodyear to increase that proportionate charge.
CITIZEN REVIEW
As of this date, staff has received no comments on the case and no nearby residents
attended the applicant’s Citizen Review meeting for the rezoning amendment.

SUMMARY
Staff finds that the change to the Hacienda del Ray resident population (allowing up to 54
additional residents) will have a negligible impact on the City and surrounding
neighborhoods. Current and future residents will have the option of sharing their room
with family or cost-sharing with a roommate in a facility they may not otherwise have
been able to afford. Staff supports the PD amendment request, subject to the Parking
Survey Summary submitted with the application.
STAFF RECOMMENDATION
Staff recommends that the Planning and Zoning Advisory Commission forward a
recommendation of approval to the City Council for the amendment request to Ordinance
12-176.

CITY OF LITCHFIELD PARK
ORDINANCE NO. 19-___
AN ORDINANCE OF THE COMMON COUNCIL OF THE CITY OF
LITCHFIELD PARK, ARIZONA, AMENDING THE OFFICIAL
ZONING MAP OF THE CITY OF LITCHFIELD PARK BY
AMENDING ORDINANCE NO. 08-135, AS AMENDED BY
ORDINANCE NO. 12-176, RELATED TO THE KING RANCH PAD
PLANNED
AREA
DEVELOPMENT
CONSISTING
OF
APPROXIMATELY 4.4 ACRES, LOCATED AT 12917 W. LAS
CRUCES DRIVE, NORTHEAST OF THE NORTHEAST CORNER
OF DYSART AND INDIAN SCHOOL ROADS, TO PERMIT
MEMORY CARE RESIDENTS, INCREASE THE NUMBER OF
RESIDENTS PER BUILDING FROM 10 TO 16, ALLOW NURSE
AND PROFESIONAL MEDICAL PERSONNEL TO VISIT
RESIDENTS, AND MODIFY THE NUMBER OF REQUIRED
PARKING SPACES; PROVIDING FOR REPEAL OF CONFLICTING
ORDINANCES;
PROVIDING FOR SEVERABILITY; AND
PROVIDING FOR PENALTIES.

WHEREAS, the City Council adopted Ordinance No. 08-135 to create the
King Ranch PAD Planned Area Development; and
WHEREAS, in 2012, the City Council adopted Ordinance 12-176 to permit an
assisted living facility;
WHEREAS, as required by Litchfield Park Zoning Code § 26.04, the City
Council determines that this modification to the existing development standards will produce
a living environment and lifestyle superior to that produced by existing standards;
WHEREAS, the proposed amendment conforms to the City of
Litchfield Park General Plan and any overlay zoning district; and
WHEREAS, the public notice and hearing requirements set forth in A.R.S.
§ 9-462.03, A.R.S. § 9-462.04 and the Litchfield Park Zoning Code §§ 4.05 and 4.06 have
been met; and
WHEREAS, the City Council has considered the recommendations and
findings made by the Planning and Zoning Commission pursuant to A.R.S. § 9-462.04 and the
Litchfield Park Zoning Code § 4.06.
NOW THEREFORE, BE IT ORDAINED by the Common Council of the
City of Litchfield Park, Arizona, as follows:

Ordinance 19-___
Page 2 of 3

Section I.

In General.

Ordinance No. 08-135, as amended by Ordinance 12-176, is hereby amended as
follows (deleted text in strikeout and new text in CAPITALIZED LETTERS)
1.

Paragraph 4(a)(i) shall be amended as follows:
18.02 Use Regulations shall be amended to read:
A building or premises shall be used only for the purposes set forth in the
City of Litchfield Park zoning matrix (Section 28). The project may be
developed as an assisted living facility. The maximum number of assisted
living AND MEMORY CARE residents for each dwelling unit
BUILDING shall be ten SIXTEEN. On-site care-givers, NURSE AND
PROFESSIONAL MEDICAL PERSONNEL WHO VISIT RESIDENTS
WHEN THEY CANNOT TRAVEL shall be permitted, but no on-site
medical staff.

2.

New Paragraph 4(a) (v) shall be added:
(v) THE REQUIREMENTS SET FORTH IN THE CITY OF LITCHFIELD
PARK ZONING CODE, SECTION 29 PARKING AND LOADING
REGULATIONS, 29.13 PARKING MATRIX, RESIDENTIAL HEALTH
CARED FACILITIES - MINIMAL CARE FACILITIES, ARE MODIFIED
FOR THE PURPOSES OF THIS PROJECT AS FOLLOWS:
Required Spaces
1. THE PARKING REQUIREMENT FOR THIS COMMUNITY
SHALL BE A MINIMUM .45 SPACES PER RESIDENT.

All other provisions of Ordinance No. 08-135, as amended by Ordinance 12-176 shall
remain unchanged.

Section II.

Providing for Repeal of Conflicting Ordinances.

All ordinances and parts of ordinances in conflict with the provisions of this
Ordinance or any part of the Code adopted herein by reference, are hereby repealed.
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Ordinance 19-___
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Section III.

Providing for Severability.

If any section, subsection, sentence, clause, phrase or portion of this Ordinance
or any part of the Code adopted herein by reference, is for any reason held to be invalid or
unconstitutional by the decision of any court of competent jurisdiction, such decision shall not
affect the validity of the remaining portions thereof.
Section IV.

Providing for Penalties.

Any person found in violation of any provision of this Ordinance shall be
guilty of a misdemeanor, and upon conviction thereof shall be punished by a fine not to
exceed $2500 or six (6) months, or both such fine and imprisonment. Each day that a
violation continues shall be a separate offense punishable as herein described.

PASSED AND ADOPTED by the Common Council of the City of Litchfield Park, Arizona,
this _____ day of _______, 2019.

Thomas L. Schoaf, Mayor
ATTEST:

Terri Roth, CMC, City Clerk

APPROVED AS TO FORM:

Gust Rosenfeld, P.L.C.
City Attorney
By Susan D. Goodwin
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Meeting Date:

May 14, 2019

To:

Planning and Zoning Advisory Commission

From:

Jason Sanks, Planning Consultant

Subject:

Zoning Ordinance Rewrite – Commercial and Industrial
Districts Update through the Technical Review Working
Group

The working group has performed a Technical Review of the following zoning districts:
•
•
•
•

Neighborhood Commercial (NC) District
Community Commercial (CS) District
Regional Commercial (RS) District
General Industrial (I) District

The working group has not performed a Technical Review of the following zoning
districts within the “Commercial Districts” classification:
•
•
•
•

Resort (RT) District
Agritourism (AT) District
Commercial-Flex (CF District
Draft City Center (CC) District

The working group finds that the Wigwam Resort will want to be involved in any
proposed rewrite of the Resort District, therefore we are holding off on any content
changes related to the district. The format of how we present development standards
will follow those of the other districts in table form, rather than in long form sentences.
The Agritourism District is likely to remain unchanged as that was just added to the
Zoning Ordinance in the last few years. Further, Commercial-Flex zoning pertains to
property that is currently under development so the working group will likely only be
looking at formatting changes rather than any material content changes. If we find
errors or inconsistencies in the district, we will look to correct those and reflect on any
Proposition 207 issues with legal counsel before making the change in the final draft of
the code.
The new City Center District is under development by Staff and will likely be brought
forward independently and prior to adoption of the new Zoning Ordinance. The public,
PZ, and Council will have the opportunity to review and modify Staff’s draft through the
typical Text Amendment/Ordinance adoption process. Staff will subsequently format
the district within the structure of the new ordinance without modifying related
development standards, definition, etc…

Proposed code content changes to all Commercial Districts and the General Industrial
District:
1) Under each district subsection “Land Use Definition”, there are references to
specific permitted uses and accessory and/or use permit uses. Staff proposes to
delete this and simply refer to the land use district. The current code is misleading
as it appears to be the actual list of permitted uses rather than just an example
sample. It really is not a part of a definition and can be addressed in the next
subsection “Use Regulations” with a reference to the districts’ pertinent land use
table. The new code will imbed land use tables by Article for ease of reference.
2) The commercial districts are not consistent when considering minimum “lot” versus
“development” sizes in terms of acreage. Staff finds that the term “development”
should be used rather than “lot”. Many commercial and industrial district properties
are comprised of subdivisions that include more than one lot and the intent of the
minimum lot size really pertains to a size scale of development, not lot size.
3) Staff proposes deleting the “Lot Width” requirements for all non-residential
developments. Many of these developments can have complex plats that ensure
unique, site specific needs including lot access, circulation, signage, utilities, grading
and drainage, etc… can be met. There is not real added value to include this
development standard and Staff finds it arbitrary and unnecessary.
4) Neighborhood Commercial currently requires a minimum of 10’ between buildings.
This is a development standard carry-over from a prior building code that is no
longer relevant. Rather than simply delete this development standards, Staff
proposes simply deferring to requirements that meet both Building and Fire Codes
(as a courtesy reminder to Developers) to ensure that those are referred to during the
planning stage and do not come as a surprise after Design Review Board approval.
Further, an example of how this can have unintended consequences is in a
commercial subdivision where a strip mall may actually have a series of 0’ lot line
building development with no separation of what are considered individual buildings
although they appear to be one contiguous building. The working group proposes
that we maintain a 10’ separation between buildings when the 0’ lot line is not
utilized. This way, there will still be room to circulate between buildings if they are
not constructed flush with one another (i.e. not having 2’ between buildings).
5) In sections referring to “Site Plan Review”, Staff proposes moving this language to
the General Provisions article of the code as that is where process requirements and
associated decision making bodies are discussed. Staff is also working to clarify
language related to “development plans” in the old code. This term is often used to
describe a “site plan”, “development plan” related to a Planned Development
overlay, and “master plan” – all of which are really independent concepts with
different paths to approval.
6) Staff seeks to rewrite and clarify both the definitions of “Building Height” and
“Grade”. In regards to “Building Height”, we need to clearly identify how height is
measured for pitched roof buildings and parapet roofed buildings. i.e. do we want to
measure building height to top of parapet or top of roof with a provisions to allow
the parapet to extend higher to screen roof mounted equipment? In regards to

“Grade”, we should specify this to be “Natural Grade”. Some projects that received
negative feedback include those that had their grade elevated by lifting the building
pad higher than natural grade, making them appear larger and taller than anticipated.
7) Perhaps the largest proposed change to the districts is Staff’s proposal to re-calibrate
the way Setback Regulations are addressed in the code. As was the case with the
Multi-Family Districts, “yards” are not really relevant to single or multi-parcel nonsingle-family developments. In reality, Staff finds that we should be considering
setbacks from adjacent land uses and streets. Instead of saying “front”, “side”, and
“rear” yards, we would rather state:
a. Arterial and Collector Street Building Setback = ##’ and Landscape Setback
= ##“
b. Local Street Building Setback = ##’ and Landscape Setback = ##“
c. Non-Residential Zoning or Use Building Setback = ##’ and Landscape
Setback = ##“
d. Single and Multi-Family Zoning or Use Building Setback = ##’ and
Landscape Setback = ##“
Staff finds that the landscape setback can vary from the building setback as the City
can determine how much of a minimum amount of landscaping does it wants to
beautify streetscapes as well as buffer adjacent land uses. Often times, a City will
want the buildings setback further than just the minimum amount of landscaping.
This will still allow the developer to place parking and drive aisles in the area
between the landscape and building setback.
8) Staff proposes eliminating the Regional Commercial (RS) zoning district altogether.
The current district requires a parcel of at least 30 acres and there are no viable
parcels of land left in the City to rezone to RS. Further, the district allows building
heights of up to 80’ or eight stories. This would be completely out of character with
the City’s general vision of low rise development.
9) Staff is not proposing any development standard changes to Commercial Flex except
to clarify setback language as proposed in the other districts.
10) Staff proposes similar language and restructuring for the General Industrial (I)
District and again, striking the minimum lot size requirement. The City’s only
industrial property does not even meet the standard of a minimum acre “lot” as it is
platted in lots of a fraction of that required size.
11) Staff proposes all language related to requirements for a “master plan” be moved to
General Provisions as that is the section of code related to process. In this case, the
example of Dignity Health can be considered. They were the first one in for the
SEC of Dysart and Camelback. The City required a master development plan so we
could see how the whole property would work in terms of building layout, access,
circulation, off-site improvement needs, etc…. More or less, the intent is to plan the
overall site that was rezoned as a single parcel and not let individual lots be created
piecemeal with no overall vision of development.

Litchfield Park Zoning Rewrite
Commercial/Industrial Sections –PZ Study Session – May 14, 2019

Discussion
The following are current goals and necessities for the rewrite of the Commercial District sections within the
City Code:
• Establish concise lot standards for Commercial districts and uses thereof.
• Consolidate and expand land use types within the Commercial districts
• Redefine Commercial land use definitions for clarity and consistency
• Reformat provisional content and context
• Ensure Commercial land use terms are updated and consistent
• Eliminate any contradictory development standards or terms/definitions
• Establish and update parking standards for any commercial uses that may be missing parking
requirements and calculations

third bullet point here

Commercial Districts Established or
Proposed Within the Current Zoning Code
1. Section 20 – Resort District (RT)
2. Section 21 – Neighborhood Commercial (NC)
3. Section 22 – Community Commercial (CS)
4. Section 23 – Regional Commercial (RS)
5. Section 24 – General Industrial (I)
6. Section 27A – Agritourism
7. Section 27B – Commercial Flex
8. Section ## - City Center (PROPOSED)

Commercial District Areas
Examples Within the City of Litchfield Park

Resort (RT)
Staff finds that the Wigwam Resort will
want to be involved in any proposed
rewrite of the Resort District, therefore
we are holding off on any content
changes related to the district. The
format, however, will be updated as
illustrated in your draft Zoning
Ordinance Rewrite binders.

Wigwam Resort– Wigwam Blvd & Old Litchfield Rd

Neighborhood
Commercial
(NC)

SWC of Litchfield Rd and Camelback Rd

Community
Commercial/
Commercial Flex
(CS/CF)
Commercial-Flex zoning pertains
to property that is currently
under development so Staff will
likely only be looking at
formatting changes rather than
any material content changes. If
we find errors or inconsistencies
in the district, we will look to
correct those and reflect on any
Proposition 207 issues with legal
counsel before making the
change in the final draft of the
code.

Litchfield Marketplace – NEC Camelback Rd & Litchfield Rd

Terrace One – La Loma Homestead 5402 N Litchfield Park

Agritourism
(AT)

The Agritourism District is likely to remain
unchanged as that was just added to the
Zoning Ordinance in the last few years.

City Center
(PROPOSED)
The new City Center District is under
development by Staff and will likely be brought
forward independently and prior to adoption of
the new Zoning Ordinance. The public, PZ, and
Council will have the opportunity to review and
modify Staff’s draft through the typical Text
Amendment/Ordinance adoption process. Staff
will subsequently format the district within the
structure of the new ordinance without modifying
related development standards, definition, etc.…

Technical Review Status
The Working Group has performed a Technical
Review of the following districts:

Staff has NOT performed a Technical Review of
the following districts:

1. Section 21 – Neighborhood Commercial
(NC)

1. Section 20 – Resort District (RT)

2. Section 22 – Community Commercial (CS)
3. Section 23 – Regional Commercial (RS)
5. Section 24 – General Industrial (I)

2. Section 27A – Agritourism (AT)
3. Section 27B – Commercial Flex (CF
5. PROPOSED– City Center (CC)

Proposed Code Content Changes
To All Commercial Districts and General Industrial

Proposed Changes
1. Under each district subsection “Land Use Definition”, there are references to specific permitted uses and
accessory and/or use permit uses. Staff proposes to delete this and simply refer to the land use district. The
current code is misleading as it appears to be the actual list of permitted uses rather than just an example
sample. It really is not a part of a definition and can be addressed in the next subsection “Use Regulations”
with a reference to the districts’ pertinent land use table. The new code will imbed land use tables by
Article for ease of reference.
2. The commercial districts are not consistent when considering minimum “lot” versus “development” sizes in
terms of acreage. Staff finds that the term “development” should be used rather than “lot”. Many
commercial and industrial district properties are comprised of subdivisions that include more than one lot
and the intent of the minimum lot size really pertains to a size scale of development, not lot size.
3. Staff proposes deleting the “Lot Width” requirements for all non-residential developments. Many of these
development can have complex plats that ensure unique, site specific needs including lot access, circulation,
signage, utilities, grading and drainage, etc.… can be met. There is not real added value to include this
development standard and Staff finds it arbitrary and unnecessary.

Proposed Changes – Cont’d
4. Neighborhood Commercial currently requires a minimum of 10’ between buildings. This is a
development standard carry-over from a prior building code that is no longer relevant. Rather than
simply delete this development standards, Staff proposes simply deferring to requirements that meet
both Building and Fire Codes (as a courtesy reminder to Developers) to ensure that those are referred to
during the planning stage and do not come as a surprise after Design Review Board approval. Further,
and example of how this can have unintended consequence is in a commercial subdivision where a strip
mall may actually have a series of 0’ lot line building development with no separation of what are
considered individual buildings although they appear to be one contiguous building. The working group
proposes to modify this section with a minimum 10’ building separation will be provided within a
development when a 0’ lot line is not utilized.
5. In sections referring to “Site Plan Review”, Staff proposes to moving this language to the General
Provisions Article of the code as that is where process requirements and associated decision making
bodies is discussed. Staff is also working to clarify language related to “development plans” in the old
code. This term is often used to describe a “site plan”, “development plan” related to a Planned
Development overlay, and “master plan” – all of which are really independent concepts with different
paths to approval.

Proposed Changes – Cont’d
6. Staff seeks to rewrite and clarify both the definitions of “Building Height” and “Grade”. In regards to
“Building Height”, we need to clearly identify how height is measured for pitched roof buildings and parapet
roofed buildings. i.e. do we want to measure building height to top of parapet or top of roof with a provisions
to allow the parapet to extend higher to screen roof mounted equipment?
7. Perhaps the largest proposed change to the districts is Staff’s proposal to re-calibrate the way Setback
Regulations are addressed in the code. As was the case with the Multi-Family Districts, “yards” are not really
relevant to single or multi-parcel non-single family developments. In reality, Staff finds that we should be
considering setbacks from adjacent land uses and streets. Instead of saying “front”, “side”, and “rear” yards,
we would rather state:
a.
b.
c.
d.

Arterial and Collector Street Building Setback = ##’ and Landscape Setback = ##“
Local Street Building Setback = ##’ and Landscape Setback = ##“
Non-Residential Zoning or Use Building Setback = ##’ and Landscape Setback = ##“
Single and Multi-Family Zoning or Use Building Setback = ##’ and Landscape Setback = ##“

Current Lot
Standards

(as established in the current
LP Zoning Code)

ZONING
DESIGNATION
SECTION NUMBER

RT
20

NC
21

CS
22

RS
23

I
24

OS
25

PD
26

PF
27

CF
RESIDENTIAL
27B

CF
COMMERCIAL
27B

MAXIMUM BUILDING HEIGHT
Stories

2

2*

2

8

3*

1

*

3*

1-2*

2

Feet

35

30*

40

80

50*

15

*

45*

35* max

40

BUILDING SIZE - PRINCIPAL BUILDINGS
Minimum Square
Footage

N/A

N/A

N/A

N/A

N/A

N/A

N/A

N/A

1,200

N/A

MINIMUM YARD DATA
Front

30

50*

50*

80*

100*

30

*

20

20*

50*

Rear

30

50*

50*

80*

100*

30

*

30*

20*

50*

Interior Side

30

30*

50*

80*

100*

15

*

30*

10*

50*

Street Side

30

50*

*

80*

100*

30

*

20

20*

*

N/A

N/A

N/A

N/A

N/A

N/A

N/A*

N/A*

5.5 or less

N/A

Minimum Development - 10
Acres

2

15

30

40

2

*

1

2

12

Minimum Lot Area Square Feet

4,000*

4,000

15,000

70,000

45,000

*

N/A

N/A

6,000

15,000

Minimum Width

300

N/A

150

300

300

60

N/A*

60

40

150

Maximum Coverage

60%

60%

60%

60%

60%

5%

N/A*

60%

50%

60%

Building Distance

10*

10*

20*

50*

50*

N/A

N/A*

10

N/A

20*

USE INTENSITY DATA
Units Per Acre

Proposed Changes – Cont’d
7. Staff finds that the landscape setback can vary from the building setback as the City can determine how much
of a minimum amount of landscaping does it want to beautify streetscapes as well as buffer adjacent land
uses. Often times, a City will want the buildings setback further than just the minimum amount of
landscaping. This will still allow the developer to place parking and drive aisles in the area between the
landscape and building setback.
8. Staff proposes eliminating the Regional Commercial (RS) zoning district altogether. The current district
requires a parcel of at least 30 acres and there are no viable parcels of land left in the City to rezone to RS.
Further, the district allows building heights of up to 80’ or eight stories. This would be completely out of
character with the City’s general vision of low rise development.
9. Staff is not proposing any development standard changes to Commercial Flex except to clarify setback
language as proposed in the other districts.
10. Staff proposes similar language and restructuring for the General Industrial (I) District and again, striking
the minimum lot size requirement. The City’s only industrial property does not even meet the standard of a
minimum acre “lot” as it is platted in lots of a fraction of that required size.

Proposed Changes – Cont’d
10. Staff proposes similar language and restructuring for the General Industrial (I) District and again, striking
the minimum lot size requirement. The City’s only industrial property does not even meet the standard of a
minimum acre “lot” as it is platted in lots of a fraction of that required size.
11. Staff proposes to move all language related to requirements for a “master plan” be moved to General
Regulations as that is the section of code related to process. In this case, the example of Dignity Health can
be considered. They were the first one in for the SEC of Dysart and Camelback. The City required a master
development plan so we could see how the whole property would work in terms of building layout, access,
circulation, off-site improvement needs, etc.…. More or less, the intent is to plan the overall site that was
rezoned as a single parcel and not let individual lots be created piecemeal with no overall vision of
development.

DESIGN REVIEW BOARD/BOARD OF ADJUSTMENT UPDATE
The following items were acted on at the April 4, 2019 Design Review Board and Board of Adjustment
Meetings:
Design Review:
 950 E. Tornasol: Design plans proposed for two additions and an exterior remodel for the existing
home on this property were reviewed. It was noted that the applicant would be adding 854 square
feet of additional living space and a new 77 square foot front porch. The exterior remodel would
include a new stucco finish over the existing slump block and additional architectural features. The
rooflines for the new livable space and porch will be flat with parapets while the home currently
has a pitched roofline. It was pointed out that the parapet rooflines will be lower than the existing
ridge line of the pitched roof. The application was approved.
 313 S. Hacienda Circle: A variance for an encroachment into the required side yard setback had
been approved for this property at a previous Board of Adjustment meeting. The owner was now
seeking approval of the design plans for an extension to the existing garage and a new rear patio
cover. It was noted that the additions would enhance both the front and rear elevations, and the
application was approved.
 KFC Restaurant - 13006 W. Indian School Road within the Wigwam Creek Center: This
item had been continued from a number of previous meetings, and the plans had gone through a
number of revisions. The owners will be doing an interior and exterior remodel and were
applicants were requesting to remodel the exterior of the existing restaurant. A new revised plan
had been submitted for this meeting; however, once again, a representative for KFC was not
present at the meeting. It was noted that what is now being changed is mostly signage and colors,
which could be handled by Staff. The Board voted to allow Staff to approve the application as
long as the colors are within the pre-approved colors for the Wigwam Creek Center and that
signage must be a separate submittal to be reviewed by Staff for compliance with the approved
Comprehensive Sign Plan.
 521 Redondo Drive North: The location of solar panels on the pitched roof of this residence was
the subject of this application. It was noted that there were horizontal and vertical array
orientations within the same roof planes. Boardmembers commented that, for the most part, when
they look at a solar panel installation, they notice the whole array as one shape, rather than the
direction of the panels. The proposed arrays generally follow the shape of the roofs, except that
one array does not due to the chimney. It was also pointed out that the roof color is dark and the
panels will be dark with a dark trim, making them less visible, and the most different array is
located in the rear. The application was approved.
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 208 Laguna Drive West: This application was for the location of solar panels on a flat roof. The
applicant’s representative was not present. It was noted that the applicant’s contractor had
contacted Staff that day and said that they would not be attending the meeting and that will be
revising the plan so that it could be reviewed administratively. The revised plan had not yet been
submitted. The Board continued the item in case the revised plan did not meet the requirements for
Staff approval, and the application had to be brought before the Board.
Board of Adjustment:
 205 W. Alegre: The applicant was seeking approval of a variance to allow a five foot
encroachment into the required front yard setback. It was noted that Staff had found that the site
plan did not accurately reflect the property lines; therefore, the variance request would need to be
revised. The item was continued.
Prepared by Pam Maslowski
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MINUTES OF THE REGULAR MEETING
OF THE LITCHFIELD PARK PLANNING AND ZONING COMMISSION
November 13, 2018
I.

Call to Order
The meeting was held in Souers Hall at the Church at Litchfield Park and called to order at 7:02 p.m. by
Chairman Ledyard.
Members Present: Chairman Ledyard; Vice Chairman Ross; Commissioners Faith, James, Meese,
McCarthy, and O’Connor.
Members Absent: None.
Staff Present: Bill Stephens, City Manager; John Mazza, Assistant City Manager; Jason Sanks, Planning
Consultant; and Pamela Maslowski, Director of Planning Services.

II.

Pledge of Allegiance
Chairman Ledyard led the pledge.

III.

Call to the Community
There were no requests to speak.

IV.

Business
A. Public Hearing: Proposed Major General Plan Amendment Application, GPA #18-02, Proposed
for the Northwest Corner of Litchfield Road and Wigwam Boulevard (pink & application
submitted by applicant)
Chairman Ledyard explained the Public Hearing procedures. He noted that there were over 100 written
comments submitted and provided to the Commissioners. He suggested that, if people were attending
as part of a group, that a spokesperson could speak to represent the group. However, anyone that wants
to speak will be provided the opportunity to speak.
1. Staff Report
Mr. Sanks stated that Staff typically looks at three principal points for these types of applications –
planning/land use principles, economic development impacts that might impact sales tax revenues,
and impact on other stakeholders from comments submitted by schools and Luke Air Force Base,
and other entities. This General Plan Amendment application (GPA) was submitted on July 2,
2018, under a revised GPA processing schedule that was adopted by Council this year. A
companion more detailed rezoning application for the property was submitted at a later date. What
is being acted on tonight is the GPA. It is a request to delete the text that was associated with the
GPA, approved in 2014 for this parcel. In 2001, the parcel was included as part of the Village at
Litchfield Park Planned Development (PD. The PD included a provision to allow residential
development on this parcel if the residential was located above commercial. There might have been
some misconception noted at the neighborhood meeting that the applicant can build an apartment
complex. They cannot build an apartment complex. They can build residential units above
commercial, as was approved in 2001. In 2014, Council entertained the applicant’s request to allow
horizontal rather than vertical mixed use. Instead of allowing residential units above commercial,
Council entertained the idea that part of the property could be developed as commercial while
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another portion could be developed as residential. When talking about land use, it is important not
to delineate between rental units and ownership. It is more appropriate to review an application by
how many dwelling units there should be per acre, height, traffic, etc. Staff is still reviewing the
rezoning application associated with this case as it was submitted sometime after the GPA request.
It is not on the agenda tonight. It is Staff’s and the applicant’s hope to catch the rezoning case up to
the GPA so they can be reviewed in tandem. In 2014, the City went to extensive lengths to gather
public comment and to consider aspects of the proposed GPA submitted at that time. That included
hiring Rick Hill, a professional in the industry, to perform a market study on all of the City’s
commercial properties. The City does not have property taxes and is heavily reliant on sales taxes.
The City also receives construction taxes, but those are only generated one time. An apartment
complex will generate rental taxes. A condominium will not generate those rental taxes. The
applicant has prepared a financial analysis; however, it is still under review by the City’s Finance
Director. Also, Rick Hill is now updating his market study from 2014 to accommodate the 2018
economy.
Mr. Sanks read the text that had been approved by Council in conjunction with the 2014 GPA
approval for this property, and noted that the applicant is requesting that the entire text be removed.
A rezoning case was not received at that time, so the text was added to protect the City’s interests,
one of those being commercial development for retail sales tax generation and to complement what
will happen in the City Center. The applicant’s representatives are present tonight to make their
case for their request. Some might look at striking the language as giving the applicant free rein to
do whatever they want and some might look at this as providing flexibility to develop, at will, 100%
commercial, 100% multi-family, or any mix thereof with no conditions. The current GPA text
requires that the commercial be developed first, or at the same time, as the residential portion.
Again, land use does not delineate between apartments and ownership. This is a land use decision.
He has read all of the comments submitted and understands the concerns. However, concerns
about density, traffic, and residential versus commercial are what should be discussed. Due to
statutory requirements, the GPA case has to be brought before Council during this calendar year.
They do not have to take action, but they have to hold the public hearing. This will be brought to
Council at their December meeting. Tonight, the question is whether the City wants to delete the
GPA text that leaves the door open for a zoning case that would allow the property to be developed
completely as apartments or completely commercial at the whim of the market. Or would it be
better to hold it to a certain standard. The text could be modified instead of deleting it. Perhaps,
75,000 square feet of commercial is too much. Staff has communicated that perhaps, the City could
be open to modifying the language. However, if asked today to delete the language outright, Staff
would recommend denial because there would be no safeguard to prevent a typical apartment
complex which is not what was envisioned for this property. The rezoning case is proposing 13,000
square feet of retail which is significantly less than what was originally proposed. Perhaps there
could be a blend or compromise. Staff’s recommendation is that the Commission recommend to
Council that action on this item be deferred until the citizens, Staff, and elected officials come to
some sort of agreement on the rezoning case so they can be heard in tandem, and that the GPA text
be amended, not deleted.
2. Applicant Presentation
Tom O’Malley, of JDM, stated that he went into great detail about, and a lot of time was spent at
the last meeting discussing, their thoughts behind what they are trying to accomplish, and some of
their theories of market and development. What he is trying to do at each meeting is continue to
narrow the issues. They are here for one simple request and that is to terminate the text amendment
to the General Plan that was agreed to in 2014 to reduce or eliminate the requirement to build a
minimum of 75,000 square feet of retail. It is important to know that, standing alone, one could say
that it is a blank check and that the City will have no control. However, from the beginning, they
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told the City that they would be filing a companion rezoning case. They intend these to be heard,
reviewed and voted on at the same time. The rezoning case spells out in great detail exactly what
they will be building, how many units they will be building, where those units will go, and how
much retail will be there. When considered and voted on together, there should be comfort that the
City will get exactly what they have said they will build, and the City can hold them to those
elements that are important to the City. It has been pointed out that he keeps saying the
“commercial will be reduced or eliminated.” He has said at every meeting that they are fine
stipulating to an amount of retail. Retail and commercial are shown in their plan, and they intend to
build it. They have submitted both cases to the City so that they could be heard together and give
people comfort regarding what they are trying to build. Legal issues require that the Commission
stay focused on which issues are discussed. However, the GPA and rezoning are elements of a
larger concept that they have discussed previously, which is how do JDM and the City work
together to continue to develop Litchfield Park and the land that has gone undeveloped for many
years. This will be their fourth public meeting, and these meetings are intended to hear both sides.
He feels the last two meetings have been wonderful. He had about ten people come up to him after
the last P&Z meeting and ask technical questions about the plan. Some came up to him and said
that they started out as an absolute “no”, but that they learned more about what JDM is trying to
accomplish. In his mind, this process is working. There is a common goal of figuring out how to
develop the vacant land. There might be different ideas on how to get there, but that is where to
start. They also learned that they made a huge mistake on the architecture. It was based on
conversations he had prior to working with the City’s consultant. However, they clearly heard at
the public meetings that this is not the direction the City wants to go.
Mr. O’Malley reviewed a PowerPoint presentation that he had prepared for the project.
 They have listened to the citizens, listened to groups, worked with the City Consultant, and
made a significant change in the architecture. They have hired the same design firm that the
City Consultant is using, and the architecture is now coordinating with what is being planned for
the City Center.
 Amended plans will be submitted to the City as part of the zoning case. He believes they are at
a place that they have not been in a long time in that all elements of the City are working
together to make sure that this property works. They have figured out that they want the same
thing as the City and its citizens, such as cool shops and restaurants.
 Slides displaying different types of architecture for two and three story projects were shown.
Mr. Sanks clarified that what is on the agenda for action tonight is the GPA. The zoning case
was noted on the agenda; however, the zoning case has not yet been brought forward to this
Commission for action.
 Apartment complexes have changed over the years and apartment living is now a choice. He
referred to graphs and information in his presentation indicating the type and number of people
that move into apartments versus homes. He noted the type of people renting include the
millennial and baby boomer generations. The people that will be moving into the proposed
apartments will be valuable assets to the community.
 Qualifying for the rents that will be charged would be comparable to qualifying to buy a
$300,000 or $350,000 house. Homes in Litchfield Park are selling for $247,000 to $407,000.
 When the project is full, it will pay for itself and generate a surplus of almost $150,000 for the
City. Construction, rental taxes, and people living in the apartments shopping and eating in
restaurants will generate a financial surplus for the City.
They are asking the Commission to recommend that Council approve the termination of the General
Plan text amendment in order to reduce the minimum amount of retail required on their property
from 75,000 to zero, although the zoning case is indicating about 13,000 square feet of retail. They
are asking that it be eliminated because they think this is the best possible way to attract the types of
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retail restaurants and shops that are wanted in the downtown. This will be the first and critical step
in starting to attract the retail and restaurants in the downtown City Center area. Approval will
allow them to develop their land in the way that it was intended, as a mixed use project with
commercial, retail and residential. They are proposing that 75,000 square feet of retail is
completely unreasonable. It will not be built in the near future and not likely built in the distant
future. They want to build the type of project that was intended in the first place, except that they
want to reduce the amount of retail to a reasonable number. They want to build the residential that
was contemplated in the General Plan, and they want to do it immediately. Starting the project will
allow them to talk to retail shop owners and operators, and they will be excited that this project is
being built. They talk every day to people about this project, and they say it is a great place but to
contact them when something starts happening. They do not want to lead the charge. They are
asking the City to find a way to take this first step. Plans will be submitted to the City immediately
after this is approved. They are committed to building the retail and luxury project shown on their
plans.
3. Public Comments
Bob Darre stated that he is a citizen of Litchfield Park and remodeling contractor. He understands
retail, commercial and what is market driven. He has been coming out here for over 15 years and
saw what has been developed and what has not. Raw ground has sat for an extended period of time.
Every time there was an option to develop it, it fell apart. Now is the time to stand up, understand
what is on the table, and realize that the options are very slim as to what else is available. If the
City wants to see the City Center happen, now is the time to move on it. JDM has made an honest
forthright presentation. Mr. O’Malley has said they are ready to start now. There is someone who
has the backing, knowledge, and capability to do the project, and he wants the Commission to either
approve this or say why they will not. People that are concerned about the type of project bought
land near vacant property and knew that someday somebody would do something with that
property. There is something special coming and, if the City can get the City Center built, it will be
great and something to be proud of. Look at what JDM has done for the Wigwam. They took it out
of bankruptcy and spent a lot of money on it. He thinks that everything they have done so far has
been positive. They are quality people. If you do not think big, you do not get things done. Now is
the time. If you do not take advantage of this, a price will be paid.
James Anderson stated he is a resident of the City. He has not done the amount of research that Mr.
O’Malley has but, with cursory research, it appears that the more multi-family housing units within
a community, the more property values decrease for property owners. He does not care for that.
Also, Mr. O’Malley has stood up here and assured them that the retail will be included. If that is the
case, then why strike a minimum requirement for retail space from the General Plan. If this should
be approved, it should be stated clearly that there will be a certain amount of retail space. If it is
opened up without limitations, that is a blank check and that is scary.
Randal Blazik stated he is a City resident. He knows how hard the Commissioners and Council
have worked to make this a great city to live in. He agrees with Mr. Darre. If he were building
something, he would want to talk to someone like him. If he were developing something, he would
want to talk to someone like Mr. O’Malley. He is in favor of what JDM is asking for. It is not a
blank check; it is a matter of waiting to get to the zoning aspect. JDM is a good partner. They have
not steered the City wrong. The Cachet Home development was put together by JDM. They said at
the meeting that when the rezoning was approved, they would have their plans submitted in a week,
and they did. If there is any doubt that they are not true to their word, he does not agree. JDM has
come to the table for his men’s organization. They have put him in front of people that mattered
and that helped him get things accomplished. If the City does not jump on this, he thinks JDM
might sell the property. He believes the City is better off working with JDM. He listened to the
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people and modified his plan. That is evidence that they will come to the table and build something
that will complement the City Center.
Tom Mascott stated he is a resident of Litchfield Park. He is very appreciative of what JDM has
done for the Wigwam. Returning the Wigwam to prominence and making it the jewel of the West
Valley again has had an important impact on the City. However, he is opposed to this GPA. He
was supportive of the 2014 amendment because it sounded like the type of development that was
wanted with a mix of commercial, retail, and residential. He is very concerned with the density of
the project and the noise and traffic it will generate. Litchfield Park has a very unique character and
lifestyle, and this development will not fit with that. The 2014 plan was excellent and he supported
it. He is not in favor of this.
Susan Buchannon stated that she is a City resident. It is past time to complete the perimeter wall
along Litchfield Road from Wigwam Boulevard to Bird Lane. She would like it completed as a
piece of this development. This needs to be done not just because it is the promised next segment to
be completed, that it is old and a poor representation of the City, or that it has been two years since
the residents petitioned Council to do this. It should be done because of the increased noise and
light with whatever gets build here. The developers can and should participate in the costs
associated with their gain and the La Loma Avenue residents’ successive loss due to this project.
Tom Gahl stated that is a City resident. This project is dependent upon the City Center. JDM
seems to think that 75,000 square feet of commercial is not viable on the corner. Maybe the City
could make it a requirement that JDM build the 75,000 SF, or 75,000 minus the 13,000 SF, of
commercial in the City Center at their expense to jump start the City Center. The City would
benefit from this, and there would not be the problem of the two sides competing. He realizes that
75,000 SF is a lot. He also realizes that JDM is a business and trying to make decisions based on
making a profit. The City should also be in this for a profit. There is a greater profit in retail space
than a high density multi-family project. If the City forgives the commercial requirement, then it is
potentially giving away 30 years of future profit. Once the project is built, the small rental tax it
will generate will not be the same amount that could be made with commercial. His neighbor
asked him to put forward the idea that the difference in the amount that the City could make from
commercial versus the multi-family over a 30 year period be calculated and that JDM be asked to
pay that money up front to the City. He does not believe they are looking for a blank check, but
they should not be relieved of building the 75,000 square feet of commercial somewhere in the City.
Mr. O’Malley said that the rent that will be paid would be the same as owning a home valued at
$350,000. However, a homeowner also has to pay for property taxes, insurance, maintenance,
landscaping, etc. The socio economic level one has to be at to own a home at that level is vastly
different than what one needs to pay $1,400 monthly rent. JDM is in this for the money and will
build the apartments for a profit. If the math is done, it seems that, with $1,400 a month rent, full
occupancy, and not putting any additional money into the project, it will be 12 years before they get
their $50 million investment back. What if, in five years, the project becomes a burden on them and
they put it up for sale? Then, all the good intentions regarding premier management company and
the maintenance level goes out the window and the City will be left with an eyesore.
Wade Accomazzo stated he is a West Valley resident. He is a property rights activist and has
developed a retail building. Retail is not easy to build and it is not easy to keep occupants. He has
a building on McDowell and Litchfield Road with an open occupancy. Someone could send him
someone to rent his space before an additional 13,000 square feet of commercial is built here. The
retail model is changing, with people buying more on line. Taking the requirement from 75,000 SF
to 13,000 SF seems reasonable. Residential is what drives commercial. The more people that are
brought into the City, the more people there will be to support the commercial. A lot of people have
said they do not want apartments or three stories. It is the “not in my backyard” system. When
5

neighbors come in and have an opinion about what they do not want to see on someone else’s
property, they have to realize it is not their property. If they want to control it, they should buy it.
Someone previously spoke about the 2014 plan, but no one wants to build that plan. There are
people here today that want to build something that will be a benefit to Litchfield Park and the
Valley. It could be another five years before someone else comes along and that is five years of lost
revenue. This project could provide revenue and then help the Wigwam fill its rooms which would
provide rental tax. As far as traffic, commercial development will bring in more traffic. This
project and the City Center will raise property values because people will want to come here, live
here, and not want to move away from here. Going forward and doing nothing does not benefit the
City. He is in favor of this project with the stipulation that there be some commercial. Maybe
some of it could be moved over to the City Center. Doing nothing will not benefit this City.
Kyle Wagner stated that he is a resident of the City and a business owner. He agrees with Mr.
Accomazzo. As a business owner who has been located in different cities, he sees today a
tremendous amount of commercial development with empty spaces. He believes 75,000 SF of
commercial space is too much. Anyone that has bought a house here in the last 10 – 12 years
should thank JDM for the appreciation they have experienced because when he first bought a house
here, the Wigwam was in receivership. JDM came in and made it better. His recommendation is to
let JDM do what they want because they are a strategic partner of the City.
Gerald Willow stated that he and his wife are residents of the City. In 2007, they moved from
Bahia Lane to Village Parkway. There was nothing across the street from them, and it was very
quiet. Over time, the traffic there has increased tremendously and more people are speeding. He is
concerned that there will be more people using Village Parkway as a major thoroughfare with the
greater density proposed. He is not against JDM. He thinks they have done a great job of
presenting this and something needs to be done on that property. He would like the traffic on
Village Parkway taken into consideration as the City considers this project.
Bobbi Mastracci stated that she is the owner of Phoenix West Commercial, and she is in the
commercial real estate business. She does not live in the City, but does a lot of business here. She
agrees with Mr. Accomazzo. Currently, there is a lot of vacancy in the area, and 75,000 SF is a lot
of retail. People are shopping on line. Commercial will bring a lot more cars and traffic than
maybe two per household in an apartment unit. There is currently about 300,000 SF of vacant
commercial space in the Goodyear/Litchfield Park area. Commercial real estate follows residential.
If the 313 units are built across the street, and maybe 13,000 SF of retail, it will ensure the City
Center being developed. She supports JDM and their General Plan Amendment request.
Chairman Ledyard stated that those were all of the requests to speak that he had received.
Commissioner O’Connor inquired as to what restrictions for commercial uses were in place for the
75,000 SF space. Mr. Sanks replied that, in 2014, JDM applied for and received a GPA to allow a
blend of commercial and high density multi-family (over 8 units per acre) with no density cap. The
cap would be subject to what could fit on the property. They would furthermore be allowed to have
residential units on top of the commercial. Without a developer at that time, JDM asked to go
forward with the GPA that would be somewhat flexible and did not submit a rezoning application.
The zoning on the property remains Neighborhood Commercial. Right now, they are entitled to
have Neighborhood Commercial development, with all the uses allowed within that zoning district,
as well as, live above units. They are not entitled to a conventional type apartment complex. They
are asking for the flexibility to allow that and to reduce the commercial space requirement to 13,000
SF, with no requirement on when it must be built. With no time requirement, they city might never
see commercial develop. Staff has spoken to the applicant regarding modifying the GPA language
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to still give the City some assurance once a project has been agreed upon. Staff is working to catch
the zoning application up to the GPA application.
Mr. O’Malley stated that he appreciated everyone’s comments tonight. He feels like the whole
room is trying to figure out how to do the development that he wants to do. JDM is offering an
option that they think makes sense. There are some challenges and issues that must be worked out,
such as traffic, and they are willing to work on that. They want downtown development as much as
the City wants it. They are absolutely fine with a stipulation on their zoning case regarding the
commercial development. The reason they have asked for a reduction or elimination of the
commercial space in the GPA application is because there are people studying this plan who believe
it is in the City’s best interest to have no commercial on the site. The thought is that there is not
enough interest for 75,000 SF, and there is surely not enough interest for 150,000 SF, with 75,000
on their property and 75,000 on the City Center. They have been asked to have no commercial
space so that all of the commercial development would be on the City’s site. They rejected that, but
left in the option to eliminate or reduce. They are willing to stipulate for the commercial. It is in
their zoning plan and, if that plan is approved, they will be held to that. They will build exactly
what they have said they will build. The first step starts here with this Commission.
Mr. Sanks stated that a number of people submitted comments on line and via email.
Approximately 116 comments were received and they were all provided o the Commission.
Chairman Ledyard noted that there were no comments submitted that were 100% in favor of what
has been proposed. More than 90% of the comments were totally against the proposal. There were
seven or eight comments that mentioned a modification, and there were a few that he could not
determine where they stood on the issue. All the comments will be made part of the public record.
Commissioner Meese moved to close the Public Hearing; Commissioner James seconded;
unanimous approval.
B. Proposed Major General Plan Amendment Application, GPA #18-02, Proposed for the
Northwest Corner of Litchfield Road and Wigwam Boulevard
Chairman Ledyard explained the role of the Commission, noting it is not their role to negotiate a deal
or arrangement with the applicant. Their role is to decide whether they do or do not support the
application, which is a text amendment to the General Plan, and to make a recommendation to the
Council. It is the Council that will make the final decision. It has been four years since the previous
GPA was approved. It was part of a negotiation where JDM got something for agreeing to it, which
lead to other developments. Staff has suggested that the Commission recommend that Council defer
any action on the GPA submittal until which time the companion zoning request has been reviewed.
Staff does not support the major General Plan Amendment request in the absence of an acceptable
rezoning case. So, Staff is recommending denial, with a suggestion that, if Council wants to enter into
a negotiation, that it take into account all of the items listed in the Staff Report. Council is not required
by law to take action on the request; however they are required to hold a public hearing on this
application within this calendar year. The Commission’s charge is to recommend approval of what has
been proposed or a denial with some sort of a suggestion or compromise, although it seems that would
be up to Council to enter into those discussions.
Commissioner O’Connor stated that his challenge is that he does not see this as a yes or no. There is
the question of the commercial square footage amount. There might be a modification or middle
ground. Chairman Ledyard stated the question is where that happens, here or at City Council. In
2014, the Commission went through all of that and at the end there was a negotiation. One of the
developers at the time was requesting a parcel be developed with all residential and noted there was no
way the City would get a big box type of store. And, yet during the process, the City did get a large
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Fry’s store. JDM’s parcel has not yet developed, but it has only been four years. Staff had noted that,
if the 75,000 square feet of commercial remained, it would still allow a 150 unit multi-family project.
Rick Hill is updating his commercial study as to how much and what type of commercial is viable and,
until that is completed, it would be difficult for this Commission to make a recommendation on an
amount of commercial square footage. Without that report and the other studies being completed, it
would be difficult to support anything.
Vice Chairman Ross stated that he understands the desirability to try to reach some sort of compromise;
however he believes this Commission does not have the authority to do that. So, the question is if this
proposal is supported as submitted, and he does not believe it is.
Vice Chairman Ross moved to recommend denial of the application; Commissioner Faith seconded.
Commissioner Meese stated that some of the comments brought forward tonight were well thought out.
He would like to compliment JDM on working long and hard to try to come up with something
meaningful for the City. When he was elected to the first City Council, the mandate was that this is a
beautiful place, so do not mess it up. He does not want to do that, and he does not believe JDM wants
to do that. However, with the legal time restraints, there is not much that this body can do. It would
have been wonderful if the zoning application had been submitted earlier so it could have been
reviewed at the same time. He likes the idea of restructuring the architecture and does not want this to
dry up and go away. On the other hand, he does not see how they can eliminate all of the requirements.
He hopes that the Council will review it in concert with the rezoning request and make the
modifications necessary to move the project forward.
Commissioner James stated that he appreciates the passion and comments provided. He also appreciates
what JDM has done. He has had a working relationship with Tom O’Malley. Anything Mr. O’Malley
has said he is going to do, he has done. He does not believe they are trying to pull the wool over the
City’s eyes. People with expertise have spoken tonight in support of this project. He believes that the
Mayor and Vice Mayor are passionate about the City Center project. The City wants to see this happen.
He does not believe the plan is perfect, but he has full faith in the City Council to continue to move this
project forward.
The vote was taken and the motion to recommend denial was approved 5-2.
C. Referrals to City Council
There were no referrals.
D. Design Review Board/Board of Adjustment Update
Chairman Ledyard stated that the report is in the packet and there were no additional comments.
V.

Executive Session
No Executive Session was held.

VI.

Staff Reports
Mr. Sanks reported on the progress of developments located at Camelback and El Mirage Roads and at
Camelback and Dysart Roads, as well as the Sun Health/La Loma GPA and rezoning applications.
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VII.

Commissioners’ Report on Current Events
There were no reports.

VIII. Adjournment
Commissioner McCarthy moved to adjourn; Vice Chairman Ross seconded; unanimous approval. The
meeting was adjourned at 8:42 p.m.
APPROVED:
PLANNING & ZONING COMMISSION

__________________________________
David Ledyard, Chairman
/pm
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MINUTES OF THE REGULAR MEETING
OF THE LITCHFIELD PARK PLANNING AND ZONING COMMISSION
January 8, 2019
I.

Call to Order
The meeting was held in the Community Room at the Litchfield Library and called to order at 7:03 p.m. by
Chairman Ledyard.
Members Present: Chairman Ledyard; Vice Chairman Ross; Commissioners Faith, Meese, McCarthy, and
O’Connor.
Members Absent: Commissioner James.
Staff Present: Jason Sanks, Planning Consultant; and Pamela Maslowski, Director of Planning Services.

II.

Pledge of Allegiance
Chairman Ledyard led the pledge.

III.

Call to the Community
There were no requests to speak.

IV.

Business
A. Zoning Code Update
Mr. Sanks stated that, last year, Ms. Maslowski and he had been working on the Zoning Code update.
It is typical that a Zoning Code gets updated about every ten years. The Code should reflect the vision
of the General Plan. In the next year, Staff and the Commission will be very busy as both the Zoning
Code and General Plan will be updated. What is planned is a refresh and update of the Zoning Code. It
is also thought that the Subdivision regulations, which are currently contained in the City Code, will be
incorporated into the Zoning Code which is typical of many most jurisdictions. Tonight, the
presentation will be a refresh of what was covered in the past since there has been some time since this
was last presented. Staff and the City Attorney have been busy due to issues that have come up that
have needed immediate attention. Some of these items will also be incorporated into the Code if it has
not been done already. Staff has been thinking of renaming the Zoning Code as a Unified Development
Ordinance. Discussion on the update began in January 2017.
Mr. Sanks displayed and reviewed his PowerPoint presentation regarding the update. He explained that
the intent of the update was to integrate compatible development strategies to meet both present and
future growth needs, utilize criteria for the City’s architecture and zoning guidelines, preserve the
City’s core, try to introduce new themes and development ideas within the undeveloped areas of the
City. As any City grows, new development concepts and design concepts have to be considered. The
idea is to not have the updated Code become immediately obsolete with what is already being
considered. A good portion of the Code is fairly old. He and Ms. Maslowski have been working
through technical review sessions and some of those sessions were previously brought before this
Commission. He would like to know if the Commission would like to review the technical aspects in
its entirety or if there could be a few Commissioners involved in the first stages before it is brought
before the Commission.
Chairman Ledyard suggested that no more than two Commissioners participate in the technical
meetings. He also asked that the agenda packets be provided as early as possible to provide the
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Commissioners time to review it. After some discussion, it was decided that Commissioners Faith and
O’Connor would participate in the technical review. Mr. Sanks stated that Staff will bring the updates
before the Commission a few sections at a time for review. The plan is to have this completed by the
end of the year. Also, if any of the other Commissioners would like to provide additional information,
they should contact him.
B. Referrals to City Council
There were no referrals.
C. Design Review Board/Board of Adjustment Update
Chairman Ledyard stated that the report is in the packet and there were no additional comments.
D. Minutes
Vice Chairman Ross moved to approve the minutes of the October 9, 2018 Regular Meeting as
amended; Commissioner O’Connor seconded; unanimous approval.
V.

Executive Session
No Executive Session was held.

VI.

Staff Reports
Mr. Sanks reported on the progress of the Sun Health/La Loma Campus General Plan and rezoning
applications, noting that a revised submittal is expected.

VII.

Commissioners’ Report on Current Events
Commissioner O’Connor inquired as to the City’s perimeter fence wall replacement plan. Ms. Maslowski
explained that there is a plan in place and that the walls are replaced as the City budget allows.

VIII. Adjournment
Vice Chairman Ross moved to adjourn; Commissioner Faith seconded; unanimous approval. The
meeting was adjourned at 7:55 p.m.
APPROVED:
PLANNING & ZONING COMMISSION

__________________________________
David Ledyard, Chairman
/pm
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MINUTES OF THE REGULAR MEETING
OF THE LITCHFIELD PARK PLANNING AND ZONING COMMISSION
April 9, 2019
I.

Call to Order
The meeting was held in the Community Room at the Litchfield Library and called to order at 7:07 p.m. by
Chairman Ledyard.
Members Present: Chairman Ledyard; Commissioners Alvey, Faith, Lawrence, McCarthy, and O’Connor.
Members Absent: Vice Chairman Ross.
Staff Present: Jason Sanks, Planning Consultant; and Pamela Maslowski, Director of Planning Services.

II.

Pledge of Allegiance
Chairman Ledyard led the pledge.

III.

Call to the Community
There were no requests to speak.

IV.

Business
A. Introduction of Newly Appointed Commissioners
Chairman Ledyard introduced new Commissioners Alvey and Lawrence.
B. Election of Officers
Chairman Ledyard explained that, by Code, the Chairman and Vice Chairman positions are limited to
two terms. He has served two years as Chairman and, therefore, is not eligible to serve as Chairman
again. Vice Chairman Ross has served two years as Vice Chairman and is not eligible for the Vice
Chairman position. Commissioner Faith noted that, although, Vice Chairman Ross is not present, he
had expressed to him that he would be willing to serve as Chairman for the next term.
Commissioner Faith nominated Vice Chairman Ross for Chairman; Commissioner O’Connor
seconded. There were no other nominations and Vice Chairman Ross was elected as Chairman
unanimously.
Chairman Ledyard nominated Commissioner Faith for Vice Chairman; Commissioner Alvey
seconded. There were no other nominations and Commissioner Faith was elected as Vice Chairman
unanimously.
Due to Chairman Ross not being present, Vice Chairman Faith chaired the remainder of the meeting.
C. Appointment of a Representative to the Design Review Board/Board of Adjustment
Commissioner Ledyard nominated Commissioner O’Connor; Vice Chairman Faith seconded. There
were no other nominations and Commissioner O’Connor was appointed unanimously to continue to
serve as the Commission’s representative to the Design Review Board/Board of Adjustment.
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D. Set Meeting Schedule
Ms. Maslowski stated that, at this time, there are no other facilities available that can accommodate the
needs of the Commission’s meetings, and this is the only time and day available that the Library can
offer. Staff suggests keeping the current schedule.
Commissioner O’Connor moved to continue to hold the meetings on the second Tuesday of the month
at 7 p.m.; Commissioner Ledyard seconded; unanimous approval.
E. Zoning Code Update
Mr. Sanks stated that Staff has been fortunate to have Commissioners Faith and O’Connor participate in
the last few Zoning Code update working sessions. It has been a while since the last overall update,
although a number of smaller updates have occurred. Work on the current overall update has been
ongoing for some time now. There is no statutory requirement to update the Zoning Code as there is
with the General Plan. As cities build out and mature, it has been found that there are a number of
items that need to be updated and addressed. One of the items that will be updated is to transfer zoning
district requirements from text into easy to use tables. He is modeling the current update somewhat on
the Gilbert Code. Tonight, he is going to address the single family and multi-family residential
districts. There are some changes being suggested; however, the changes are more of a refresh and
restructure. Any substantial changes would have to be reviewed by the City Attorney as they would
involve the rights of the property owners.
Mr. Sanks reviewed his presentation on proposed changes to the Single Family and Multi-Family
Zoning Districts that had been included in the agenda packets. This included:




















Intention to establish concise lot standards for single family uses and districts.
Elimination of the Patio Home District.
Consolidation of single family and multi-family under the same section.
Redefining the single family land use definitions.
The elimination of the open space bonus and making providing 20% open space a requirement.
Reorganization of the structure and content of the districts.
Updating the use standards and use definitions.
Elimination of the requirement for a number of square feet per unit.
Elimination of the minimum unit/house size.
Current lot standards will not be changed, just consolidated in a table.
Removal of the units per acre requirement because there are density provisions with minimum lot
standards.
Elimination of front, side, and rear yard setbacks for multi-family developments and replacement
with perimeter setbacks.
Elimination of minimum development acreage
Possibility of reduction of front yard setback for living space where garage is recessed.
Possibility of reducing side yard setback requirements for some single family districts.
Re-designation of the Residential Cluster District as single family from multi-family.
Should minimum semi-private outdoor space be required for multi-family developments, such as
patios and swimming pools and performance standards versus Code requirements – The
Commission noted that they would like Mr. Sanks to look into this.
Elimination of front, side, and rear yard setbacks for multi-family developments and replacement
with perimeter setbacks.
Modifying building separation distances for multi-family districts.
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Mr. Sanks stated that he will be bringing code sections back before the Commission on a regular basis.
Once the Commission has completed their review, a Citizen Review will be scheduled. Vice Chairman
Faith inquired if redlines could be provided to the Commission so they will be aware of what is
changing, and that an updated zoning map be provided. Mr. Sanks stated that he could do the redline
documents and that he could ask the City Engineer to provide a zoning map as City Staff does not have
the capability to produce it.
F. Referrals to City Council
There were no referrals.
G. Design Review Board/Board of Adjustment Update
Boardmember O’Connor noted that the report is in the packet and there were no additional comments.
V.

Executive Session
No Executive Session was held.

VI.

Staff Reports
Mr. Sanks reported that an amendment of the Sun Health/La Loma Campus General Plan and rezoning
applications was submitted, work has begun on the Dysart and Camelback development, and an application
for a zoning ordinance amendment for the Hacienda del Rey assisted living facility is being processed.

VII.

Commissioners’ Report on Current Events
There were no reports.

VIII. Adjournment
Commissioner O’Connor moved to adjourn; Commissioner McCarthy seconded; unanimous approval.
The meeting was adjourned at 8:11 p.m.
APPROVED:
PLANNING & ZONING COMMISSION

__________________________________
Michael Faith, Vice Chairman
/pm
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