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To: Planning & Zoning Commission

Through: Robert Goodhue, Development Services Director
From: Dana Burkhardt, Planning Consultant

Date: July 14, 2014

Re: Zoning Code Rewrite Draft Review (DISCUSSION and ACTION).

This item is on the Planning & Zoning Commission agenda in compliance with statutory
requirements pursuant to amending or adopting changes to the City’s Zoning Code, Arizona
Revised Statutes Article 6.1, “Municipal Zoning”. State law requires that all amendments to
the Zoning Code are to be delivered to the Planning Commission for recommendation to the
governing body (i.e., City Council) for review and final approval. Authorization for the city
to adopt zoning regulations is given in the Arizona Revised Statutes, Section 9-462.01 et.
seq., as amended (see Attachment A).

The Zoning Code Rewrite project was initiated to update Maricopa’s Zoning Code to
accommodate contemporary development patterns and land uses. The current Zoning Code
was largely carried forward from the County’s zoning ordinance at the time of incorporation
in 2003. The objective for this project is to produce an innovative and integrated Zoning
Code by expanding upon, modifying and deleting from existing policy documents as
necessary, within the restrictions of applicable State law, and create a Maricopa Zoning Code
that:

e Is progressive, utilizing best practices from other jurisdictions and codes, and
intelligently integrates principles of balanced land use and orderly growth to
promote a diverse economic base, livable neighborhoods, and sound resource
management;

e Is consistent with the Maricopa General Plan 2006, responsive to the City
Council’s Strategic Plan 2012-2015, and cognizant of anticipated amendments to
the General Plan, including the potential for annexation;

e Provides for flexibility, where needed and appropriate, consistent with the City
development policies;

o Is logically organized, easy to read and understand and can be quickly updated to
respond to changing market and socioeconomic conditions;

¢ Includes graphics and tables to illustrate key points and minimize the amount of
text;



e Is consistent in terms of processes and requirements with the City Code and
relevant provisions of Federal and State law, particularly Proposition 207 and
related legislation;

e Iscomprehensive;
o s tailored to local and regional climate, ecology, history and culture;

e Is integrated with and cross-references other land use related ordinances and
regulations, including but not limited to the Subdivision Ordinance, Heritage
District Design Guidelines, Redevelopment Area Plan, and other policies;

e Applies overlay districts, where appropriate, to areas that warrant distinct
treatment such as the Heritage District, Seven Ranches, and other areas with
unique characteristics;

¢ Includes mixed-use zoning districts and attendant regulations for both built-up
areas of the city as well as lands at the urban edge; and

e Incorporates land use-based (Euclidean), incentive and performance-based, as
well as form-based zoning provisions, where appropriate, that address land use
and urban design standards (text and graphics) as deemed necessary, by the City.

Diagnosis and Evaluation Working Paper

The Diagnosis and Evaluation Working Paper is the culmination of the first stage of the
Zoning Code Rewrite, which consisted of a background review of current City policy, goals,
and needs. In January 2013, Maricopa’s consultant team, led by Dyett & Bhatia, Urban and
Regional Planners, began this effort with a field reconnaissance, including a tour of
Maricopa, and a series of interviews with stakeholders and City Officials intended to gather
concerns and suggestions for the Zoning Code Rewrite. This task also involved a community
workshop and interviews with City staff and officials, community leaders, developers,
business owners, and private parties who make extensive use of the Zoning Code. The result
of this research was the production of the Community Kickoff Workshop and Stakeholders
Interview Report (Attachment B), which put forward the overarching recommendations of
residents participating in the workshop and Code users, organized thematically.

Ensuing conversations with City officials and staff, as well as detailed assessments of the
General Plan, existing regulations, and case files, have led to the findings and
recommendations presented in the Diagnosis and Evaluation Working Paper (Attachment
C). On May 7, 2013, the City Council accepted the paper as the primary directive for the new
zoning code upon receiving affirmative recommendations from the Zoning Code Rewrite
Task Force, Planning & Zoning Commission, and the Heritage District Advisory Committee.

The following are recommendations of the Diagnosis and Evaluation Working Paper and
elements of the proposed code that support those recommendations are shown in italics:
Recommendation No. 1: Making Zoning Easier to Understand and Use

1-A Develop a Consistent and Uniform Approach to Organizing and Displaying Use
Regulations, Standards, and Review Procedures

The 200 Series Base Zoning Districts specify the use and development regulations for each set of base districts
with a consistent overall code structure thronghout the district classifications. This Series specifies the land uses



1-B

1-C

1-D

1-E

1-F

1-G

permitted or conditionally permitted in each District in a table format, and includes special requirements or
limitations, if any, that are applicable to specific uses. Base Zoning District regnlations also include easy to
read tables identifying the physical development standards in one table for all districts of a single classification.
This allows the reader to quickly compare the regulations for size, height, bulk, location, and appearance of
structures, as well as minimum lot dimensions within a class of oning districts, ie commercial, residential, ete.

Consolidate Standards

A single section is provided for reference to common standards, such as Article 103 Rules of Measurement,
400 Series Regulations applying in Multiple Districts, and Article 502 Common Procedures for
applications.

Simplity, Refine, or Eliminate Unnecessary Regulations and Procedures

Tables are included throughout the draft Zoning Code to provide a single location to reference common
regulations and procedures.

Add New Zoning Districts as Necessary to Implement General Plan Policies

Mixed Use Districts, Open Space Districts, and Overlay Districts are included to further implement the
Land Use policies specified in the General Plan

Integrate Components of the Subdivision Ordinance

The draft Zoning Code closely compliments (and incorporates where appropriate) the provisions of the existing
Subdivision Ordinance. For example, the residential zoning district standards are mirrored and the
PAD/MPD requirements of the Subdivisions Ordinance are the foundation for PAD provisions in the
draft Zoning Code. The Subdivision Ordinance is also referenced for required buffer yards between differing
land uses, and the landscape standards in the draft code compliment the Subdivision Ordinance, among other
things.

Use Graphics to Reduce Wordiness and Improve Clarity

Grapbhic illustrations and tables are provided thronghout the draft to further specify the intent of certain code
provisions

Tabulate and Cross-Reference Regulations

A number of tables are provided throughont to cross reference related regnlations

Recommendation No. 2: Streamlining Development Review and Approval

2-A

2-B

2-C

2-D

Create a Set of Common Procedures for Zoning Administration
Article 502
Reduce Reliance on Council-Level Discretionary Review

Final discretionary approval is delegated to the Planning & Zoning Commission for Development Review
Permits (formerly known as Site Plan Reviews) and Conditional Use Permits (with appeal to the City
Council if requested by the applicant). A Hearing Officer position is incorporated to provide more
discretionary anthority on minor requests for deviations from the code that are not considered V ariances, and

Jor approval of waivers.
Clarify the Roles of the Planning & Zoning Commission and City Council
See 2-B above

Allow Additional Flexibility to Get Relief from Standards for Infill Development such as in
the Heritage District



2-E

2-F

Considerable flexibility is included in the Mixed Use — Heritage Overlay District to encourage improvements
to existing properties and allow for redevelopment of sites not currently served by sewer or other public
improvements. The proposed code allows for waivers to encroach into EXISTING building setbacks if the
existing Heritage District Design Guidelines are met. Additional use regulations are provided to permit
home-based businesses in the Heritage District.

Recognize Differences among Nonconforming Uses and Structures

Article 406 provides a mechanism to classify nonconforming uses with opportunities to expand certain uses
and to receive a use permit to allow the continuation of such uses.

Implement a Village Planning Committee Process to Provide Additional Opportunities for
Public Input

The Task Force and staff determined the city currently does not have the population, development demands,
or geographical complexities to justify a Village Planning Committee organigation. However, the Heritage
Advisory Committee is established as a standing body in the draft Code. The Committee theoretically
Sfunctions as a Village Planning Committee tasked with advising on proposals for land use and development
in the Heritage District.

Recommendation No. 3: Addressing Mixed Use and Other Development Opportunities

3-A

3-B

3-C

Establish Standards and Incentives for Mixed Use, Urban Villages, and Infill Development

Three mixed use zoning Districts are established in the draft Code: Mixed Use — General (MU-G) Mixed
Use - Neighborhood (MU-N), and the Mixed Use — Heritage (MU-) Overlay. These districts permit
considerable flexibility for development of retail, office, residential, and civic uses. Incentives are provided in
the code to grant flexibility in site development standards if sustainable elements are provided. The code also
allows an increase in density when multifamily uses are proposed with exceptional open space (207.04 B).

Support Future Transit Corridors

Article 302, Transportation Corridor Overlay District, is established to enconrage auto-oriented business
and development along the major transportation corridors within the City. This overlay is anticipated to
extend 150° from the ROW’s of Jobhn Wayne Parkway, SR 238, and Maricopa-Casa Grande Highway.
The goal of this overlay is to encourage and provide for uses that are dependent on bhigh volumes of traffic and
visibility, and to encourage indoor operations and clean outdoor uses to create a visually appealing streetscape.
The district prohibits certain uses that may conflict with a visually appealing streetscape and community
image. The district requires additional attention to landscape and frontage design at the gateways to the City,
and enconrages the placement of buildings closer to the ROW to be more visible and reduce the need for
additional signage along the transportation corridors.

Rethink Buffering and Transitional Requirements to Avoid Constraining Development

The draft Code incorporates the existing buffer requirements contained in the Subdivision Ordinance. The
Code also provides building height restrictions in transitions between differing land uses, such as single family
homes to mixed use and commercial development.

Recommendation No. 4: Achieving a High Level of Design Quality and Sustainable Practices

4-A

Create Design Standards for Residential and Non-Residential Development
Residential Design Guidelines are proposed in conjunction with the draft Code.

Some general building design criteria is incorporated in the development standards of commercial, mixed use,
and office uses, such as mininum ceiling beights to accommodate a variety of potential businesses and tenants,
and requirements for windows along roadway frontages to encourage wvisibility into businesses for
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4B

4-C

4D

merchandising, safety, and an inviting pedestrian atmosphere. Landscaped parking areas with clearly defined
and shaded pedestrian ways and gathering areas are enconraged.

Require Landscaping that is Appropriate to Development Type and is Environmentally
Sustainable

Upon recommendation from the Task Force, the proposed landscape requirements are consistent with the
minimum standards of peer communities and are not much different from the City’s existing practices. Only
drought tolerant landscaping is permitted, however, the new Code permits to consideration of Alternative
Landscape Plans.

Mandate Outdoor Living Area and Usable Open Space in Multi-family Residential
Development

Abrticle 204.03 G. establishes requirements for Outdoor Living Areas. Open space requirements are reduced
Sfrom that currently required in the Subdivision Ordinance for the purpose of enconraging multi-family
development.

Provide Incentives for Sustainable Design

Article 411

Recommendation No. 5: Promoting Housing Variety and Choice

5-A

5-B

5-C

5-D

Allow a Mix of Housing Types Where and When Appropriate

Upon direction from the Task Force, single-family housing diversity requirements are deferred to the existing
Subdivision Ordinance requirements for variety of lot sizes. A density bonus incentive is provided in the
proposed PAD Zoning District to encourage multifamily development. The proposed Mixed-Use Districts
also provide for live/ work housing and residential over commercial and office uses.

Create a New Zoning District or New Regulations for Small-Lot Single-Family
Development

Aprticle 202.03 D provides standards for clustered housing.
Create More Housing Choice with a Density Bonus Program

The City has no land specifically designated for High Density Residential (>6 du/ ac) in the current General
Plan. The majority of the City’s approved PAD zoning provides for single family residential with some
opportunities for cluster detached and attached housing. Staff determined the inclusion of 207.04 B, which
allows an increase in density if multi-family is proposed in a PAD, is the best opportunity to encourage
increased density and alternative housing types in compliance with the current General Plan.

Allow Upgrades to Older Residential Properties (Manufactured Homes)

Article 202.04 of the draft Code establishes a Manufactured Home Park (RMHP) Zoning District with
contemporary development standards. Also, the Mixed Use — Heritage Owerlay District allows for
improvements to existing homes that are legal nonconforming due to their location into the existing mininum
building setbacks.

Recommendation No. 6: Supporting Economic Growth

6-A

Provide Incentives for Job-Generating Uses

The proposed Zoning code provides two new oming districts designed to enconrage development of new
employment space. The General Office (GO) zoning district and Industrial Park (IP) districts are designed
to accommodate large scale employers. These districts provide minimal development standards and design



criteria to mafke it easy to develop, and allow needed flexibility in use and building type. Additionally, all
industrial zoning districts have very limited development regulations, with incentives to provide sustainable
development features.

The majority of business licenses in Maricopa are for home occupations. The proposed home occupation
standards have been greatly relaxed relative to the existing code and the regulations of our peer communities.
The home occupation criteria permits a limited amount of employees unrelated to the home occupant with an
opportunity to expand with approval of a use permit. Other opportunities for affordable business space are
included in the Mixed Use - Heritage Overlay District to meet the current demands for commercial space as
well as encourage investment into older areas of the community.

Additional flexibility is also provided to allow retailers the ability to have outdoor displays and hold special

outdoor sales events, farmers markets, and outdoor seasonal sales.
6-B Allow Limited Commercial Development in Appropriate Residential Districts

The rural zoning districts permit convenience markets and other rural oriented business uses. The residential
districts allow small family daycare facilities (in addition to home daycare), Convenience Markets less than
2,500 sq ft with no sales of alcobol, Supportive and Transitional Housing facilities, and Senior Care
facilities.

6-C Create Mixed-Use Districts

Three mixed use zoning Districts are established in the draft Code: Mixed Use — General (MU-G) Mixed
Use - Neighborhood (MU-IN), and the Mixed Use — Heritage (MU-) Overlay.

6-D Create a Planned Development Base District

See Article 207 Planned Area Development District and procedures for establishing said district in Article
510

6-E Provide for the Adoption of Development Agreements for Large, Employment-Generating
Uses

Upon further review, staff determined the best option for the City is to exclude provisions to regulate
Development Agreements from the Zoning Ordinance. The City bas the greatest flexibility to anthorize
Development Agreements under statute, no further policy is necessary at this time.

ZONING CODE REWRITE TASK FORCE

The Zoning Code Rewrite Task Force held their final meeting on July 2, 2014 to approve
their meeting minutes from June 11, formalizing their recommendation to the Planning &
Zoning Commission and City Council. The meeting minutes were unanimously approved
with one amendment from member Cheney to include a reference to the letter of concerns
received from Cameron Artigue of Gammage and Burnham , PLC dated June 10, 2014. The
amendment is included in the approved meeting minutes of the Task Force, Attachment D.

Further background on the Zoning Code Rewrite Project, including the project history,
process and references can be reviewed in the memorandum to the Planning & Zoning
Commission dated June 23, 2014. The memorandum and staff presentation provided to the
Planning & Zoning Commission on June 231 is attached for reference, refer to Attachment
E.



The Zoning Code Rewrite Task Force recommends the Planning & Zoning Commission and
City Council adopt the draft Zoning Code Rewrite dated June 2, 2014, with the proposed
tracked revisions shown in the draft and the following eight (8) amendments:

1)

2)
3)

4)

5)

6)

7

8)

Revise Article 302 to apply the TC Overlay to the first 150 feet of properties fronting
John Wayne Parkway (SR 347), Smith Enke Road west of John Wayne Pkwy (SR
238), and Maricopa-Casa Grande Hwy unless requested by property owner to
increase beyond 150 feet.; and Amend Section 302.04.A “Prohibited Uses”, by
removing item 7, Off-Track Betting Establishments from the list of prohibited uses,
and amend 302.04.A.2 - General Industrial Uses are permitted, however, only indoor
business activities and uses, parking, landscaping, and other improvements and uses
determined to meet the intent of this code by the Planning & Zoning Commission
may occur within the Transportation Corridor Overlay.
Remove Article 301, Master Land Use Plan Required Overlay District, in its entirety,
along with all references with in the Code.
Remove Article 402, Adequate Public Facilities, in its entirety, along with all
references with in the Code.
Article 502.11 B. “Extensions” , delete the word “approval” in first sentence, and
modify Article 502.13 “Revocation of Permits and Approvals” opening paragraph by
inserting before the last sentence, the following:
“Zoning revocation shall only be processed in the same manner
prescribed by ARS 9-462.01E”

Amend Tables 501.11, 502.06 and 502.14 to consistently describe the criteria
distinguishing a Major and Minor Development Review Permit by footnote within
each respective table.
Article 511.03 B. “Zoning of Annexed Properties”, delete and replace existing text
with reference to ARS provision for zoning annexed land (ARS 9-471 (L) and 9-
462.04 E.)
9-462.04 E. A municipality may enact an ordinance authorizing county
zoning to continue in effect until municipal zoning is applied to land
previously zoned by the county and annexed by the municipality, but in
no event for longer than six months after the annexation.

Further exploration and clarification by staff of the Rules of Transitions for existing
Preliminary Plats, Article 101.06 and provide recommendations to allow City Council
to determine the time frames for extending existing approvals, as to not jeopardize
an existing preliminary plat.

In addition to the review and further clarification of 101.06 Rules of Transitions for
existing preliminary plats, provide further clarification and review to the language to
grandfather existing Planned Area Development (PAD) Overlays.

DISCUSSION
Staff requests the Planning & Zoning Commission provide direction on five (5) outstanding
policy items of the Task Force recommendation. Four (4) of the topics in need of direction



are listed in the above listed amendments, and include amendment numbers two (2), three
(3), (7), and (8). Amendments seven (7) and eight (8) are combined For the purposes of
discussion. The ensuing staff analysis discusses the topics concurrently:

e Article 101.06, Rules of Transition: Effect of this Code on Approved
Projects and Projects in Process

e Task Force amendment to remove Article 402 the Adequate Public
Facilities

e Task Force Amendment to remove Article 301 Master Land Use Plan
Required Overlay District

e Revisions to the Single Family Residential Design Guidelines

The final discussion topic, “Single Family Design Guidelines” has been further reviewed by
staff and some minor restructuring and additional clarity is proposed. Refer to the
discussion for further details.

ARTICLE 101.06, RULES OF TRANSITION DISCUSSION

Some development community stakeholders have expressed concerns over how the
provisions of the new code will be applied to existing zoned properties and preliminary plat
approvals. Staff recognizes the City has 10 planned developments that were approved in the
mid 2000’s, accounting for approximately 8,626 acres of land which is equivalent to over
30,000 new homes. These previously approved projects are in various stages of tentative
approval, i.e. they have not received final plats, for various reasons. Article 101.06, Rules of
Transition applies to these tentative development approvals, which are planned to double
the cities current population, or accommodate an additional +60,000 people and supporting
services.

In accordance with the Zoning Code Rewrite Task Force recommended amendments 7 & 8,
staff has further evaluated the provisions for transitioning existing preliminary plats and
PAD approvals. Staff’'s evaluation included a meeting with the stakeholders to further
discuss their concerns, including a review of proposed language provided by the
stakeholders. Much of the ideas and language provided are incorporated in the attached
draft recommended for the Planning & Zoning Commission, see Attachment F. However, the
stakeholder proposed modifications in its entirety would restrict the current and future
Planning & Zoning Commission and City Councils’ ability to apply substantive provisions of
the new code on existing tentatively entitled land. The Commission and Council are the
approval bodies for the vast majority of requests that are covered by the Rules of Transition
provisions, and the stakeholder language would limit their ability to implement the city’s
future policies.

Pursuant to the Task Force recommendation, further evaluation of the Rules of Transitions
includes a peer review of 14 other zoning codes from communities within our market area
and throughout Arizona. Staff found that the current language for Rules of Transition is
considerably more extensive than all other codes reviewed (refer to Rules of Transition Peer
Review in Attachment G). The current language provides detailed application procedures,
and narrowly defines the application of the new code provisions to existing zoning
approvals. This in itself can lead to confusion to users of the code. The practice of peer
communities to utilize simple language gives much greater flexibility to staff, Planning &
Zoning Commission and City Council to support the desires of the development community
all the while implementing current and future city policy.



Applications to pursue development under prior approvals, such as plan approvals within
existing PAD Overlays, extensions for existing preliminary plats, site plan approvals, and use
permits are the authority of the Planning & Zoning Commission. Should an applicant
disagree with an interpretation or application of the provisions of this code on pre-existing
approvals, appeal procedures are in place and the final decision authority is held by the
Planning & Zoning Commission and City Council.

Article 101.06 Rules of Transition Recommendation:

Staff recommends the Planning & Zoning Commission include the language proposed in
Attachment F, or direct staff to simplify the language to be more consistent with peer
communities, in a motion to initiate an ordinance of the draft Zoning Code. See draft
amendment 2 in the Conclusion & Recommendation at the end of this report

ARTICLE 301 MASTER LAND USE PLAN REQUIRED OVERLAY DISCUSSION

The Zoning Code Rewrite Task Force recommended amendment number two (2), the
deletion of Article 301 Master Land Use Plan Required Overlay from the draft Zoning Code.
The primary reason for removal of this article is due to the fact that it does not accomplish
its stated purpose. The code essentially requires preliminary conceptual planning for large
areas of contiguously owned land for the purposes of avoiding piecemeal development and
unplanned subdivisions of large vacant land holdings. With exception to the heritage
District, Seven Ranches, and Red Valley Ranch, the majority of land in Maricopa was
consolidated by developers and Master Planned. The concern is that the few remaining large
and undeveloped land holdings, and future annexed areas, may develop in a piecemeal
fashion, without planned infrastructure, transportation networks or integrated land uses
and open space.

The overlay would only be located over land owned or controlled by a single entity with a
minimum of 320 contiguous acres. The intent is to encourage a comprehensive conceptual
design responsive to surrounding development and in accordance with the General Plan.
This includes connectivity to adjacent transportation networks, open spaces and other
coordinated city planning efforts. This is a very basic mechanism for those property owners
who do not wish to prepare a PAD land use plan, but ensures a coordinated land use design
to avoid wildcat development scenarios.

Mayor Anderson, among others requested this overlay be deleted and/or not mapped over
their land holdings.

Article 301 Master Land Use Plan Required Overlay Recommendation:
Staff recommends the Planning & Zoning Commission include the language proposed in the
draft Zoning Code, with the following proposed change:

The draft Zoning Code language be revised to delete Article 301.01 Specific
Purposes, items B & C, and add the following in place: “Ensure that existing and
future City plans and policies are implemented through the orderly and
comprehensive planning of tracts of land, and to discourage unplanned, piecemeal
development, which may disregard the General Plan and city planning efforts for
the area”



ARTICLE 402, ADEQUATE PUBLIC FACILITIES DISCUSSION

In their June 11 meeting, the Task Force among others, specifically recommended Article
402- Adequate Public Facilities (APF) be removed from  the Zoning Code Rewrite. Staff
is submitting the following APF analysis based on the historical precedents Maricopa
traditionally enforced since incorporation, and as it relates to public health, safety and
welfare. In addition, staff is including by reference the 2006 City of Maricopa’s  voter-
approved General Plan provisions that place importance on adequate public facilities. Also,
the existing Zoning Code and Subdivision  Ordinance regulations that require staff reviews
for adequacy compliance of public facilities (fire, water, sewer, street, floodplain, drainage,
school etc.).

The specific purpose of Article 402 is to ensure the timely provision of adequate
infrastructure, and promote orderly and efficient development, consistent with the General
Plan. APF is intended to assure that proposed development will not adversely affect the
public health, safety, and welfare. It also encourages new development to occur in areas of
the City where public facilities are being provided and which are designated in the voter-
approved General Plan. The adequate public facility requirements among others, may
include, water, sewer, drainage, floodplain, street, school, fire, and public safety issues.

Since incorporation in 2003, the City had to rely on private utility providers for sewer, water,
gas, the Maricopa Fire District and Pinal County Sherif’s Office for public safety. Also, the
City relied heavily on Pinal County to oversee the drainage, flooding, hazard mitigation and
air quality nonattainment issues. Furthermore, prior to the incorporation when the County
was rezoning properties within the current City limits, the County through zoning
stipulations, enforced and made it mandatory for developers to comply with public facilities
requirements- i.e., school, fire, street, water, sewer, drainage, flood, parks and trails were
adequately met for conformity.

Currently, the water and sewer services are provided by the private sector. However, the City
coordinates routinely by holding monthly Technical Advisory Committee meetings (TAC)
with the local utility providers to ensure the public facilities are keeping pace with growth
and new developments. APF ordinances are timing devices that can be a useful tool for
cities and towns and can help ensure that needed facilities and services are available for new
development and can signal to planners and elected officials what types of infrastructure, in
which particular growth areas, are in need of additional capital improvement spending.

More importantly, from Maricopa’s experience, the APF can serve as an important point of
reference or checklist for staff and the Commission to verify that the proposed new
developments/ infrastructures are in line and consistent with the Council approved General
Plan Goals and Objectives, as well as meeting other policies and requirements (zoning and
subdivision ordinances). The City of Maricopa has its fair share of challenges regarding
commitment, installation, and payment for the public facilities improvements. During the
housing boom of the early and mid-2000’s, several large scale master planned developments
received zoning approvals. Many of these approvals inconstantly address and sometimes
defer public facility improvement (bridges, roads, etc.) costs and responsibilities. The
intention of the adequate public facility ordinance is to consistently implement the City’s
existing and future policies for minimum levels of service. Article 402 also provides a level of
certainty to the development community, utility providers, city staff and citizens that a
minimum level of service is planned for and provided concurrent with development.
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Staff has identified two other cities in Arizona that use APF regulations- they are the Town of
Queen Creek and City of Tempe, Arizona. Queen Creek has stringent Level of Service
requirements in their APF Code; City of Tempe is much less stringent as Queen Creek’s
adequate public facilities regulations and is the basis for the code proposed for the City of
Maricopa.

The existing City policies related to adequate public facilities can be found in various City
Council approved Plans (see below), such as the current Zoning Code, Subdivision
Ordinance, Regional Transportation Plan, the Parks, Trails and Open Space Master Plan,
floodplain ordinance and the police, fire, emergency services, sewage, refuse disposal,
drainage, local utilities, rights-of-way, easements and the required public facilities. These
existing policies will enable Maricopa to meet its future population expectations and
accelerate growth in desired areas of the community. Maricopa’s existing public facility
requirements are well defined, but adding it to the Zoning Code will provide opportunity to
implement APF requirements within the framework of the overall development plan, and
directly or indirectly, these policies are a tool for the City Council, Planning and Zoning
Commission, and staff for plan implementation and policy consistency.

o City of Maricopa General Plan Section 11. A: “Land Use Element” of the General Plan
provides Land Use Recommendations, the first recommendation listed is to “Ensure
land use planning and approvals go hand-in-hand with infrastructure planning,
financing and construction. APF Ordinance would assist in the implementation of
this recommendation.

e City of Maricopa General Plan Section Il. E: “Public Services and Facilities Element”
of the General Plan provides guidance for the Planning Commission and the City
Council, ensuring adequate public facilities and services demonstrate the City’s and
the community’s commitment to orderly growth.

o City of Maricopa General Plan Section I. F: “Plan Administration” (1)(a) Major
Amendment Infrastructure Criteria, this policy clearly outlines the impacts of land
use changes, rezoning and amendments to the General Plan can have on public
infrastructure, and would place significant cost burdens on regional, municipal or
private utility systems. A major amendment is required when infrastructure (roads,
bridges, overpasses and drainage) demands are not offset by private investment or
extensions to public systems.

o City of Maricopa Zoning Code Article 33, Section 3304 ¢ (6 & 7) - Timing of
Development; Public Utilities and Services requirements.

o City of Maricopa Subdivision Ordinance, Section 14-1-3 Purpose and Intent (A)
states... to ensure adequate vehicular and pedestrian traffic circulation through
coordinated street systems with relation to major thoroughfares, adjoining
subdivisions, and public facilities; to achieve individual property lots of reasonable
utility and livability; to secure adequate provisions for water supply, drainage, flood
protection, sanitary sewerage, and other health and safety requirements; to ensure
consideration for adequate sites for schools, open space, recreation areas, and other
public facilities; to help ensure that emergency services such as fire, ambulance and
police services can be provided to all developed land.
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e Forces the community to link its general plan land use with its capital improvement
program, a principle of good planning that is often ignored.

e Can encourage contiguous or even infill development because of its proximity to
existing urban infrastructure and services. To the extent that land in facility-provided
areas is limited, it will encourage developers to build at higher densities in the
existing and future core areas of the community.

Article 402 Adequate Public Facilities Recommendation:
Staff recommends the Planning & Zoning Commission include the language proposed in the
draft code for Article 402 in a motion to initiate an ordinance of the draft Zoning Code.

REVISIONS TO SINGLE FAMILY RESIDENTIAL DESIGN GUIDELINES
DISCUSSION

The Residential Design Guidelines were removed from the Zoning Code upon
recommendation of the Zoning Code Rewrite Task Force, and moved to a separate,
standalone document. The draft Zoning Code defines the Single Family Residential Design
Guidelines and references the document throughout the Code, similar to the existing
Wireless Communication Facilities Design Guidelines and Heritage District Design
Guidelines. The intent is to format all of these documents in a similar brand and appear as a
cohesive library of City Design Guides. As the city grows, additional design guidelines may
be added to address other types of land uses, such as multi-family, commercial, and special
planning areas intended to have a unique and distinct character.

The Single Family Residential Design Guidelines were developed in collaboration with the
Task Force members, homebuilding community stakeholders, and city staff. Extensive
research and analysis was prepared and can be reviewed in the October 16, 2013, Zoning
Code Rewrite Task Force meeting materials. The proceeding discussion and
recommendations are outside of the Task Forces recommendations and are intended to only
enhance with minor modifications to the Task Force recommended Single Family Design
Guidelines.

The proposed amendments are intended to organize the document into several sections as it
relates to architectural design. Additional language is proposed to further emphasize the
need of diverse architecture and discourage certain elements that create garage dominant
neighborhoods. The following discussion is a narrative of the proposed changes to the Task
Force recommended guidelines. Refer to Attachment H for the actual Single Family
Residential Design Guidelines, tracked changes are included with additions in red text,
notations are included for reference and deleted or moved items are shown with a strike
through.

1. General Comment: In comparison to other municipal residential design guidelines
staff recommends that the overall outline of the structure is revised to the following:

A. Introduction

B. Applicability

C. General Design Guideline Principles
1. Building Form Garage and Driveways
2. Covered Patios and Porches
3. Location

12



Windows and Doors

Colors and Materials

Roof Architecture

Crime Prevention through Environmental Design
D. Standard Plan Submittal Requirements

No ok

General Comment: Staff recommends adding example images throughout the
document to reinforce certain guidelines.

Section C, General Design Guideline Principles: Staff recommends additional
statements within the Building Form section to further expand the need for diverse
housing elevations.

Section C, General Design Guideline Principles: Subsection 1g and 1h are
recommended to be removed from the design guidelines and added to Zoning Code
Table 202.03 and section 202.03.

Section C, General Design Guideline Principles: Subsection 2f, staff reccommends the
statement to be removed and added to Zoning Code section 202.03.

Section C, General Design Guideline Principles: Subsection 2g, staff modified the
existing language.

Section C, General Design Guideline Principles: Subsection 2j, staff recommends
restricting the maximum width of a garage in comparison to the overall width of the
house to reduce the impact of garage dominant architecture. City by city comparison
shows that this requirement is in line with other municipalities (see Attachment I).
City Comparison — Garage Width Restriction

Buckeye g::‘; de Chandler | Mesa Phoenix 8:::1? Surprise
10,000 SF No more No more No more | Lots 59 No more | No more
lots and than 50% than 1/3 than feet in than 40% | than 45%
greater - of the (33.33%)of | 50% of width, no | of the of the
30% house the house the more than | house house
6,000 — width house 50% of the | width width
10,000 — width house

40% width

Less than

6,000 — 50%

**No regulation found within Gilbert, Goodyear and Peoria**

Section C, General Design Guideline Principles: Subsection 2K, staff recommends the
statement to be removed and added to Zoning Code section 202.03.

Section C, General Design Guideline Principles: Subsection 3a, staff recommends the
deletion of providing an option for not providing a rear outdoor shaded patio cover.
Standard usable patio is recommended for floor plans. Below is a city by city
comparison (see Attachment H for actual language).

City Comparison — Covered Patio
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Casa :
Grande Chandler Goodyear Queen Creek | Surprise
Required Required Required Required Required

10.

11.

**No regulation found within Phoenix, Buckeye, Mesa and Peoria**

Section C, General Design Guideline Principles: Subsection 3b, staff recommends a
minimum size for covered patios.

Section C, General Design Guideline Principles: Subsection 3c, staff recommends
requiring porches within the front elevation with minimum size.

City Comparison — Front Porches

12.

13.

14.

15.

16.

17.

18.

19.

20.

Casa Queen :
Grande Chandler Goodyear Creek Mesa Surprise
Required
Semi- for one
. Required Recommended | Required Required (1) floor
Required
plan per
submittal

**No regulation found within Phoenix, Buckeye, and Peoria**

Section C, General Design Guideline Principles: Subsection 4a-e, staff relocated a
portion of this section subsection 8 Roof Architecture.

Section C, General Design Guideline Principles: Subsection 4f, staff relocated this
section to subsection 5 Location.

Section C, General Design Guideline Principles: Subsection 4g, staff relocated this
section to subsection 7 Colors and Materials.

Section C, General Design Guideline Principles: Subsection 4h, staff relocated this
section to subsection 6 Windows and Doors.

Section C, General Design Guideline Principles: Subsection 4i, staff relocated this
section to subsection 9 Architectural Features.

Section C, General Design Guideline Principles: Subsection 4j, staff relocated this
section to subsection 3 Covered Patios and Porches.

Section C, General Design Guideline Principles: Subsection 4k, staff relocated this
section to subsection 3 Covered Patios and Porches.

Section C, General Design Guideline Principles: Subsection 4l, staff relocated this
section to subsection 9 Architectural Features.

Section C, General Design Guideline Principles: Subsection 4m, staff relocated this
section to subsection 6 Windows and Doors.
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21.

22.

23.

24,

25.

26.

27.

28.

29.

30.

31.

32.

Section C, General Design Guideline Principles: Subsection 4n, staff relocated this
section to subsection 9 Architectural Features.

Section C, General Design Guideline Principles: Subsection 5a, staff recommends
minor deletion to the statement.

Section C, General Design Guideline Principles: Subsection 6a, staff revise the
statement to enhance the intent.

Section C, General Design Guideline Principles: Subsection 6b, staff recommends
minor deletion to the statement.

Section C, General Design Guideline Principles: Subsection 7a, staff revise the
statement to enhance the intent.

Section C, General Design Guideline Principles: Subsection 8, staff added the
following section, Roof Architecture.

Section C, General Design Guideline Principles: Subsection 8a, staff revise the
statement to enhance the intent.

Section C, General Design Guideline Principles: Subsection 9e, staff recommends the
statement to be removed and added to Zoning Code section 202.03.

Section C, General Design Guideline Principles: Subsection 10, staff added the
proposed section with subsection language to address crime prevention through
environmental design.

Section C, General Design Guideline Principles: Subsection 11, staff revised the title
and added the proposed language to meet the intent of the subsection.

Section C, General Design Guideline Principles: Subsection 1la, staff revise the
statement to enhance the intent and a portion of the statement was moved to
subsection 8 Roof Architecture.

Section C, General Design Guidelines Principles: Subsection 1la-e, staff added
criteria for minimum color schemes to submit per floor plan.

CONCLUSION AND RECOMMENDATION

Based on the above discussion and recommendations, staff recommends the Planning &
Zoning Commission approve a MOTION to initiate an ordinance for the draft Zoning Code
dated June 2, 2014 with the following amendments:

1) Accept all current tracked changes in the June 2, 2014 draft Zoning Code including all
edits recommended by the Planning & Zoning Commission on July 14, 2014

2) Revise Article 101.06 Rules of Transition, to include the language proposed in Attachment
F, or direct staff to simplify the language to be more consistent with peer communities

3) Revise Article 302 to apply the TC Overlay to the first 150 feet of properties fronting John
Wayne Parkway (SR 347), Smith Enke Road west of John Wayne Pkwy (SR 238), and
Maricopa-Casa Grande Hwy unless requested by property owner to increase beyond 150
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4)

5)

6)

7)

8)

9)

feet.; and Amend Section 302.04.A “Prohibited Uses”, by removing item 7, Off-Track
Betting Establishments from the list of prohibited uses, and amend 302.04.A.2 - General
Industrial Uses are permitted, however, only indoor business activities and uses, parking,
landscaping, and other improvements and uses determined to meet the intent of this code
by the Planning & Zoning Commission may occur within the Transportation Corridor
Overlay.
Revise Article 301, Master Land Use Plan Required Overlay District language by deleting
Article 301.01 Specific Purposes items B & C, and add the following in place: “Ensure that
existing and future City plans and policies are implemented through the orderly and
comprehensive planning of tracts of land, and to discourage unplanned, piecemeal
development, which may disregard the General Plan and city planning efforts for the area”
The draft Zoning Code language be revised to delete Article 301.01 Specific Purposes items
B & C, and add the following in place: “Ensure that existing and future City plans and
policies are implemented through the orderly and comprehensive planning of tracts of
land, and to discourage unplanned, piecemeal development, which may disregard the
General Plan and city planning efforts for the area”
Maintain Article 402, Adequate Public Facilities, in its entirety, along with all references
with in the Code.
Article 502.11 B. “Extensions” , delete the word “approval” in first sentence, and modify
Article 502.13 “Revocation of Permits and Approvals” opening paragraph by inserting
before the last sentence, the following:

“Zoning revocation shall only be processed in the same manner prescribed by

ARS 9-462.01E”

Amend Tables 501.11, 502.06 and 502.14 to consistently describe the criteria
distinguishing a Major and Minor Development Review Permit by footnote within each
respective table.

Modify Article 510 PAD Procedures language, refer to Attachment M for changes

10) Article 511.03 B. “Zoning of Annexed Properties”, delete and replace existing text with

reference to ARS provision for zoning annexed land (ARS 9-471 (L) and 9-462.04 E.)

11) Accept all proposed revisions to the Single Family Residential Design Guidelines as

proposed in this report.

Attachments:  A) ARS 9-462.01 “Zoning regulations; public hearing; definitions”

B) Community Kickoff Workshop and Stakeholders Interview Report
C) Diagnosis and Evaluation Working Paper

D) Zoning Code Rewrite Task Force June 11 Approved Meeting Minutes
E) P&Z Commission Memo and Staff Presentation - June 23, 2014

F) Staff Proposed Edits and Revisions to Article 101.06 Rules of Transition
G) Rules of Transition Peer Review

H) Draft Revisions to Single Family Residential Design Guidelines

I) Garage width restrictions from other municipalities

J) Outdoor Patio language from other municipalities

K) Front Porch language from other municipalities

L) Residential Design Guideline Comparison Chart

M) Modifications to PAD Procedures Article 510
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9-462.01. Zoning regulations; public hearing; definitions
A. Pursuant to this article, the legislative body of any municipality by ordinance may
in order to conserve and promote the public health, safety and general welfare:
1. Regulate the use of buildings, structures and land as between agriculture,
residence, industry, business and other purposes.
2. Regulate signs and billboards.
3. Regulate the location, height, bulk, number of stories and size of buildings and
structures, the size and use of lots, yards, courts and other open spaces, the
percentage of a lot which may be occupied by a building or structure, access to
incident solar energy and the intensity of land use.
4. Establish requirements for off-street parking and loading.
5. Establish and maintain building setback lines.
6. Create civic districts around civic centers, public parks, public buildings or public
grounds and establish regulations therefor.
7. Require as a condition of rezoning Fublic dedication of rights-of-way as streets,
alleys, public ways, drainage and public utilities as are reasonably required by or
related to the effect of the rezoning.
8. Establish floodplain zoning districts and regulations to protect life and property
from the hazards of periodic inundation. Regulations may include variable lot sizes,
special grading or drainage requirements, or other requirements deemed necessary
for the public health, safety or general welfare.
9. Establish special zoning districts or regulations for certain lands characterized by
adverse topography, adverse soils, subsidence of the earth, high water table, lack of
water or other natural or man-made hazards to life or property. Regulations may
include variable lot sizes, special grading or drainage requirements, or other
requirements deemed necessary for the public health, safety or general welfare.
10. Establish districts of historical significance provided that:
(a) The ordinances may require that special permission be obtained for any
development within the district if the legislative body has adopted a plan for the
preservation of districts of historical significance which meets the requirements of
subdivision (b) of this paragraph, and the criteria contained in the ordinance are
consistent with the objectives set forth in the plan.
(b) A plan for the preservation of districts of historical significance shall identify
districts of special historical significance, state the objectives to be sought concerning
the development or preservation of sites, area and structures within the district, and
formulate a program for public action including the provision of public facilities and
tre)g ret_gulation of private development and demolition necessary to realize these
objectives.
(c) The ordinance establishing districts of historical significance shall set forth
standards necessary to preserve the historical character of the area so designated.
(d) The ordinances may designate or authorize any committee, commission,
department or person to designate structures or sites of special historical significance
in accordance with criteria contained in the ordinance, and no designation shall be
made except after a public hearing upon notice of the owners of record of the
property so designated. The ordinances may require that special permission be
obtained for any development respecting the structures or sites.
11. Establish aﬁe specific community zoning districts in which residency is restricted
to a head of a household or spouse who must be of a specific age or older and in
which minors are Brohibited from living in the home. Age specific community zoning
districts shall not be overlaid over property without the permission of all owners of
Broperty included as part of the district unless all of the property in the district has
een developed, advertised and sold or rented under specific age restrictions. The
establishment of age specific community zoning districts is subject to all of the public
notice requirements and other procedures prescribed by this article.
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12. Establish procedures, methods and standards for the transfer of development
rights within its jurisdiction. Any proposed transfer of development rights from the
sending property or to the receiving property shall be subject to the notice and
hearing requirements of section 9-462.04 and shall be subject to the approval and
consent of the property owners of both the sending and receiving property. Before
?ny transfer of development rights, a municipality shall adopt an ordinance providing
or:

(@) The issuance and recordation of the instruments necessary to sever development
rights from the sending property and to affix development rights to the receiving
Iprorlg]elitdy. These instruments shall be executed by the affected property owners and
ienholders.

(b) The preservation of the character of the sending property and assurance that the
Frohibitions against the use and development of the sending property shall bind the
andowner and every successor in interest to the landowner.

(c) The severance of transferable development rights from the sending property and
the delayed transfer of development rights to a receiving property.

(d) The purchase, sale, exchange or other conveyance of transferable development
rights prior to the rights being affixed to a receivin% property.

(e) A system for monitoring the severance, ownership, assignment and transfer of
transferable development rights.

(f) Tlhe right of a municipality to purchase development rights and to hold them for
resale.

(g) The right of a municipality at its discretion to enter into an intergovernmental
agreement with another municipality or a county for the transfer of development
rights between jurisdictions. The transfer shall comply with this paragraph, except
that if the sending property is located in an unincorporated area of a county, the
approval of the development rights to be sent to a municipality shall comply with
section 11-817.

B. For the purposes prescribed in subsection A of this section, the legislative body
may divide a municipality, or portion of a municipality, into zones of the number,
shape and area it deems best suited to carry out the purpose of this article and
articles 6, 6.2 and 6.3 of this chapter.

C. All zoning regulations shall be uniform for each class or kind of building or use of
land throug?‘| out each zone, but the regulations in one type of zone may differ from
those in other types of zones as follows:

1. Within individual zones, there may be uses permitted on a conditional basis under
which additional requirements must be met, including requiring site plan review and
approval by the planning agency. The conditional uses are generally characterized by
any of the following:

a) Infrequency of use.

b) High degree of traffic generation.

¢) Requirement of large land area.

2. Within residential zones, the regulations may permit modifications to minimum
yard lot area and height requirements.

D. To carry out the puraposes of this article and articles 6 and 6.2 of this chapter, the
legislative body may adopt overlay zoning districts and regulations applicable to
particular buil ings, structures and land within individual zones. For the purposes of
this subsection, "overlay zoning district" means a special zoning district that includes
regulations which modify regulations in another zoning district with which the overlay
zoning district is combined. Overlay zoning districts and regulations shall be adopted
pursuant to section 9-462.04.

E. The legislative body may approve a change of zone conditioned upon a schedule for
development of the specific use or uses for which rezoning is requested. If at the
expiration of this period the property has not been improved for the use for which it
was conditionally approved, the legislative body, after notification by certified mail to
the owner and applicant who requested the rezoning, shall schedule a public hearing
to take administrative action to extend, remove or determine compliance with the
schedule for development or take Iegisfative action to cause the property to revert to
its former zoning classification.

F. All zoning and rezoning ordinances or regulations adopted under this article shall be
consistent with and conform to the adopted general plan of the municipality, if any, as
adopted under article 6 of this chapter. In the case of uncertainty in construing or
applying the conformity of any part of a proposed rezoning ordinance to the adopted
general plan of the municipality, the ordinance shall be construed in a manner that
will further the implementation of, and not be contrary to, the goals, policies and
applicable elements of the general plan. A rezoning ordinance conforms with the land
use element of the general plan if it proposes land uses, densities or intensities within
the range of identified uses, densities and intensities of the land use element of the
general plan.

G. No regulation or ordinance under this section may prevent or restrict agricultural
composting on farmland that is five or more contiguous acres and that meets the
requirements of this subsection. An agricultural composting operation shall notify in
writing the legislative body of the city or town and the nearest fire department of the
location of the composting operation. If the nearest fire department is located in a
different city or town from the agricultural composting operation, the agricultural
composting operation shall also notify in writing the fire department of the city or
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town in which the operation is located. Agricultural composting is subject to sections
3-112 and 49-141. Agricultural composting may not be conducted within one
thousand three hundred twenty feet of an existing residential use, unless the
operations are conducted on farmland or land leased in association with farmland.
Any disposal of manure shall comply with section 49-247. For the purposes of this
subsection:

1. "Agricultural composting" means the controlled biological decomposition of orﬁanic
solid waste under in-vessel anaerobic or aerobic conditions where all or part of the
materials are generated on the farmland or will be used on the farmland associated
with the agricultural composting operation.

2. "Farmland" has the same meaning prescribed in section 3-111 and is subject to
regulation under section 49-247.

H. For the purposes of this section:

1. "Development rights" means the maximum development that would be allowed on
the sending property under any general or specific plan and local zoning ordinance of
a municipality in effect on the date the municipality adopts an ordinance pursuant to
subsection A, paragraph 12 of this section respecting the permissible use, area, bulk
or height of improvements made to the lot or parcel. Development rights may be
calculated and allocated in accordance with factors including dwelling units, area, floor
area, floor area ratio, height limitations, traffic generation or any other criteria that
will quantify a value for the development rights in a manner that will carry out the
objectives of this section.

2. "Receiving property" means a lot or parcel within which development rights are
increased pursuant to a transfer of development rifjhts. Receiving property shall be
appropriate and suitable for development and shall be sufficient to accommodate the
transferable development rights of the sending property without substantial adverse
environmental, economic or social impact to the receiving property or to neighboring
property.

3. "Sending property" means a lot or parcel with special characteristics, including
farmland, woodland, desert land, mountain land, floodplain, natural habitats,
recreation or parkland, including golf course area, or land that has unique aesthetic,
architectural or historic value that a municipality desires to protect from future
development.

4. "Transfer of development rifghts" means the process by which development rights
from a sending property are affixed to one or more receiving properties.

©2007 Arizona State Legislature. privacy statment
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I Introduction

In early 2013, the City of Maricopa began the City’s Zoning Rewrite process to implement the
General Plan, The Zoning Rewrite will articulate a long-term vision for Maricopa and outline
policies and programs to realize this vision. Since incorporation, the City has used an ordinance
adapted from Pinal County, with only minimal refinements to reflect City policies and concerns.
Updating the Zoning will enable the City to implement its General Plan policies; create a
foundation for community involvement and informed decision-making; and react to recent and
on-going regional housing, environmental and transportation planning efforts as well as the
City’s interest in creating jobs, promoting economic development and achieving housing
diversity.

The project team conducted a community workshop and interviewed community leaders to
discuss important issues and concerns in Maricopa, and is in the process of collecting information
and preparing a report on existing regulations and a proposed framework for the new zoning
ordinance.

This report summarizes community input from the first community workshop, which focused on
identifying planning issues and a vision for Maricopa in the future and the stakeholder interviews.
This will serve as a valuable reference to guide the Zoning Rewrite Task Force (“Task Force™),
appointed by the Mayor, City staff, the consultant team and others, as the rewrite proceeds.

The Zoning Rewrite work program is proceeding as follows:

e Kickoff Meeting

» Community Leader Interviews WE

» Community Workshop ‘— ARE
e Technical Analysis and Evaluation Report .
¢ Annotated Outlines; Modules of Preliminary Regulation
» Public Review Draft Code and Map

¢ Users Guide
e Memorandum on Policy and Code Amendments
» Adopted Code
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1.1 Community Workshop #I

Participants signing in at the Sounthern Dunes Golf Course.

The first community workshop conducted as part of the Zoning Rewrite was held on June 21,
2013 from 6:00 to 8:00 p.m. at the Southern Dunes Golf Course in Maricopa. The objectives of the
workshop were the following:

= To initiate dialogue with community members on the future of Maricopa over the next 20
years, issues and priorities for the Zoning Rewrite, and engage people in the process;

s To provide a discussion forum where all attendees could patticipate and be heard; and

e To begin to identify visions, concerns, and specific topics to be addressed in Maricopa’s

Zoning Rewrite,

Approximately 12 community members attended, along with City officials and staff. The Mayor
welcomed residents and participated in the activities. The workshop agenda is summarized in the
following pages, and included as Appendix A.
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WELCOME AND BACKGROUND

= 'The workshop began with a welcome from the
.M Mayor and the City’s Interim Zoning
Administrator and project manager for the
Zoning Rewrite. Consulting planner Michael
Dyett, FAICP followed with an introductory
presentation on the purpose and scope of the
Zoning rewrite; the schedule of the Rewrite
process and the role of public input; and an
overview of zoning and how choices and
community input will be addressed. His
presentation is included in Appendix B.

ACTIVITY #| - PLANNING ISSUES

Workshop attendees received “post-it™ notepads and pens as they signed in. After the opening
presentation, attendees were asked to provide quick, written responses to questions read by Mr.
Dyett. Questions were organized around the themes of Identity and Vision; Zoning Issues and
Priorities; Bconomic Development; Housing, and Problem Uses. Participants then got up and
posted the notes on exhibits along a wall of the meeting room.

ACTIVITY #2 - 2030 VISION FOR MARICOPA

After the first activity, participants relocated to
round tables for the remainder of the
workshop. People were given blank covers for
a mock monthly news magazine called
“Arizona Magazine™ with the subtitle “Special
Report: Maricopa,” The facilitator explains
that a reporter has visited Maricopa in the year
2030 to report on the City’s extraordinary
accomplishments since incorporation, and
then asks people to write/illustrate the
headline for the cover story, focusing on what
zoning did in the process. The facilitator then asked people to share their headline and recorded
them on the flip chart. Appendix C features a number of these imagined covers.
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SMALL GROUP DISCUSSIONS

The magazine covers activity led into discussions at each table of the key issues and priorities for
the Zoning Rewrite. Facilitators sought to ensure that everyone at the table was heard, and
recorded comments on large flip pads. Finally, each group was asked to identify their top
priorities to the larger assembly at the end of the workshop.

1.2 Stakeholders’ Interviews

Over a two day period (January 22-23), the consultant team interviewed 40 stakeholders
identified by City staff as community leaders who could contribute insights and suggestions for
the Zoning Rewrite. These informal discussions were open-ended, but generally covered the
following questions:

s  What are the major problems and issues with the Maricopa Zoning Code? Which of these
are critical or most important to you?

e  What changes would you like to see made in the City’s zoning?

e  What should not be changed in the Zoning Code or in City procedures?

e  What about specific issues, such as zoning map designations of districts, coordination
with other City programs, such as the Heritage District, development projects or
regulations?

¢ What are your priorities with this Code rewrite?

¢ Do you want to see more “by right” zoning with standards, or still have review for certain
types of uses or projects?

»  What other issues and concerns would you like to share with us?
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The results of these interviews have been synthesized and are reported for reference, to guide
subsequent discussions about the Code Rewrite.

1.3 Next Steps

The Zoning Rewrite project team will incorporate the issues identified in the community
workshop and interviews with research and fieldwork to produce the report on Evaluation and
Proposed Framework for Zoning. This report will be presented to the Task Force, Planning
Commission, and Maricapa City Council, and serve as the springboard for drafting new zoning.

By moving from agreement on general approaches to the outline of specific regulations and then
agreement on specific sections (“modules”), the work program for the zoning code rewrite
involves the City-appointed Task Force, City staff, stakeholders, City officials, and the community
as a whole in the rewrite process. The objective will be to generate a sense of ownership and
commitment to the new regulations. The primary emphasis will be addressing issues related to
implementing the General Plan, focusing on changes to the existing Pinal County zoning
regulations that staff and decision-makers believe most important to meeting the City’s needs.
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2 Zoning Issues and Community Vision

As noted in the Introduction, the first community workshop involved two individual activities,
and a small group discussion period that synthesized the activities’ themes, focusing on what
zoning can do to help achieve the community’s vision. Highlights of the activities are summarized
below, followed by a discussion of priorities that emerged from each small group. The number in
parenthesis refers to the number of respondents who responded with the same word(s).

2.1 Activity #I: Issues and Vision

We posed Activity #1’s six questions as a warm-up exercise on what issues are facing the city
today and would be important to the Zoning Rewrite. Similar responses have been grouped, and
focus on the larger patterns of responses and the themes that emerged.

IDENTITY AND VISION: WHAT NEEDS TO IMPROVE THE MOST

Two questions were posed to address aspects of Maricopa’s identity and draw out ideas about a
vision for the city’s future development and ways that the Zoning Rewrite could help achieve this
vision.

What word best defines Maricopa?

* Community e Progressive
* Friendly e Promise

*  Multi-complex e Sleepy

¢ New e  Small town
e Privacy

What needs to improve the most?

¢ Buildings ¢ Job opportunities (2)

* Communication ¢ Requirements for potential business
» Enterprise zones * Roads into and out of Maricopa

s Identity =  Water prices

* Infrastructure
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The imagery evoked in the responses to the first question underscores the sense of the pride that
incorporation has created, and the Code Rewrite must be sensitive to and reflect these values.
Turning to the second question, much can be done on a number of the topics listed; however, as
zoning deals primarily with development of private land, it is not the best tool to address
transportation, and it cannot do anything about Global Water’s pricing.

ZONING CHANGES

The next question was posed to address zoning changes.

What one zoning change do you want made?

» Add incentive-based options » More streetlights
» Better, clear street alignment (i.e., e Maintain low light ordinances
RR)}

s More jobs (2)

e Building heights e More open space

¢ Do not restrict meeting/religious e Open space requirements on new

purposes development HOAs
s Flexibility

o Industrial zone—flexible regulations
for “non-traditional” industry

All of these suggestions are valid and will be considered. How far to go with changes to the City’s
low light ordinance (also known as the “Dark Sky” ordinance) will warrant further discussion as
opinions are split on what should be done.

JOBS, ECONOMIC DEVELOPMENT AND HOUSING
One question was posed to draw out ideas about how economic development should be addressed

in the Zoning; a second to explore housing options desired in the community.

What types of new employers or businesses do you want to target for new jobs?

e  Advanced business and professional e  Mid-level skills

services (office/technology) e  More restaurants

*  Agricultural/Biotech o Office (white collar), commercial,
» Internet-based entrepreneurs light manufacturing

» Light industrial »  Strip malls and anchor stores

e Manufacturing

The broad range of responses suggests the economic diversity is important, and no single use or
industry should be favored. This makes sense, and is consistent with the General Plan.
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What kind of new homes do you want for the future?

e  Apartments/condos (3)

¢ Communities and horse properties

¢ Custom homes

» Eco-friendly, electricity-saving

¢ Large lots; one to 20 units; rural

* Single-family (2)

» Traditional
Housing diversity, with opportunities for all economic segments of the community, to be able to
live in Maricopa is clearly the underlying theme here. Interestingly, tract housing, the
predominant type built in the City, was only noted by two participants, while three wanted
apartments/condos. Zoning can do much to ensure a broad range of housing types.
PROBLEM USES
The last question related to problem uses that Zoning should address.

What types of problem uses need to be regulated as the city grows?

e  Adult businesses/Sexually-oriented businesses (3)
o  Agricultural use (dust)

e Heavy manufacturing

* Morelighting

» No smelly ones

»  Off-track betting

e Smoke shops (3)

These messages are clear: regulate adult businesses and smoke shops and keep out noxious uses.
This is consistent with the emphasis on family and small-town character.

Some participants listed access to Maricopa, electricity, traffic, sewer, and water pricing, but these
are not “problem uses” that zoning can control.

2.2 Activity #2: 2030 Vision for Maricopa

After the first activity, workshop participants moved to small-group tables. At the tables,
participants were given blank magazine covers for a hypothetical special issue in the year 2030,
celebrating Maricopa. They were asked to provide headlines or illustrations which captured their
vision for Maricopa in twenty years.
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The headlines are summarized below, a selection of the actual magazine covers created is
provided in Appendix C.

MAGAZINE HEADLINES

“Back to the future—time stood still in Maricopa but the City had all the conveniences of
the new decade. A place everyone wanted to go to. To remember and to dream, Perfect
blending of past and future.”

“From a small town to big city. Maricopa, the town that started from dusty trails and a
few homes and stores, has become a friendly town and moved into a modern town.
Traffic with stop-and-go traffic lights, dirt roads to Fort.”

“Maricopa voted U.S. top boomer haven of the decade. Maricopa-Phoenix light rail tops
20,000 daily users. Maricopa solar AZ business of the decade. University of Arizona
Maricopa tops 8,000 students. Microsoft Maricopa Test Division tops 10,000 employees.”

“Maricopa: a travel through time from copper, cattle, cotton, citizens.”

“Maricopa: Come one come all. See how dedication, planning and forethought made
Maricopa the most progressive city in Arizona. Where the sun always shines.”

“Maricopa: Epicenter of High Tech Industry. A city that is less than thirty years old has
converted itself from a small rural city and bedroom community to a high tech magnet.
Businesses can’t get enough of Maricopa and they have brought jobs with them, many
jobs. The city has been able to attract jobseekers from the valley. Even though housing
prices have been climbing over the past decade, it has been a different picture than the
boom years earlier in the century. Maricopa continues to be the envy of Arizona and the
western region.”

“Maricopa: the last 25 years have seen some exciting changes in Maricopa. What was once
a bedroom community has grown into a diversified community. We have seen businesses
relocate to Maricopa, bringing jobs, shopping, and entertainment. Something to appeal to
everyone. What will the next 25 year bring?”

*Maricopa: Where the 22nd century meets the Wild West. Maricopa 22nd century
Boomtown.”

“Small town feel, big city attitude. Thriving community of entrepreneurs. Ample cutdoor
recreation. Balance of business, community, and tradition. Focal point: London Bridge,
Fountain Hills, Dublin obelisk.”

“Steady growth proves a winner for Maricopa.”

“The City of Maricopa in year 2030. As you drive in the city, entrance is very narrow,
entrance at John Wayne highway. Going down the street you will see a hotel on the left
side of the street, maybe a train station where we will have a hub for people to make
connections to Phoenix or other destinations.”

“Welcome to Maricopa Silicon and Industrial Valley. #1 in specializing in the future,
ongoing technology, and industries in the U.S.”
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SMALL GROUP DISCUSSIONS

Facilitators at each table asked participants to
share their sense of the most important issues
for the Zoning to address, in order to reach the
visions expressed in the magazine cover
exercise. Discussions at each table culminated in
an effort to identify the issues most of them
seemed to agree upon. One person from each
table then shared these with the full workshop
audience. The priorities from small-group
discussions were recorded by a facilitator. They
are summarized below in the order presented.

Table #

» Diversity, Value, and Balance — we want to try and achieve all three as we progress.

¢ Develop different housing types — multi-family and condos. For us to be able to support a
higher education environment, we need to have more variety and appropriate housing

types.
* We don’t want to be pigeon-holed. We want to be a destination, not a bedroom
community.

» We want people to come down and start a business and create jobs.

* We want a diversity of demographics, different ages, different backgrounds that can take
advantage of different housing types.

e We need to pay attention to diverse needs of our community; seniors are an important
age group in the community.

¢ Open space requirements should be adjusted (the City used to require grass, that doesn’t
make sense in this climate and with the water limitations). Don’t go lower in overall
requirements, but adjust what qualifies as open space-a multi-use open space system.

¢ Develop an urban village around a college campus to draw the youthful crowd around the
college (food, shopping, recreation, etc.).

= Continue cooperative effort with educational institutions, tribes, HOAs, service
providers, companies.

® Transportation is a critical issue in Maricopa. Consider diversity of transportation
options, rail crossings, and traffic.

»  Heritage District poses a lot of challenges.
¢  Balance density and space.
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Table #2

Bring jobs to Maricopa-High tech, industrial areas/manufacturing (as long as it's
compatible).

Education-higher education, cooperate with Central Arizona Campus, work in
conjunction with school.

Provide a place in town for the skilled workforce to work.

Retain youth, so they become educated and want to stay and raise their kids here.
Put growth in appropriate places.

Traffic and transportation — address hiccups caused by lights and Amtrak.

Retail and restaurants - there is only so much you can buy at the stores in town,

Attract a five-star restaurant or another type of restaurant that people will wait in line for
- could be located in the Heritage District.

Address water cost and availability.

Height of buildings and multifamily dwellings — needs to be regulated.
Give opticns.

Inform and educate people about development projects.

Amusement park - attract one and make it a destination!

Hospitals and healthcare-locate them in appropriate areas; think of impacts (helicopters,
ambulances) on adjacent neighborhoods.

Central Arizona College nursing program-may be attractive to hospitals.
Address lighting and light pollution.

Expand use of solar.

There is no cemetery or mausoleum.

Community education and cooperation — make sure all levels of schools are on the same
page (elementary, middle school, and high school).

Provide and protect open spaces, including possibly a bird sanctuary.
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Stakeholders’ Concerns

Key issues and suggestions made by stakeholders are organized in a topical fashion and then
alphabetically, reflecting the principle that all viewpoints have merit at this stage in the process.

3.1

Overall Issues with Current Code

An overriding concern is that the County zoning was not revised and adapted to the City’s needs.
While the City has made strides in improving staffing and review procedures and setting up an
independent body, the Board of Adjustment, to deal with variances, many thought more could be
done to resolve technical issues ranging from cells towers to landscaping, lighting, parking, and
permitting procedures.

ADOT has its rules, and this creates problems with deep setbacks.

Animal control: number of dogs in a house — really an HOA issue, but zoning should
address as well.

Architecture: City has approved four different styles for architectural (four types),
incorporate these into new Code.

City is still dealing with huge tracts of land: not always sure where the ultimate
development site would be - developers want bubble approvals.

City made a huge mistake with the 100 percent open-space rule for multi-family
development.

Code enforcement - big problem; the City is not consistent.

Current code is confusing: City just substituted names (Maricopa for Pinal), making it
disjointed. It is not user friendly; needs a comprehensive rewrite,

Entitlements: 80-85 percent of the City is already entitled with planned development
platted out and approved under County jurisdiction. As a result, the City no authority
over the developments. The City had to work and negotiate to get appropriate amenities
(i.e. schools, parks) for the City.

Family-friendly development needed, with bigger houses, street lights, and character.
Children should be a priority, protect them from adverse uses.

Family-type restaurants are not supported; too many fast food restaurants.
Focus energy on fixing core issue of the problem. Pick one thing and focus on that.

i3
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Focus on developing healthy, educated children. In order to support the children, parents
need to be able to work locally.

General Rural - has its problems. Outside utility grid, but may still be needed.
Give P&Z a little more authority, following staff recommendations.

Go beyond minimal subdivision design standards.

Height limits are too low.

Housing types: original zoning was for single family, nothing for rental or duplexes or
quads.

Incorporation - brought together old school agricultural interests, new residents, and
developers going gang-busters, with no direction from zoning.

Many changes in the code have been reactions to a single issue; be comprehensive,
No vision - Code permits different housing styles in different areas.

PAD Overlay - County always assumed an underlying zone - unwieldy, not working
well.... not true that “PAD” provides flexibility, really it offers no flexibility.

Parks and planting strips - these help create a family-friendly look.
Pre-schools should be in neighborhoods too, not on the 347 corridor.
Procedures are too long. Coffee shop application took six months!

Regulate smoke shops near a pre-school: community was upset that this type of use could
open that close to a critical facility... owner says “only place that community would allow
him.” Concern that rules could allow this to occur.

Senior services are needed ~ hospital, “comfort keepers” and clinics.

Slow path for new constructions; archaic rules; City should be an attraction to create jobs,
recreation, other amenities; create a more competitive environment.

Standards: not problematic in general. They are straightforward, about right in relation to
what others in the Valley require.

Start with the children. Create an environment that is supportive of children and then
businesses, environment, development, services, etc. will follow.

Urban village concept not recognized: some want flexibility to do mixed use, with
apartments above.

Value new construction: in 2003 a Maricopa planning consultant drew the zoning
ordinances based on a Scottsdale/Chandler-type plan; it simply replicated other city’s
work; there is an overriding sense of “prevention” dominating the culture in Maricopa;
some people want to dictate what could/will be developed on other’s properties — private
property rights issues.

Variety of housing makes sense.
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HERITAGE DISTRICT

Allow more flexibility for home occupations in the Heritage District, including being able
to have two employees. Continue to limit the number of customers, storage, signage, etc.

Heritage District is a euphemism. What makes it ‘heritage’? Zoning should support that.
It may be OK to shrink the actual size of the district. Make sure that existing homes and
livelihoods are protected, but the current vision for the future of the Heritage District also
should be preserved. It makes sense to narrow the district down. It's easier to polish a
smaller area and make it really great than to improve such a broad area.

Heritage District may be too big. May want to tie boundaries to water district boundaries.
Focus on the core of the Heritage District.

Heritage District needs to be targeted for redevelopment. Water district can serve
redevelopment but there is no sewer service.

Heritage District should be the ‘downtown’ focus of Maricopa. Don’t force people out,
but provide for achievement of vision. Set up zoning so that people who are there can stay
and when there is a change of ownership or intention for commercial development, that
should be allowed without a zone change.

Many of the people in the Heritage District have been there for a long time and want to
retain things that others may look at as eyesores (trailers, tractors, etc.). It has been a very
tight community, one that isn’t used to barriers and things such as walls to divide areas.

Not all of the Heritage District will be developed with housing over shops but it’s good to
start in some areas.

One issue in the Heritage District is there is no sewer. The area is still on septic. The City
wants the area to connect to sewer but it’s financially prohibitive to hook up to Global
Water sewer system. People are on fixed incomes and can’t afford it.

Owmners in Heritage District are trying to upgrade and ease into a new era.

People don’t want change in the Heritage District too quickly. If things are eased into
change, it is ok. There is a lot of vacant land where change can happen first, don’t start in
areas where people are displaced.

Some lots in the Heritage District are bigger so they are harder to maintain. Also, some
neighbors are older and not able to do a lot of yard maintenance.

Allow home businesses in areas as a transition toward commercial uses. Enable and
encourage sites to convert to commercial use and improve their physical character.

City needs to be more accommodating and flexible for business and create a supportive
business environment that goes beyond common sense.

Permit more “mom and pop” businesses initially; this may change to franchise/corporate
retail and office.

Do not dictate land uses; support free market enterprise.
Modify Sign Code to allow the painting of the historic water tower.
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Create an open space recreation opportunity for large flood corridors similar to
Scottsdale’s Indian Bend Wash.

Allow developers to build mechanic and light industrial service bays for individual lease -
there is a lack of automotive and farm equipment repair locations in town.

Allow electronic repair shops and more medical services, such as an oral surgeon’s office.

Enforce prohibitions of junk storage in Heritage District.

SEVEN RANCHES

Encroachment is a big issue. Make sure City doesn’t encroach too much into Seven
Ranches.

Part of the big issue in Seven Ranches is the visual clutter. May not need to encroach toc
much into Seven Ranches if the clutter issue is addressed.

Residents want to be part of the city for infrastructure services but don’t want to be
subject to other development standards.

Until there is sewer there, an estate equestrian ranch development would fit the character
well.

CELL TOWERS

Cell towers are needed to support tech businesses that the City wants to attract. Many
people say they don’t want them in their back yards but it is necessary if we want to
attract the businesses.

Cell towers, it is sensible to require collocation, stealth design, and prioritize siting on city
land to provide income.

City does not have a strong ‘stealth design’ requirement or a clear way of measuring
height.

Collocation is the first priority, then stealth design.

This issue got residents out. Cell towers need certain zoning,

PARKING, LANDSCAPING AND LIGHTING

1]

Parking code is out dated. A local landowner received a letter indicating there was not
enough parking in a strip commercial center. Parking requirements are calculated for
each individual use on a site. There are no provisions for shared use and no way to adjust
parking to account for varying hours of operation. There is not enough flexibility. The
parking code should look at how uses relate to each other.

Parking requirements should consider how uses relate to each other. Churches and
Charter schools have a high parking demand. These uses are often located in strip malls
with other uses. The parking code should make allowances to consider how the parking
demands of individual uses complement each other.
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Street trees are needed: Rancho loop, example of no street trees,
Zoning should allow for higher light poles.

SIGNS

3.2

No consistency, especially for signs. Too much sign clutter - enforcement is an issue, but
also older areas that are excluded/grandfathered in Heritage district often have A-frame
and banner signs ~ not great looking.

No temporary signs should be allowed to become permanent.

Sign code is a problem. Much of the ordinance was driven by builders, There is a need for
exposure but there needs to be a balance. Concerns with limitations on banner signs. The
City also lacks having a City marquee. The sign code needs to allow for some City
announcement. The sign code should give the right to market but in a reasonable way.

Sign throwers (human billboards) should be banned. Temporary events can have
someone with a sign directing people to the events but they should be located somewhere
safe (not in median island of the road).

Signs: A-frame signs should be banned. Banners should be limited to 30 days.

Proposed Zoning Changes

Most of the proposed changes in zoning follow logically from the issues identified and technical
concerns. In a couple of cases, such as the Dark Sky Ordinance and A-frame signs, stakeholders
had different opinions about how far to go; on many other topics, a consensus seemed to emerge
that provides a fairly clear picture about what is desired. This will need to be confirmed with the
Task Force, P&Z and Council.

OVERALL

Allow development scenarios that support a mix of uses in close proximity so people
don’t need a car for everything. People want to be able to walk to get a bagel or a coffee.

Animals: Someone wanted an animal rescue in their house but was limited in the number
of animals they could keep.

City has missed taking broad perspective on town planning and breaking Maricopa up
into master planned communities. There are no commercial hubs and small nodes. All
commercial and services is planned along John Wayne. Need to encourage more master
planned areas.

Current code is so outdated that just about every project is done under a PAD because the
standards don't work.

Dark sky ordinance: reconsider what it means for development in the future. It may not
be in our best interest to retain that ordinance as it is. Look at what Phoenix is doing in
revising their ordinance for LED,
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Day care should be in neighborhoods, not on the 347 corridor. It should be in an area
close to small restaurants and businesses. Day care should be part of the urban village.

Flood plain regulations need updating.
Get quality employers; more progressive minds; more institutional experience.

Have zoning that responds to unique needs of Seven Ranches and Heritage District and
treats the other parts of the City a different way.

Height limitations along 347 are important.
Keep the GR General Rural zone.
Knit the community together with parks, open space, and trails.

Land use regulations: use types in the Code adopted from the county are outdated (e.g.
sanitarium) and don’t account for modern uses. There is no true mixed use zoning in the
current code,

Limit fast food.

Offer incentive for land donation for certain uses - this might be worth keeping and
possibly improving. It was controversial at the time; it was included in design guidelines
but probably not used.

Open Space: now that City is developing its park system, there can be less emphasis on
each individual community developing its own set of facilities. Therefore, there is much
less need for turf throughout neighborhoods.

Private property rights: Don’t change “General Rural” which would mean can’t sell to
another similar user - may be highest and best use today.

Provide flexibility as well as a clear vision,

Provide zoning to keep current residents way of life (in Seven Ranches and Heritage
District) but provide for options when residents decide to change.

Put flexibility into the standards, so that small adjustments can be made without going
through a public review process.

Requirements versus incentives: push for standards, otherwise developers won’t perform.
Seniors: would like adult centers.

Setbacks: P&Z is concerned about how to get wider, but not as deep lots; encourage
variable setbacks, with alleys and other options to break up the monotony.

Seven Ranches does not have a lot of services or paved roads. People there want to be able
to do what they want to do without others opinions.

Shade: consider performance standards to get more of this.
Solar: provide incentives.
Take care of people’s needs without being overly restrictive.

Where there is a pleasant gathering area where the community can interact.
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Rewrite should start with current General Plan; put some good concepts in place,
recognizing that the General Plan does need to be rewritten.

Urban village concept is a fantastic idea close to the college and close to City Hall.

HOUSING

Affordable housing: changes needed in the private open space standard for multifamily
(100 percent of floor area). This raises costs unnecessarily and is exclusionary; it keeps out
lower and medium income households. That is pitiful. “I am passionate that this be
changed.., allow this type of housing to be built.”

Community is deficient in apartments and multi-family development. There is no place
for a single person who does not want to own a home to live. There are no opportunities
for people who don’t want responsibilities of taking care of yard. There are no apartments
for college students or temporary housing for people who just move to the City but have
not yet found the house they want to live in.

Housing for all income groups!

May be OK to require a mix of housing types at a certain scale. “I cringe at the word
dictate,” Have options available to developers.

Offer incentives to create diversity.

Provide for smiall lot, conde, and multi-family development to accommodate varied living
demands. Demand for housing types is market driven; it can’t be dictated. Zoning should
allow for a mix of housing types.

Support concept of housing diversity.
Require a mix of housing types with large scale residential development.

Townhomes and zero lot line development are attractive as housing types because people
can have their own lot and own home without a lot of land to maintain, It's difficult to do
this in AZ without an HOA because storm water retention is required and need to have
HOA to maintain it

Townhouse development is great, especially when near a neighborhood park. People
don’t need as much individual, private space.

COMMERCIAL, MIXED USE AND INDUSTRIAL ZONING

Allow for small corner stores in residential neighborhoods.
Allow higher building heights for certain uses (offices, performing arts center, steeples).

Don’t like the fast food corridor. There is a lack of family restaurants in the area. There
are too many chain restaurants. Encourage or insist on local restaurants.

Establish mixed-use zoning. This is a hole in the current code.

Support mixed-use development with nonresidential on the ground floor and other uses
above.
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Support retail development: pad development and/or site plans represent a footprint that
is a reflection of the tenant; often w/retail it’s hard to create a “hard” site plan at the time
rezoning; a certain amount of reasonable flexibility in retail site plans is necessary.
Height, density, and set backs are fine standards, but not the specific site plan. Chandler
and Goodyear are examples of cities that are good to work with on this issue. Specific
conformance in site plans versus general conformance to site plan-empower staff to
handle administrative decisions.

LANDSCAPING

Current standards can be overly restrictive and limit parking options, but generally the
overall amount required is about right.

HOA requirements often are more stringent, as a result, projects look nice, well
maintained.

May not be viable to limit the amount of turf, but don’t require turf. Ask for water
budgets and xeriscaping early so it can be factored into the development.

Require trees should be watered with buried pipes so roots grow down versus drip
irrigation on the surface which encourages roots to grow on the surface.

LIGHTING AND PARKING

Establish pole standards higher for larger lots, such as automatically going to 40 feet, and
50 feet for playgrounds (16 feet today).

Parking for residential - no tandem, why not? Allow this.
Provisions for shared uses are needed.

Requests for parking variances: parking requirements don’t account for complimentary
uses. Don’t go too far, but have a mechanism that allows a center to be treated as a unit.

SIGNS
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A-frames: Prohibit everywhere (versus continue to allow in 347 corridor; see below on
what should not be changed).

Allow banners and balloons - these restrictions are not business friendly; Allow LED
lighting.

Evaluate requirements for landscaping around signage. Too much landscaping hides the
sign.

Review sign heights and lighting: look at Sedona, which is a very nice model.

Some restrictions go too far; violations seen, not much enforcement, window signs for

example 25 percent, including all interior signs within six feet of the window - this is
Draconian. ...goes too farl
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WATER

» Ask for a comprehensive plan in large projects to deal with effluent, and potentially
require a recharge plan.

¢ Require dual plumbing for grey water. It’s not a big expense if builders and developers
know ahead of time.

®  Use less turf and more recharge to deal with effluent.

PERMITTING PROCEDURES, ENTITLEMENTS AND ENFORCEMENT

o Agree 100 percent that many projects can be reviewed by staff and if they meet the
standards, they can be approved by-right.

¢ Allow administrative approval for small “tweaks’ to approved projects as long as it’s all
internal. Have two categories for adjustments (“major” and “minor™), one of which is an
administrative process and the other has public review.

e Citation authority needed.

» Delegation of authority: Staff is very qualified to make decisions. More decisions should
be made by staff or P&Z than Council.

* Entitlements: address how existing zoned and platted projects are integrated with the new
zoning. What is the process for amending existing platted projects once zoning is
rewritten?

« Timing of applications {processing) is critical - zoning, site plan, and design review all in
one step for an expedited case or conversely, the flexibility to approach each element step-
by-step over a greater period of time (speculative development or building). Put a time
limit on development so that you prevent the up-zoning and flipping. Certain corridors
should be identified for greater height (downtown, hospitals, and hotels).

3.3 What Should Not Be Changed

Many stakeholders supported the idea of continuing the current administrative responsibilities
for administering zoning, through City staff, the P&Z and the Board of Adjustment {BOA).
Cautions, by some, were expressed about revisiting the Dark Sky Ordinance, other than for minor
adjustments, and the sign ordinance, which was the result of significant effort by the P&Z.

¢ BOA is important and the appropriate body to review adjustments.

¢ City has spent a lot of time updating the subdivision design requirements, so only
minimal changes should be made.

= City processes and committee structure work well. City makes sure people aren’t on too
many committees, which is good.

» Dark sky ordinance: it requires fully shielded fixtures. These are deliberate requirements
set in the ordinance by the P&Z. Adjustments may be warranted to address: 1) lighting
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3.4

for the statues; 2) fact that families with children need more lighting for safety; and 3)
teenagers riding bikes at night without helmets.

Dark Sky Ordinance: retain it. This is a must! Yes, it's difficult to see house numbers. If
the Dark Sky Ordinance needs to be adjusted to have lighted street numbers, it should.

Kiosk program: this has been successful; allow it to continue, support it.

Private rights: Don’t change “General Rural” which would mean can’t sell to another
similar user - may be highest and best use today. Many would like to keep the GR.

Sign controls: A-frames are needed to market businesses - studies show that “90 percent
of business in the 347 corridor came because of A-frames.” Can’t see the permanent signs;
they are set too far away.

The three party review system (P&Z, BOA, CC) should be retained.

Priorities for the Code Rewrite

After discussing specific issues and concerns, stakeholders were asked for their priorities as a way
of distilling what is important and should be a focus for the Code Rewrite. Taken together, these
priorities are largely consistent and support the overall objectives for the project, with in some
cases, a bit more detail, which will help in Code drafting.
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Accommodate historical mindset but look forward to achieving Maricopa’s vision.

Allow cluster subdivisions. Need to have process to allow that type of subdivision. Need
to have opportunity to allow it. Maybe reduce open area requirement as an incentive,

Allow for ranch subdivisions where people can keep horses and have other ranch related
features.

Avoid legislating a certain strata (e.g. setting certain home prices in certain areas, every
shopping center developer must apply a certain bit to low-priced homes) don’t legislate
against free-market conditions (e.g. holding housing starts to one percent annual
increases).

Be responsive to the market.

Broaden the definition of “usable” open space.

Downtown is back in flood plain based on FEMA mapping.
Establish an enterprise zone set up to attract businesses,

Get rid of cookie cutter building types. Everything looks the same. Need to allow different
heights for different areas.

Have adequate public facilities checked, Make sure we expand logically.
Have clear rules in place so there are consistent interpretations and there is balance.

Have zoning ready to implement the vision. Let people maintain current zoning but
incorporate tools into the code so they are available if people want to use them.
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Having a regional flood control option in lieu of on-site retention may make sense in
some cases.

Keep the bar for development high.

Keep value of property. Don’t want to lose any property rights or value through the
zoning rewrite.

Look at agricultural zoning and allowances for small scale agricultural uses.

Make sure that landscaping provisions should respond to local conditions. Gallon trees
should be planted to give root systems a chance to establish themselves.

Make sure the zoning code follows the General Plan, with very limited exception; make
sure we're not devaluing property in the process.

Make the code business friendly, developer friendly, clear, and well thought out,

Make the zoning code as simple as possible, The City should set parameters for ‘typical’
development. If they meet criteria, approval should be straight forward. Larger, more
unique developments need another level of review.

Make zoning serve the community as well as bring people into the community and
support the City.

Minimize need for lighting variances.

Organization and presentation: simplify it; make sure everyone finally understands it.
Make it clear and easy to use.

Provide periodic view sheds. Offer incentives to maintain view corridors.

The 20 percent open space requirement may need to be reevaluated. HOAs cannot afford
to water the open space. Do not require the open space to be turf. Can’t afford to water
grass.

Streamline the review process. All of the people involved in the review of a project should
be at the table together.

Water recharge is important.

“BY RIGHT” ZONING VERSUS REVIEW FOR CERTAIN TYPES OF USES OR
PROJECTS

Get away from use of Temporary Use Permits for businesses, which have no development
standards. Temporary Use Permits should be used for uses that are truly temporary in
nature, such as special events, fairs, etc.

Keep permits at P&Z level, not going up to Council. Great time-saver!
Large uses, with mixed use — hearing may be needed.

Minor use permits that are approved by staff may still be discretionary and appealable to
P&Z.

Small commercial uses - allow by right.
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Typical uses and projects should be allowed by right with high standards. Some projects
require more discretion and public review. People may have concerns with certain uses
near their home. Seven Ranches is an example of what requires public review.

PLANNING RECOMMENDATIONS

In keeping with the idea of an open-ended interview, a number of suggestions made raise
broader planning issues and probably are more properly addressed in the General Plan
rewrite rather than in the Code Rewrite. To the extent that zoning can address some of
these, it will.

Commercial land use: not enough CI-1 and CI-2 land to be competitive with surrounding
areas. Need to have a large inventory of that land in order to keep land costs at a level that
businesses can afford and they will want to locate there,

Create additional overlay districts if they are appropriate. Phoenix has Sonoran Preserve
Edge Treatment Guidelines asan overlay district. Maricopa can adopt a similar approach
of applying standards that apply in a distinct area but not citywide through overlays, but
General Plan guidance may be needed.

Have more pedestrian venues. It would be nice to have a bridge over 347 that allows
pedestrian and bikes to cross and also acts as a gateway signage. “Welcome to Maricopa.”

Master Planned Communities: allow for the development of a traditional employment
center in addition to traditional neighborhoods or retail center in order to increase
availability of land for employment uses.

Open Space Plan: lock at it in relation to current market economics.

Parks: seven acres per 1,000 residents may not be realistic - consider level of service
analysis; check numbers that would apply to a specific standard.

Parks: Are standards overly specific for recreational amenities? Allow flexibility with a
level of service analysis.

Provide better senior facilities. Seniors can’t all afford senior housing areas in the City.

Provide bicycle, equestrian, and pedestrian facilities. Especially to connect areas where
kids go (e.g. Heritage District to school and other areas where kids need to cross).

Small churches are consistent with neighborhood character and can be located in
residential areas. Larger churches should be located in a planned development or on
major roads.

Special events in too close proximity can lead to circulation problems.

OTHER ISSUES AND CONCERNS
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City can be more proactive in helping developers or organizations such as XP Ministries
who are serving not only the community, but also attract people to the community.

Emphasize community character!

Maricopa residents are passionate about their city; recognize this in this rewrite.



Report on Community Workshop #1

Mom'’s perspective — Facebook is best way to get word out, need multi-faceted approach
for zoning rewrite, geared to out-commuters.

There are a lot of churches in the City but not a lot of places to meet. There should be
allowances for a church complex with a mix of uses —church, meeting rooms, coffee shop,
bookstore, small businesses, weddings, catering. Zoning should make sure that type of
development could work.
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4 Looking Forward

The visions and planning issues highlighted by community members at the first workshop and by
stakeholders will help to set the course of the Zoning Rewrite. The Task Force will comment on
community input, together with the findings of peer communities’ “best practices” and
discussions with community leaders. Periodic reports on the Zoning Rewrite, including the
results of this workshop, will be presented to the Planning Commission and City Council, and all
of the community priorities that can be addressed by zoning regulations will be evaluated as part
of the planning process for the Zoning Rewrite.
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ZONING CODE

Community Workshop #I
AGENDA

Welcome
Dana Burkhardt; Others

Introductory Presentation of Project Background and Key Issues
Michael Dyett, Dyett & Bhatia

Activity #1: Zoning Issues
Michael Dyett, Dyett & Bhatia

Table Count-Off
Short Break, Relocate to Tables

Report on Activity #|
Michael Dyett

Activity #2: 2030 Vision and Priorities for Maricopa Zoning
Michael Dyett and Facilitators

Groups Report on Activity #2

Wrap-Up and Next Steps
Michael Dyett

Adjournment

Tuesday, June 22, 2013
6:00 - 8:00 p.m.
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ARICOPA

ZONING CODE

Frequently Asked Questions about Zoning

WHAT IS ZONING?

Zoning determines what use you can have on a property, such as a house or business. It also determines
how high a building can be or how far away from the street it should be. It says how many signs a business
can have and how big they can be. Zoning also specifies the type and design of growth that will be
permitted in undeveloped areas of the city.

The purpose of zoning is to achieve a community’s overall vision for its physical Iook and feel, and the
shape of its future development. This is expressed in the General Plan, adopted in 2006. The City Council
adopted County zoning as an interim policy, pending completion of a zoning code update - this project.

WHAT TYPES OF RULES DOES ZONING INCLUDE?
Zoning will do the following:

* Specify what uses are permitted, what uses are required to meet specified standards, and what
uses are prohibited, In this way, zoning will aim to ensure that adjacent uses are compatible, and
define how intense these uses can be.

* Establish development and design standards that control the height and bulk of buildings, their
street-facing qualities, the location of parking and driveways, and landscaping needs.

* Include standards that control the “performance” of uses with regard to noise, glare, vibration,
traffic, and adequate public facilities, to ensure compatibility between new development and
existing uses.

* Provide neighbors and developers with predictability. Zoning allows neighbors to be assured of
what land uses are permitted and at what scale. Developers benefit from knowing exactly what
can be done. The need for case-by-case review of development applications is reduced.

CAN ZONING DICTATE ARCHITECTURAL DESIGN?

No. Zoning can only contral the building “envelope” and features of a building, such as how it relates to a
street, how parking and landscaping are handled, and in commercial areas, what can be done to make a
building engaging for pedestrians, with views into stores and display windows. It can set limits to a
building’s height, set maximum build-to lines to the front, sides and rear, direct where a building is placed
on the lot in relationship to streets and other properties, and define the maximum amount of building
area — the amount of floor space. The architectural style or detailed design elements, such as colors and
finish materials, are not addressed by zoning. However, the zoning may include guidance on design and
refer to design guidelines for areas, such as the Heritage District, where more careful coordination of
building design will support General Plan concepts and work of the Heritage District Commission.

DOES ZONING INTERFERE WITH THE FREE MARKET?

By regulating land use, zoning plays a role in shaping the outcomes of real estate development, affecting
the “supply” side of the equation. This role is justified by the inability of the market to always ensure that
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public health, safety and welfare would be adequately protected without a set of rules. Zoning regulations
allow communities to coordinate public investments in infrastructure with expected development
patterns set in the General Plan, and provides predictability to residents, businesses, property owners, and
investors alike. Zoning cannot create a market for new development. For example, it cannot determine the
exact mix of tenants in a private development. It can, however, create opportunities for new development
that the City wants under the General Plan or reduce barriers for desirable uses. It also can regulate
“problem” uses and keep nuisances out of neighborhoods.

CAN ZONING TAKE AWAY MY PROPERTY RIGHTS?

No. Legal precedent ensures that land use regulations do not “take” from property owners the right to
develop their property. This is particularly important in Arizona under Proposition 207 Zoning can
control the extent and type of development that may be permitted. In other words, an owner will not be
able to develop a shopping center on property zoned for housing and vice versa. Limitations on the extent
of development are most likely to become an issue in areas where sensitive environmental resources need
to be protected or flood hazards exist. In such cases, regulations will be limited to what is needed to
protect the resource or limit development that might be subject to hazards. If complete preservation is
necessary, the property must be bought by an entity wishing to preserve it.

WHY DOES MARICOPA NEED TO UPDATE ITS ZONING ORDINANCE?

Maricopa’s current Zoning Code was inherited from Pinal County upon incorporation and does not
reflect best zoning and planning practices that are appropriate for a growing city. It is not effective in
implementing the land use and design goals in Maricopa’s General Plan (adopted in 2006) and other City
policies. The purpose of the zoning update is to create an innovative, integrated Code that shapes future
growth according to the community’s vision, is clear and easy to use, and provides objective standards
and criteria that result in high quality development.

WILL YOU BE REZONING MY PROPERTY?

The Maricopa zoning code update is expected to result in revised procedures, revised zoning districts,
revised development standards, and revised zoning districts. This means that the rules that govern
development may be expected to be changed throughout the city. A New Zoning Map will be needed, and
a draft will be presented for public review later in the process.

It is reasonable to expect that zoning changes will be least in established neighborhoods and planned
residential subdivisions, where little or no new development not already provided for in adopted
subdivision plans is expected to occur. If you live in an established neighborhood, zoning changes will
probably be minimal.

The update will also identify areas where “form-based” codes or overlay districts should be considered.
These areas will most likely be in the Heritage District and possible in large undeveloped areas where new
development could be regulated more based on its physical character and planned community design
concepts than by its uses. If your property is in an area that will develop in the future, the zoning update
will affect you.

HOW CAN [ PARTICIPATE?

The Maricopa zoning code update project kicked off in January 2013. A Task Force will be formed by the
City Council to provide direction and feedback to the project team. The project team will be conducting a
detailed evaluation of the current zoning code, studying typical types of development projects, discussing
technical issues that commonly arise using the current code, and making field visits. As the project
progresses, the community will be kept informed through a project website and newsletters. There will be
opportunities to make your voice heard at public meetings, and potentially through social media.
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Report on Community Workshop #1

Qity of Marlcopa
City Zoning Code Update Services

Agenda

introductions
Ohjectives for Code Update
Overview of Work Program and Products
Issues and Priorities
= Actwity 1
Small Group Discussions
Reporting Out and Feedback

Purpose of Zoning

Meeting Maricopa’s Needs

Implement the General Plan

Minimize the adverse effects that buildings or using one
property can have on neighbors

Encourage optimal land use and development patterns and
activities within a community, as expressed In planning
policies

= Achieve ecanomice and fiscal sustainability

Zoning should perform - it should Implement the Clty’s planning
palfcies and the Council's Stravegic direction;

Zoning should be posftive and design friendly;

Community character, particulany in nelghbarhoods, should be
respected;

Zoning must recognize economic reelity and affer real, tangthie
benefiis for development and business in Marlcopa; and

Zoning must reflect @ willingness to rethink traditional
assumptlons, not only about what dets buiit but also with respect
to the review and approval process.

Zoning Can Make a Difference

Objectives for This Zoning Update

= (lear rules and dards increase inty and encourage
investment in the community:

= Reduce constraints and offer Incenthves to encourage green
design and construction and spur economic development;

= Reduce case-by-case review by reaching agreement on

necessary standards and requirements now and streamlining the

Process;

incorporate fexiblliy so the City can say yes to the development

and types of firms it wants to attract;

Make the communRy attractive for residents, visitors, real estate
Investors and businesses; and

Implement sound pianning and sustainability concepis with fong-
term economic benefits.

Implement the General Plan and City Councll Strategtc Plan,
including new districts, refined stendards, ard streamiining

Craft provisions that wilf promote Maricopa's small town

phere, “complete” neighborhoods, and shopping and
employment opportunities and protect the environment
Create a streamiined development raview process with ¢lear
rules providing certainty, flexibdity and finailty, including
bonus/incentive provislans, if appropriate

Fachitate smooth transition to new regulations and procedures;
minimize norconformities and address Propesition 207

Ensure consistency with State ano Federal faw
Be enforceable
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Build on What's Been Done

= General Plan Folicy Direction: Goals and Objectives

= tand Use and Clrculation

= Ecopomic Deveiopment

= Paris, Recreatjon and Open Space; Public Services and Fecilities
= Gy Counci! Strateglc Pan: Current and Fuiure Obfectives

Economic Sustainabity
Quakty of Lifg
Transgoeriation

Pubiic Safely

Queliy Minlelps Servizes

« QOrdinarces amending Caunly Code - sarrying forward what
makes sense, whicn will support economlz development

Deslgning a Viable Zoning Framework

= (Qrdanization, presentation,
user friendly form

Anaiysis of options—
Annotated Outilne

= Testing of standards

= Ciarlty and
simoiicity

= Zraphics

= Structured to facifitate
agministraticr and
amerdment

cew

Types of Zoning

Eucldean Separaies the oty mito gstrets/zones where centain wses
(maost i and hes are specifed (i use m Emeryvilie)
Intantae Relaves cerlan req! m for

fe.g the proposed haghl/FAR bonus,
Per Based  Apphas of ogrecive and o raduce

impacts and promote iand use compatibdity
Phvarcal Farrn-Based  Pressmbes cesgn of buidings and street lypologes
MHypically threugh genere prototypes,/tlustrations)

Hybrd Combmeas physial and performance ragulations i
tonvantonal zomng 10 create & characterhesed or
contextuat oraiNaNce

How Much By Right Zoning?

= Set standards and limitations to efiminate case-by-case review

= Reserve “Conditional use Permits® for
development where there may be
unforeseen conditions which could
have impacts on neighbors, infrastructure
or the environment

« Balance tertainty and flexiblilty

Inputs

General Plan Review
= Project Review & Field Trip

« Stakeholder/Community Leader interviews and Community
Meetings

= Review of Existing Zonihg and Subdivisicn Regulations

Review of Staff Reports, Yariances and Standard Conditions
« City Council, Planning Commisslon and Task ForceGuidance
= Follow-up Focus Group Interviews, As Needed

Development Standards
-;- ] . .
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Anaiysls of Standards

Development Standards
_
0 »
| |7
o J Wran
S
}

i iy

= Sample projects and ffeld trips
= Are the City’s standards doing the job?

= What new standards are needed? Wil thay Impose unnecessany
costs on osvelopment?

= How to addrass design?
= Standards

. i Vet coirs oe okher hel feaer 58 el the
Criteris it o m ‘Dacapy o ef e busdcg
* Guidgiines ! i
i

] Bmaia
- | R
Ine " g g B ek
§
Learn from Real Projects
Buildinn Desien

1 [ ———
= . . L1 0 —
o — =

o = I
— dve -

L4 1 I

! IS5 ey

‘:: Fagl T ::- Tuoliaby praic .-.

Balancing Flexibility & Certainty

Components

= Creating rules and standards by which new development is judged

» Allowlng for innovative responsive designs, particularly on unique
infill sftes

g L ers, Live
Developer Applicants  Rules, timeframe, flexibility/relief

Dexign Professioncis

Planning Stoff and
Planning Commission

Flaxibility to allow for creativity

Implementation tool for the GP, addresing
community concerns, reconciling competing priovities
Unik ding—as both neighbors and potertial

and
Business Owners

applicants—what can and cannot be built

= Analysis of existing procedures: what’s working and what's
not; options for Improvemant

» Gy officlels end staff
= Stakeholders
= Common procedures and rules of measurement
= Permnit review process
= Architectural design and environmental review
* Bonusesfincentives — discretionary va. by-right provislons
=  Enforcoment
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Web-based Interactive Ordinance Proposition 207

Fasy access to Information on zoning and finks fo forms and
sheskilsts; Pop-us definitions

= Avoiding potential negstive consequences

= Successiully addressed in Mesa and Phoerix and origoing work
of Mariseal Weeks

= The Mardate

« Search for zoning by adaress or parce! number

«  Nawgation systems to be able to find all regwiations and
standaras that appiy: = Mowand whes does it afect zening updates?
" Toalse e = = What are procedura! and substantiye remed'ss?

7oasie s N
=  Reasonawvie benefit determinations

Schedule

Schedule and Public Outreach

s i

Public Participation Principles Opportunities for Participation

| = Ci and hoide

= Creating multiple apportunities for two-way communication

Task Foree Meelings

= Puplic Workshops " Websie
= Stakeholder interviews - = Newsietter " Newsletters
ite; ¢ fo
= Steering Committee o Medis relesses Website; on-iing comment forms

Communlly meetings; epen houses
Planning Commission/City Council

Enriching participation through education and small group diaiogus

= Strusiurmg the Crocess o achieve results

Meetlngs
= Fpous on what zonlng can do o Implement the Genera! Plsn end ity = Presentabicrs {o Aey irterest Grouns
Cauncl Strategic Plan and achieve sustaimabiity otjestives = Stakekoider Briefings
Fresa and Media Reieases
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Relate Zoning to Community Task Force Meetings

=  CouncRappoinied Working Group
with Bioad Commizsion and
CommunRy Representation
=  Providing diraction at Key Stages
of the Code Drafting Processa —
Chaclin Opportunities on speciic
topies
Eoonomic devalcpment Incentivea
Enwvironmentslly-friendly design
rinaiplas; Sustainability
Crimte Prevention through
Environmental Dasign
" Safe Siranis
v Sigm
= Areas for Urben Desigh and Form-
based Standards

= What Is zoning? = How much witl It LT
= How does it affect = What Is the benefit?
2

= Briefings on Disgnoals Report
end Recommendations
Best Practices; Eponomfo
Development Opporiunities
Frop 207 and related ARS
limfrations.

Activity 1 - Kickoff Questions

Tailering a Code to maet
Marioopa's Neads

*  Study Sessions
Moduies and “test mapping”
= Public Hearings and Adoption
= Phase 2: Form-basad coding or

incentive Frogrems for specific
areas

1. What word do you think best 2. What needs to be Improved
' defines Maricopa? the most?
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3. What one zoning change do
you want made’?

5. What kinds of new homes
should zoning allow In the
future?

Small Group Discussions

B-8

4. What types of new employers
and businesses do you think
the City's zoning should help
attract?

6. What types of problem uses
need to be regulated as the
City grows?

Discussion Questions

= “Arizona Today” headiine for “Special Report: Maricopa.”

The City's extreordinary accomplishments since fncorporation, erabied
By new zoning

|" What are the key issues and your priorities for the Code Rewrite?

"= Are there any specific cohcerns about the process of getting a
permit?
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Executive Summary

The Zoning Code Rewrite project (Rewrite) was initiated to rewrite Maricopa’s Zoning Code, which was
largely carried forward from the County’s ordinance at the time of incotporation in 2003. The objective for
this project is to produce an innovative and integrated Zoning Code by expanding upon, modifying and
deleting from existing documents as necessary within the restrictions of applicable State law and create a
Maricopa Zoning Code that:

Is progressive, utilizing best practices from other jurisdictions and codes, and intelligently
integrates principles of balanced land use and orderly growth to promote a diverse economic
base, livable neighborhoods, and sound resource management;

Is consistent with the Maricopa General Plan of 2006, responsive to the City Council’s Strategic
Plan 2012-2015, and cognizant of anticipated amendments to the General Plan, including the
potential for annexation;

Provides for flexibility, where needed and appropriate, consistent with the City development
policies;

Is logically organized, easy to read and understand, and can be quickly updated to respond to
changing market and sociceconomic conditions;

Includes graphics and tables to illustrate key points and minimize the amount of text;

Is consistent in terms of processes and requirements with the City Code and relevant provisions
of Federal and State law, particularly Proposition 207 and related legislation;

Is comprehensive;
Is tailored to local and regional climate, ecology, history and culture;

Is integrated with and cross-references other land use related ordinances and regulations,
including but not limited to the Subdivision Ordinance, Heritage District Design Guidelines, and
other policies;

Applies overlay districts, where appropriate, to areas that warrant distinct treatment such as the
Heritage District, Seven Ranches, and other areas with unique characteristics;

Includes mixed use zoning districts and attendant regulations for both built-up areas of the city
as well as lands at the urban edge; and

Incorporates land use-based (Euclidean), incentive and performance-based, as well as form-
based zoning provisions, where appropriate, that address land use and urban design standards
(text and graphics) as deemed necessary , by the City.

The Rewrite project consists of three phases. Phase 1 will include all of the work needed to put in place a
clearly defined application and project review process, with less reliance on case-by-case review, which is the
case under current zoning. Depending on City direction, the Phase 2 work would expand on form-based
standards in Phase 1 and include a regulating plan map for designated areas and more detail on physical
parameters for streets and sidewalks, public landscaping and architectural design, block and lot patterns,
pedestrian street designations, and standards for the public realm as well as private development standards,
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incentives, standards and bonuses, to provide for more guidance than the existing zoning. Phase 2 will also
include form-based ovetlay provisions for specific areas, which may include petformance- and incentive-
based zoning, integrated with the overall Code to facilitate administration and tailored to Maticopa’s needs.
Phase 3 consists of a web-based interactive zoning code and map.

As the first step of this effort, Maricopa’s consultant team is evaluating the City’s current approach w
regulating development inherited from the County and determining if there are aliernative approaches that
would better implement the General Plan, attract high quality development meeting community needs, and
tespond to State and federal mandates.

The City’s consultant team’s work has included field reconnaissance of recent development in Maricopa;
interviews with City staff and community stakeholders; a community meeting to identify residents’ priotities
and concerns for the Rewrite; an assessment of existing regulatory tools and design guidelines used by the
City and “peer” communitics in the metropolitan area; and preliminary recommendations fot a new zoning
framework.

This working paper summarizes the principal findings and conclusions ot the consultant team’s wotk and
recommends a number of ways that the cutrent ordinance could be improved to meet the overall objectives
of the Rewrite. This paper is intended to form the conceptual framework for further discussion of these
issues with the Task Force and City Council. After the Task Fotce and City Council review this paper, the
consultant team will further refine the recommendations and prepare a final Annotated Outline to guide
actual drafting of the new regulations, which will be reviewed in “modules” by the Task Force, and other
interested committees and organizations.

PRINCIPAL CONCLUSIONS AND RECOMMENDATIONS

Overall, the administrative framework for Maricopa’s zoning regulations and review procedures are sound.
However, these regulations and procedures must be updated to reflect new land use regulations and
development standards that are tailored to the City’s needs and implement the General Plan. It should be
noted that a wholesale restructuring of the City’s review process or a major shift in approach is not necessary
to achieve the policy objectives of encouraging desirable development. More delegaton of responsibility from
the City Council to the Planning & Zoning Commission (P&Z) and City staff, coupled with more “as of
right” zoning may make sense. It could be advantageous for Maricopa 1o have an ordinance that combines
different approaches to zoning to provide an effective tool to implement the General Plan. Instituting the
changes that the following recommendations embody could help to accomplish Maricopa’s goals and lead to
greater ease of use, higher-quality design, clearer standards, and support for new types of development that
will enhance and preserve the City’s resources.

Recommendations

The recommendations proposed tor City statf and Task Force review and City Council consideraton atre
grouped into the six topical areas summarized below. These recommendations do not all carry the same
weight; some are more important and will have more far-reaching effects than others. These differences ate
discussed in the body of the paper.

Recommendation No. 1: Making Zoning Easier to Understand and Use

1-A  Develop a Consistent and Uniform Approach to Organizing and Displaying Use Regulations,
Standards, and Review Procedures

1-B Consolidate Standards



1-C
1-D
1-E
1-F
1-G

Excecutive Summary

Simplify, Refine, or Eliminate Unnecessary Regulations and Procedures

Add New Zoning Districts as Necessary to Implement General Plan Policies
Integrate Components of the Subdivision Ordinance

Use Graphics to Reduce Wordiness and Improve Clarity

‘T'abulate and Cross-Reference Regulations

Recommendation No. 2; Streamlining Development Review and Approval

2-A
2-B
2-C
2-D

2-E
2-F

Create a Set of Common Procedures for Zoning Administration

Reduce Reliance on Council-Level Discretionary Review

Clarify the Roles of the Planning & Zoning Commission and City Council

Allow Additional Flexibility to Get Relief from Standards for Infill Development such as in the
Heritage District

Recognize Differences Among Nonconforming Uses and Structures

Implement a Village Planning Committee Process to Provide Additional Opportunities for
Public Input

Recommendation No. 3: Addressing Mixed Use and Other Development Opportunities

3-A
3-B
3-C

Establish Standards and Incentives for Mixed Use, Urban Villages, and Infill Development
Support Future Transit Cotridors
Rethink Buffering and Transitional Requitements to Avoid Constraining Development

Recommendation No. 4: Achieving a High Level of Design Quality and Sustainable Practices

4-A
4B

4-C
4-D

Create Design Standatds for Residential and Non-Residential Development

Require Landscaping that is Approptiate to Development Type and is Environmentally
Sustainable

Mandate Outdoor Living Area and Usable Open Space in Multi-family Residential Development

Provide Incentives for Sustainable Design

Recommendation No. 5: Promoting Housing Variety and Choice

5-A
5-B
5-C
5-D

Allow a Mix of Housing Types Where and When Appropriate

Create a New Zoning District or New Regulations for Small-Lot Single-Family Development
Create More Housing Choice with a Density Bonus Program

Allow Upgrades to Older Residential Properties (Manufactured Homes/Trailer Parks)

Recommendation No. 6: Supporting Economic Growth

G-A

Provide Incentives for Job-Generating Uses
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6-B Allow Limited Commetcial Development in Appropriate Residential Districts
6-C Create Mixed use Districts
6-D  Create a Planned Development Base District

6-E  Provide for the Adoption of Development Agreements for Large, Employment-Generating Uses
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Introduction

Begun in December 2012, the Zoning Code Rewrite will evaluate Maricopa’s regulation of land use and
development, including design standards and related guidelines. A Rewrite is opportune because it will allow
the City to adopt regulations affecting many issues that are not adequately addressed in the current Zoning
Code, including incentives for job-generating development, provision for a variety of housing types, the way
the City conducts design review, and protections on the unique character of the Hertage District. It also
offers an oppottunity to assess the permit process and see how it might be stteamlined. Through the Rewrite,
the City will ensure that its zoning provisions respond to community needs, implement General Plan policies,
and reflect recent changes in State and federal law affecting land use regulations, including Proposition 207
and SB 1598 (Regulatory Bill of Rights).

OBJECTIVES OF THE ZONING CODE REWRITE

The Zoning Code Rewrite 15 taking a critical look at City policies to see how zoning can best provide a
roadmap for future development and protection of resources. Overall, the revision will strive not only to
cnsute that regulations are relevant to today’s concemns, but also to produce a code that is understandable and
easy to use. The objective for this project, as defined by the City, is to produce an innovative and integrated
Zoning Code by expanding upon, modifying and deleting from existing documents as necessary within the
restrictions of applicable State law and create a Maricopa Zoning Code that:

e [s progressive, utilizing best practices from other jurisdictions and codes, and intelligenty
integrates principles of balanced land use and orderly growth to promote a diverse economic
base, livable neighborhoods, and sound resource management;

» Is consistent with the Maricopa General Plan of 2006, coordinated with the WHICH General
Plan and General Plan Progress Report, responsive to the City Council’s Strategic Plan 2012-
2015, and cognizant of anticipated amendments to the General Plan, including the potential for

annexation;

e Provides for flexibility, where needed and appropriate, consistent with the City development
policies;

e Is logically organized, easy to read and understand, and can be quickly updated to respond to
changing market and sociceconomic conditions;

¢ Includes graphics and tables to illustrate key points and minimize the amount of text;

» Is consistent in terms of processes and requirements with the City Code and relevant provisions
of Federal and State law, particularly Proposition 207 and related legislation;

e Is comprehensive;
® Is tailored to local and regional climate, ecology, history and culture;

® Is integrated with and cross-references other land use related ordinances and regulations,
including but not limited to the Subdivision Ordinance, Heritage District Design Guidelines, and
other policies;
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® Includes mixed use zoning districts and attendant regulatons for both built-up areas of the city
as well as lands at the urban edge; and

o Incorporates land use-based (Fuclidean), incentive and performance-based, as well as form-
based zoning provisions, where appropriate, that address land use and urban design standards
(text and graphics) as deemed necessary by the City.

The final code will improve ptocedutes, introduce options, and create a more logical and transparent body of
tegulatons. It will likely retain many of the presctriptive elements that are in the existing code, combined with
form-based components that will be applied to specific portions of the city. The result will be a Zoning Code
that cteates certainty in terms of land uses and development but provides flexibility of built form and design.
It will be tailored to the current needs of Maricopa while anticipating future growth and development. Most
importantly, it will contain clear processes and standards for review. Because the goals are to improve
procedures, introduce options, and create a logical and transparent body of land use regulations rather than
imposing new limirations on land use and development, the outcome should not create any potential liability
under Proposition 207 ot any of the State’s previously adopted property rights provisions. Timelines and
related provisions called for by SB 1398, which enacted the “Regulatory Bill of Rights”, also will need to be
incorporated into the Rewrite.

ISSUES ADDRESSED IN THIS WORKING PAPER

The City of Maricopa’s existing regulatory framework may be interfering with the City’s ability to achieve its
vision, implement the planning policies of the City’s General Plan, and get the highest and best type and
quality of development. When the City was annexed from Pinal County in 2003, the Zoning Code was not
updated to reflect the city’s future needs. Rather, it retained the County’s regulations, which dated from the
1960’s. Based on stakeholder and City staff and City leaders’ interviews, a community workshop, and the
objectives noted above, the following themes provide a framework for the Diagnosis and Evaluation Working
Pgper—running through all of them is the idea of ensuring consistency with the General Plan:

¢ Making Maricopa’s regulatory tools easier to locate, use, and understand;
o Addressing infill development opportunities in the Hetitage District and other special areas;

» [Establishing expectations for high quality community design and pedestrian-oriented
development to enhance the character of neighborhoods, cotridors, and districts and to promote
efficient development;

# Allowing a mix of uses to enhance urban vitality and support economic development;

¢ Promoting a range of housing types meeting the needs of all economic segments of the
community;

* Reserving places for industry and commerce to support economic growth and diversity;
® Providing for the needs of individual neighborhoods and growth area;
¢ Conserving and enhancing historic resources and environmentally sensidve areas;

e Connecting people and places by improving the fit between land use and transportation systems
and supporting transit-oriented development; and

® Streamlining development review and afproval, while also continuing to provide a rransparent
and participatory process.



Introduction

Each of these issues is addressed in subsequent sections of this Working Papet. Specific topical and technical
issues, such as religious uses, housing for persons with disabilities, telecommunications facilities and
Proposition 207 and SB 1598, also are discussed at the end of this paper.

PROCESS - HOW THIS PAPER WAS PREPARED

The Diagnosis and Evaluation Working Paper is the culmination of the first stage of the Zoning Code Rewrite,
which consisted of a background review of current City policy, goals, and needs. In January 2013, Maricopa’s
consultant team, led by Dyett & Bhatia, Urban and Regional Planners, began this effort with a field
reconnaissance, including a tour of Maricopa, and a series of interviews with stakeholders and City Officials
intended to gather concerns and suggestions for the Zoning Code Rewtite. This task also involved a
community workshop and interviews with City staff and officials, community leaders, developers, business
owners, and private parties who make extensive use of the Zoning Code. The tesult of this research was the
production of the Community Kickoff Workshop and Stakeholders Interview Report (January 2013), which put
forward the overarching recommendations of residents participating in the workshop and Code users,
organized thematically.

Ensuing conversations with City officials and staff, as well as detailed assessments of the General Plan,

existing regulations, and case files, have led to the findings and recommendations presented in this Working
Paper. '

Relation to the General Plan

The strategies presented in this paper respond directly to the goals and policics ot the General Plan, and all
recommendations are intended to be consistent with it. Some suggestions for refinement of General Plan
policy were noted separately, for City staff follow-up when the City begins the scheduled General Plan update
in late 2013 or early 2014.

NEXT STEPS

This paper will be the basis for 2 kickoff meeting with the Task Force and then a study session with the City
Council. Comments by the Task Force and Council members and further work with City staff will guide
preparation of an Annotated Outline of the Zoning Code and initial drafts of preliminary regulations. They
will be presented in “modules” for subsequent review, and additional wotkshops will be scheduled with the
Task Force to review milestone products.
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Approaches to Zoning

American cities use zoning to accomplish a number of putposes. Some of these purposes are well
established—such as the maintenance of stable residential areas and the prevention of health and safety
hazards. Others—such as promoting transit-oriented development, maintaining aesthetic values, encouraging
infill development, protecting historic areas, spurring job-generating development, achieving community
benefits, and creating walkable communities—are newer. All of the purposes and powers of zoning are
rooted in the police powers that the State grants to local governments.

Zoning, subdivision controls, and other regulations also are intended to implement City plans, visions, and
goals. A zoning code, such as Chapter 16 of the Maricopa Municipal Code, translates the policies of a
comprehensive land use plan into parcel-specific regulations. As such, zoning is vsed to implement land vse,
urban design, and open space plans, rather than to serve in itself as the primary planning tool to resolve local
traffic circulation issues, provide services to seniors, implement parks master plans, protect sensitive habitat,
ot cteate new neighborhoods.

Zoning regulations traditionally have been used to sepatate incompatible land uses, minimize nuisance
impacts and environmental harm, and cootdinate ot time development intensity with supporting public
infrastructure. Zoning is also effective for dealing with the geographic location of activities and for regulating
the three-dimensional aspects of development with height, bulk, setback, and architectural design standards.
Zoning is a way to make explicit a City’s policies for development, urban design, and resource management,
to ensure fairness (so all lots in a given zone may be developed to similar intensities and are subject to similar
restrictions and public contributions), and to avoid abuses of discretion.

In recent decades, zoning has been called on to address an increasingly diverse variety of public policy goals
related to environmental protection, sustainability, economic development, historic preservation,
neighborhood revitalization, aesthetics, public safety, and transportation mode choice. Cities and counties
have also used zoning to address market issues (e.g., controls on “fast food™ operations or latge-format retail
stores). While zoning can mandate the physical form and uses of land, it is not as effective in realizing public
policy goals. Another limitation of zoning is that it works on an incremental basis, as individual parcels
develop or redevelop. The General Plan, by contrast, can and should take the lead in providing guidance for
citywide development patterns

In sum, 2 zoning code deals with two basic concetns:

¢ How to minimize the adverse effects that buildings or the use of a property can have on its

neighbors; and
* How to encourage optimal development patterns and activities within a community, as expressed
in General Plan policies.
TYPES OF ZONING

Three main types of zoning codes are in use 1n the U.S. today: Fuclidean, performance-based, and physical
form codes. The pros and cons of these basic types of zoning are summarized in the table on the following
page. In this table, the term “prescriptive” describes a rule-making process and the degree to which clear and
objective standards for land use and development provides certainty to landowners, developers and the

general public.
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Other types of zoning include:

10

Incentive goning involves trade-offs between the City and the developer/property ownet: the City
relaxes certain zoning requirements in exchange for providing particular amenities, such as public
open spaces, ot a public benefit, such as better transir station access or affordable housing,
Incentive zoning is particularly effective in achieving community benefits defined in a General
Plan,

Hybrid zoning schemes such as contextual or character-based zoning, seek to integrate physical
design (form-based) standards and petformance regulations into otherwise conventional zoning
codes, while often downplaying use-based regulatory strategies. Character-based zoning may
offer particular promise for communities grappling with inappropriate development, and can be
combined with other approaches that make sense in newly developing areas, where more
flexibility may be appropriate.
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"TABLE 1: COMPARISONS OF TYPES OF ZONING CODES

Type of Zoning Codes

Pro'sand Con's

Euclidean: Named after Eudid Ohio's zoning code,
Euclidean zoning schemes divide jurisdictions into
districts or zones, wherein certain types and intensities of
uses are allowed These districting schemes typically have
separate zones for residential, commercial and industrial
uses, and aim to segregate incompatible uses. More
recently, Eudidean codes have been used to create
mixed use zoning districts. Euclidean zoning codes
typically specify allowed uses, maximum residential
density limits, and bulk and dimensional standards.

Euclidean codes tend to be largely prescriptive and work best
at preventing the basic problems or nuisances in a
community. They are less effective in dealing with fine-grain
neighborhood character and design issues that often arise in
places where infill and redevelopment are most common.

Within newly developing areas, Eudidean codes need to be
linked to land division or subdivision regulations. These
regulations often play a very important role in supporting
zoning because they provide the statutory basis and
standards for decisions on street networks, pedestrian
connections, and the location of parks, open spaces, and civic
facilities,

Performance-based: Performance-based codes include
objective, quantifiable standards that are applied to uses
to reduce impacts of development and to promote land
use compatibility. The regulations and review
procedures in these codes generally focus on how uses
operate. These codes contain basic performance
standards that directly limit impacts (e.g. noise and
shading standards) as well as standards that control
indirect impacts by constraining the intensity of
operations (e.g., floor area, residential density).

Performance-based codes are somewhat less prescriptive
than form-based codes in terms of design, and allow for more
architectural creativity and context-based solutions. They may
be more complicated to administer than conventional Euclid
zoning or form-based codes, but can provide more certainty
as to use and density/intensity. As such, they tend to be
favored by the development community and neighborhood
organizations over codes that prescribe architectural design
or rely on discretionary procedures involving public hearings
and conditions of approval to ensure land use compatibility.

Physical form-based: Form-based codes prescribe the
design or type of building, street, or neighborhood
subarea, with limited or no restrictions on use. They
typically include generic design prototypes for housing
and commercial buildings and thelr relation to the street
and to each other. This approach may differentiate
neighborhoods, districts, and corridors; provide for a
mixture of land uses and housing types within each; and
provide specific measures for regulating relationships
between buildings and between buildings and outdoor
public areas, induding streets.

Form-based codes tend to be highly prescriptive and are
therefore thought of as very predictable. They are a way to
express what is desired rather than what is discouraged or
prohibited. These codes address matters outside those
traditionally thought of as zoning (e.g, street design,
sidewalks, parks, and clvic spaces), and are often portrayed as
more “holistic® than conventional Euclid or performance-
based zoning. They provide a way to bring planning and
design considerations into zoning. These codes are effective
where strong design guidance is needed and limitations on
use and intensity are not critical.

WHAT TYPE OF ZONING DOES MARICOPA HAVE?

Maricopa’s Zoning Code primarily follows a Fuclidean scheme which was the apptoach taken in the Pinal
County’s Code. The majority of use districts within Maricopa’s zoning classification system separate types of
uses (residential, commercial, rural, etc.), although the GR (General Rural) zones do allow for 2 mix of uses.
The City also developed design guidelines and standards that apply to the Hetitage District and cellular

installations.

As part of the Zoning Code Rewrite, the City may want to consider adopting a more hybrid approach to
zoning classification. Form-based districts may help implement certain General Plan goals and be particularly
appropriate for the Heritage District and other special areas. For example, a district that allows 2 mix of uses
with design standards to ensure pedestrian-friendly development may be appropriate atound Central Arizona

11



City of Maricopa Zoning Code Rewriie
Diaguosic and Evaluation Working Paper

College or in the Route 347 /John Wayne Parkway and Maticopa-Casa Grande Cotndors. Maricopa may also
decide to adopt mote contextual zoning as it attempts to preserve the unique character of the Heritage
District.

THE BASIC DILEMMA: FLEXIBILITY VS. CERTAINTY

As Maricopa considers how to improve its zoning regulations, one issue will be how to find the right balance
between flexibility and certainty that will best implement the General Plan. The dichotomy between these
concepts creates tension, not only for City officials and staff who use the code on a day-to-day basis, but also
for homeowners, business owners, and others who may only come into contact with zoning a few times over
the vears they may live ot wotk in the City. Evervone wants to know what the rules and standards by which
tew development will be judged—how are decisions made to approve, conditionally approve, or reject
applications? And, for many, knowing the timeframe as well as the criteria for approval also 1s important—
who has appeal rights, and when is a decision final so a project can proceed.

For others, flexibility is important: the site or existing building(s) may be unique and require an individualized
approach, or the design is innovative and contexmual yet does not adhere to the requirements of the code.
Conversely, the public benefits of a project are so great that they outweigh the impacts. All situations require
flexibility and some relief from undetlying requirements. Perspectives of code users may help inform the
discussion about this issue.

Users’ Perspectives

Expectations about what zoning should or should not do, and how far it should go, are different, depending
on individual perspectives. Applicants view zoning differently than design professionals, and City planning
staff perspectives are not always the same as those of residents or other City officials. At the risk of over-
simplification, we offer the following set of expectations for different code users, which are based on the
stakeholders® interviews, as a starting point for thinking about regulatory options.

Applicants

Individuals applving to the City for a zoning approval through a permit or land use review generally want to
know:

e What ate the rules that the City follows for development review? These include use
regulatons, design guidelines and standards, and development requirements, review procedures,
and criteria fot decision-making.

e  What is the timeframe for decision-making and when is a decision final? Is it the day the
approval is granted, or is there some stated tme they have to wait before they know they can
proceed with the next steps, tefine an architecrural design, solicit bids, and initiate construction?
Users also need to know how much time they have to obtain a building permit or business
license.

¢  What relief can they request if a regulation or standard constrains a design solution or
otherwise limits what they would like to do with their property or building? In thinking
about relief, it often is useful to distinguish concems about what the allowable uses are
(recognizing that use variances should not be granted, and the only way to accommodate
different uses would be through a zoning code or zoning map amendment) from concerns about
how to accommodate a building or landscape design or improvement on 2 lot. Relief mayv be
needed from physical development standards (e.g., setbacks or height limitations) or from

12
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performance requirements that relate primarily to the impact of a use or building design on an
adjacent lot (e.g, on-site detention or screening of a cell tower).

* How important are neighbor concems in the decision-making process? If an applicant
follows the rules, including Citizen Participation Requirements and community meetings with
neighbors, does the City have the right to require changes to a design solely because of a
neighbor’s objections? Are there limitations on conditions of approval or are all elements of a
project “negotiable”? Does the City distinguish “as-of-right” development applications from
those requesting exceptions to the standards in weighing how far to go to respond to community
concerns?

Design Professionals

Architects and other design professionals typically want to know the answer to the same questions applicants
pose, but because of their specific role in a project, they often want to know more specifically how much
flexibility the code allows for site planning and architectural design. If the City wants to mandate certain
design solutions, as opposed to “encouraging” a type of design, the code should say so to avoid
misunderstandings during the development review process.

An example of a mandated design solution is a requirement for windows and transparency and a prohibition
of blank walls on tetail frontages. In this context, desigh professionals also want to know whether the
mandate is a guideline or a regulation. If it’s a regulation and the proposed building design doesn’t benefit
from adding windows and transparency, it will be necessaty to request administrative relief, which could be 2
variance ot a design modification, in order to deviate from the dimensional requirements. By contrast, if the
mandate is a design guideline, it may be possible to propose an alternative design solution that meets the
guideline’s objective without applying for a variance or use permit to waive design standards if the Zoning
Code provides for alternative ways to comply with a guideline. The current code does not contain these types
of provisions.

The flexibility that a design professional typically seeks includes:

e Relief from prescriptive standards, including setbacks, building height, bulk and articulation,
landscaping, patking, and design standards (e.g., colors, finishes, roof pitches, etc.);

e  Relief for buildings with historic or architectural character; and
® Relief for uses or activities with unique needs (e.g., theater scenery lofis, Internet server farms,
pharmacy drtive-through windows, etc.).
Planning Staff and Officers
City planning staff also wants flexibility for a number of reasons:
e To respond to community concerns;
e To implement the General Plan and to further public policies;
® To reconcile competing priorities, as is frequently the case with a General Plan and a growing
community;
o To facilitate the ease of review and approval of development projects; and

® To protect unique and special resources, which may range from environmental resources to
historic buildings, Tribal lands, and special retail uses.

13
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Maricopa Residents and Business Owners

While planners and City officials strive to respond to community concetns, residents and business owners
don’t always have the same perspective on zoning, particulatly if they feel theit self-interest is not served.
Many critical issues were decided when the General Plan was prepared; however, as implementaton details
are worked out, community thinking about General Plan direction may evolve, and there may not be
consensus on all of the regulatory solutions initially proposed to implement the plan.

Neighbors want to know with some cerrainty what can be built, so there ate no sutprises once construction
begins. However, if they have concerns, they would like to know what the process is for community input —
how much flexibiliry the City has to condition approval and what they can do 1w affect the final result.

Business owners likewise want to know whether they can expand or adapt space to new uses or activities. The
ability to adaptively reuse historic buildings to current uses is needed. This was a particularly important issue
in the Heritage District where there are a large number of vacancies and abandoned propetties and whete
property owners have expressed concern about current zoning not really implement planning concepts for
the area. Being able to respond quickly to changing markets is important, and lengthy review times ate an
anathema to that objective.

At the community workshop held in January 2013, residents of Maricopa expressed many priorities and
concerns for the Zoning Code Rewrite. These trecommendations generally feli into a number of topical areas,
as listed below:

¢ Address lightng and light pollution.

¢ Adjust open space requirements for multi-family housing.

»  Allow flexibility in the height of buildings.

o Amusement park — atiract one and make it a destination!

* Balance density and open space.

¢ Bring jobs to Maricopa - High tech, industtial areas/manufacturing (as long as it’s compatible).

» Continue cooperative effort with educational institutions, tribes, HOAs, service providers,
companies.

e Develop an utban village around a college campus to draw the vouthful crowd around the
college (food, shopping, recreation, etc.)

¢ Develop different housing types.

®  Diversity, Value, and Balance — we want to wy and achieve all three as we progress.
e  Expand use of solar.

e Inform and educate people about development projects.

® Locate hospitals and healthcare in appropriate areas; think of impacts (helicopters, ambulances)
on adjacent neighborhoods.

® Make Maricopa a destination, not 2 bedroom community.
®  Pay attention 1o diverse needs of our community.

® Provide and protect open spaces, including possibly a bird sanctuaty.

14
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Streamline the review process.

As the City considers the next steps for regulatory reform, discussion of choices could address these basic
philosophical issues: '

Flexibility vs. predictability: Is the zoning ordinance intended as a rule of law or 2 rule of
individuals? Should the area for negotiation be wide ot narrow? To what extent should this be
determined by the Ordinance or by practicer

Flexibility vs. administrative cost: What are the costs to the applicant, to opponents, and to
the City’s interest in providing a streamlined process?
Development cost vs. quality: Standards should be written with an understanding of their

effect on developers' and consumers' costs and on the quality of the environment for both user
and community at large.

Preservation vs. development: Will a particular regulation stimulate or dampen change in uses,
usecrs, or appearance? A related issue is whether adopting 2 new standard will result in a
proliferation of nonconforming situations, which could also discoutage investment.

Under-regulation vs. over-regulation: How does the city accommnodate and facilitate new
development with the adequate amount of review? Is there a rsk of impeding development
through overly strict regulations and procedures or are the risks of inappropriate development
through lax regulations too greatr

Striking the right balance will not be easy, and lessons from similar communities that have recently amended
their zoning and design guidelines can enable the City to avoid mistakes others have made.
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Recommendation No. 1: Making Zoning Easier to
Understand and Use

The need to make Maricopa’s Zoning Code more user-friendly and concise was one common obsetvation
noted during interviews with stakeholders and at the community workshop. Many code users commented
that the text of the code is complex and hard to interpret, largely because it was adapted from the County
when the city was incorporated in 2003; others said that the document is difficult to navigate and the new
Code should rely more extensively on helpful examples and have clear references that direct users to
appropriate regulations. This section contains general observations about the code’s organization, format, and
usability, as well as strategies for improving them.

EXISTING ORGANIZATION AND STYLE

The City of Maricopa’s Zoning Code comptises numerous articles of nearly equal imnportance, with no clear
structure tailored to the City’s needs. These chapters follow an organizational logic similar to the zoning
codes of most counties. The text first discusses general zoning regulations and standards and allowable uses
in the traditional base zoning districts—agricultural, residential, commercial, and industrial. The district
chapters are followed by supplementary zoning provisions and specific provisions for parking and loading,
sign, and finally administration.

The code has few features that enhance its usability. The text is careful to provide cross-references so that
County regulations apply within the City. However, none of these regulations have been supplemented with
graphics in order to provide greater clarity, and few include tables that present requirements in a format that
allows fast and easy access to information.

Overall, the structure of Maricopa’s Zoning Code is poor. The Rewrite should address the organizational
problems with a comprehensive restructuring, As part of this effort, the City also may wish to consider a
number of specific sttuctutal changes to enhance usability. These issues and recommendations are cutlined
below.

THE ISSUES

The following observations summatize the concemns raised by Maricopa staff, frequent code users, and
community members, as well as independent evaluations made by the consultant team.

Organizational Irregularities

Although the original organization of the County’s ordinance was generally consistent and logical, as adapted
by the City, it does not always present information where users may expect to find it. In particular, the first
chapter of the ordinance contains a number of detailed items that are not typically found in introductory
provisions, including amendments to Planned Area Developments (PAD) zoning for specific projects—
sections that are typically found in a separate article or ate included in conditions of approval of a planned
development map. The introductory chapter also contains a number of rules and definitions, yet the list is not
comprehensive. Further, definitions are found in various other sections of the ordinance and have not been
systematically compiled. Because definitions are scattered throughout the Code text, users may have to look
in a number of places before finding the meaning of a particular term. This creates confusion and can result
in errors of implementing code provisions.
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Other organizational aspects may also be impeding usability. Maricopa’s zoming contains a number of
regulations that apply differently to geographic areas and PADs. Most code users turn to the ordinance only
to find applicable regulations for a particular zoning district. A more user-focused approach would place
these standards in the district chapters where they apply, so that users can access 2 more comprehensive list
of applicable repulations without having to tutn to other parts of the ordinance. Finally, 2 comprehensive
table of contents and index are needed to facilitate smooth navigation of ordinance sections.

Specification of “Permitted” Uses and Cumulative Zoning

The way that Maricopa defines allowable uses in each of its zoning districts, with cumulative provisions {e.g.,
CR-5 incorporates use regulations of CR-4 and CR-3) has the potenual of leading to unnecessary confusion
tegarding development possibilides. Cumulative zoning provisions ate no longer “best practces”, and the
majority of zoning codes in the country list out all permitted uses and uses requiring a conditional use permit
ot special permit in a table, using a classification system allowing for flexibility in actual uses to respond to
changes in the market or introduction of new technologies. The City’s inherited approach to use regulations
also does not facilitate distinctions based on scale ot location, which can be helpful in urban settings.

Underutilized Table Organization

As descrbed above, Maricopa’s zoning regulations contain few tables to help users identify applicable
regulations quickly and easily. Tables greatly enhance the code’s usability, and they should be used extensively
to organize the information presented in the code. Places whete tables may be of particular help include lists
of allowed uses across all districts and lists of numerical standards (e.g. maximum height and required
building setbacks) in the zoning district regulations and in supplementary provisions, among others.

Standards of Measurement

The physical standards for development (e.g., height, setbacks, distance between buildings) within Maticopa’s
Zoning Code generally are expressed in appropriate units (lineal feer or square feet). Problems can occur
when height limits, for example, are listed as both 2 measutement in feet and a maximum number of stories
(e.g,, two stories or 30 feet). Although the two measurements are not equal, they are roughly equivalent and
may unnecessarily restrict design innovation when one standard alone could adequately achieve the City’s
goals. Wherever possible, measurements should be standardized.

More Graphics Needed

The current Zoning Code contains a minimum number of graphics thar illustrate development standards.
None show examples of good design. Illustradons can be extensively used to convey concepts and aid
usability. Sections where graphics could be particularly helpful include supplementary provisions and design
standards; they may also be useful in illustrating standards of measurement, certain definitions, and other
ordinance provisions difficult to describe clearly through words. The Ciry should aim to incotporate a
number of new graphics in order to clarify ordinance elements,
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Recommendation No. 1: Making Zoning Fasier to Understand and Use

RECOMMENDATIONS
The City should consider the following strategies to make the Zoning Code easier to understand and use.

1A

1-C

1-D

Develop a Consistent and Uniform Approach w Organizing and Displaying Use
Regulations, Standatds, and Review Procedutes

The City can improve the organization of its Zoning Code in a variety of ways. First, the code should
include a comprehensive index and table of contents to allow users to quickly find the code sections
that apply. Provisions regulating nonconforming uses and enforcement procedures should be in
appropriate location in the administrative section, for example. A final chapter at the end of the code
can group all definitions together, so that users have access to a comprehensive reference section in

an easily located place.

Consolidate Standards

Whete standards apply differently to each set of base districts, for instance, requirted setbacks for
each category of uses from neighboring district lines, they should be grouped immediately following
the standards for this set of districts. Rules governing the construction of language, interpretation of
code provisions, and standards of measurement should similarly be grouped together to serve as a
reference section that can be tumed to in the event of uncertainty regarding code provisions.
Consolidating these rules into one section will help to ensure that standards are logical and
consistently interpreted and appiied.

Simplify, Refine, or Eliminate Unnecessary Regulations and Procedures

Maricopa should ensure that its Zoning Code functions as efficiently and with the fewest number of
provisions necessary to achieve its goals. To this end, unnecessary sections of the code should be
removed in order to avoid ambiguity and reduce the sheer bulk of the code. For example, districting
chapters need only list permitted uses and uses requiring a conditional use permit or other form of
discretionary review. Similarly, where code regulations list two standards of measurement, such as a
maximum height and a maximum number of floors, one standard should be chosen and applied
consistently.

As 2 part of this Rewrite, Maricopa should give considerable attention to how to address design
guidelines and standards. The code should clearly distinguish and separate those elements that are
mandated {standards) and those that are flexible (guidelines) in order to improve the clarity of the
City’s design expectations. Furthermore, these elements should be reformulated to give more specific
direction based on building types (e.g., apartments or multi-tenant commercial buildings), geographic
location, and the needs of patticular uses. By making design guidelines more sensitive to context and
use, the City can ensure that the regulations enhance—not interfere with—development possibilities.

Add New Zoning Districts as Necessary to Implement General Plan Policies

The City should consider adopting a number of new districts to implement the goals of the General
Plan. New classifications may include base districts aimed at mixing uses, accommodating “Urban
Villages™ or larger-scale “Planned Communities”, or providing for small-lot residential development.
Ovetlays may include a flood hazard overlay, Tribal Lands referral area, transit-otiented development
(TOD) district or a district aimed at improving development along Route 347/John Wayne Patkway
and the Maricopa-Casa Grande Highway. Finally, the City should consider creating a number of
special area districts to address the needs of different neighborhoods or growth areas, such as those
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created for the Heritage District. These could apply to the Seven Ranches and other areas. Each of
these new district types is discussed in greater detail in the subsequent recommendations of this

Working Paper.
Integrate Components of the Subdivision Ordinance

In 2006, Maricopa’s Subdivision Ordinance weat into effect, regnlating all changes in ownetship ot
land uses throughout the City. The document contains many aspects of a zoning code, such as
definitions, procedures, and regulations. It has design and performance standards, which regulate
items such as open space, fencing and walls, landscaping, and access. There are provisions for Master
Plan and Planned Development areas as well as for individual land uses. It is a more comprehensive
document than Maricopa’s existing Zoning Code and was cited by city staff for its ease of use and
detailed regulations. The revised Zoning Code will incotporate many of these components and
ensure that there is consistency between regulations and definitions in both documents. This will
prevent multiple interpretations, regulations, and processes from being applied to the same profect or
patcel and create a consistent land use regulatory system.

Use Graphics to Reduce Wordiness and Improve Clarity

The Code Rewrite should add a graphic inventory in order to further strengthen code provisions. In
many instances, graphics can communicate development regulations more cleatly and in less space
than written standards. For example, images can cleatly depict standards for measuring building or
sign heights or yard setbacks, while verbal equivalents are prone to misinterpretation and uncertainty.
Graphics should be used throughour the code to strengthen written provisions and to provide visual
examples of both lawful and unlawful development. With visual clarification, fewer sections of the
zoning code will be subject to competing or incorrect interpretations, and regulations can be cleared
of much of the jatgon, which can cbscure the code’s intent.

Tabulate and Cross-Reference Regulations

The Zoning Rewrite should revisit all textual cross-references to ensure that each provision refers o
all additional relevant regulations, and to avoid unnecessary repetition of provisions. Where
approptiate, the code can tely more extensively on tables to convey development standards, as they
greatly improve the readabiliry of complex regulations. One new place whete tables might be useful is
when specifying allowed uses in each district, subject to various permits and reviews.

When the web-based document is created in Phase 3 of the Rewtite, these cross-references and
tables could take the form of HTML links to relevant sections in the text for rapid navigadon. Many
other cities across the United States have begun to incorporate their zoning ordinances into city
websites as easily navigable and searchable texts. Monterey, Chicago, and Pasadena have all
incorporated HTML links into their use regulatons to achieve this purpose, bur the links work
differently. While Monterey and Pasadena’s links move the user to the referenced section, Chicago’s
links provide a pop-up window with only the requested information. While the latter is helpful
because it allows a side-by-side comparison of standards and definitions with the tables that reference
them, the feature may create some frustration for users whose web browsers automatically block
pop-up windows. Specific choices will be reviewed with Ciry staff as part of Phase 3 work.



Reconumendation No. 2: Streamlining Development Review and Approval

Recommendation No. 2: Streamlining Development
Review and Approval

Zoning provisions governing development review and other administrative matters create the procedural
environment through which the City can achieve the goals and policies laid out in its General Plan and other
adopted policies. At their best, development review provisions can promote the type of development a
community wants by providing a clear, predictable path to project approval; conversely, vague review
processes with unclear requirements can cause developers a high level of anxiety, frustrate community
residents, and severely dampen a City’s ahility to attract desirable growth. Unclear regulations also cost the
developer/property owner and the City both time and money. A well-organized and clear code can eliminate
these problems.

While the City has a “one-stop” shop system, it does require all discretionary approvals to go to the City
Council, which introduces additional steps and makes the process longer than if the review and approval of
certain types of penmits were delegated to the P&Z and city staff. Generally, prospective developers value
three central qualities in any administrative ordinance: certainty in the requirements, timelines, and structure
of the review process, built-in flexibility to adjust development standards to the needs of individual projects,
and opportunities to request relief from requirements that constitute a substantial burden. Certainty about the
types of development they can expect to see in their community is also important to residents. The degree to
which Maricopa can incorporate these qualities into its zoning code will help improve its ability to compete
for development in the near future.

The flexibility of a zoning code is largely defined by its hierarchy of uses and their required permits. This
hicrarchy establishes the different levels of review the code requires to make various types of zoning
decisions. These decisions typically range from a relatively informal counter staff review at the planning
counter ptior to the issuance of a building permit to more formal and complex procedures requiring public
notice and a hearing before the P&Z and/or the City Council.

The ptimary factor influencing a project’s place in the hierarchy of uses is whether the proposed uvse is
permitted “as of right”, allowed subject to certain conditions, or requires a Conditional Use Permit or
Temporary Use Permit. This determination is a reflection of community issues and concerns that should be
embodied in the General Plan, Decisions about where an application fits in the hierarchy may also, however,
be influenced by how a jutisdiction selects and designs administrative techniques. It is often possible, for
example, to reduce the review threshold for a particular type of application (ie., place it lower in the hierarchy
with only P&Z or Staff approval), by increasing the specificity of development standards and performance-
based ctitetia, along with a related increase in one or more of the following:

s Scope of public notice for neighborhood input;
e Length of time for public review; and
¢ Opportunities for informal public review and consultation with community organizations.

The Rewrite should set forth clear administrative procedures to be followed for all types of zoning decisions.
The level and extent of administrative process requited for different types of decisions will vary.
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EXISTING ADMINISTRATIVE PROCEDURES

Decision-Making Bodies

Maricopa’s Zoning Code specifically creates a Planning & Zoning Commission and adopted, by reference, the
County’s Code provisions for the Board of Adjustment. Responsibilities for a “zoning administrator™ are not
defined in the Code itself, nor are there provisions for a Hearing Officer.

Board of Adjustment

The Board of Adjustment is a quasi-judicial body thart interprets the Zoning Code, authotizes variances and
parking reductions, acts on disputes about Temporary Use Permits, and hears appeals of decisions by the
Zoning Administrator. The Board can reverse, affirm, or modify any of these decisions. Much of its work has
dealt with height variances.

Planning & Zoning Commission

The Planning & Zoning Commission 1s the planning agency for the City and also, in an advisory role,
recommends actions to the City Council regarding land use and development, including amendments to the
Zoning Map, Zoning Code, and General Plan or Specific Area Plans. Additionally, the scope of the Planning
& Zoning Commission’s review includes requests for Conditional Use Permits; protected development rights
plans, subdivision preliminary plats, and other permits and approvals to ensure compatibility with the General
Plan and surrounding uses. When considering the approval of a rezoning or Use Permit, the Commission
may include site plan review.

Permits and Approvals

Table 2-1 summarizes the types of discretionary land use and development petmits and approvals that the
cutrent code authorizes, and lists the authorities that can issue these approvals.

TABLE 2-1: DISCRETIONARY APPROVALS AND ISSUING AUTHORITIES

Permit Type General Purpose Issuing Authority
Conditional Use Required for some uses to establish City Council, through consultation with the
Permit (CUP) conformance with the Zoning Code, General Planning & Zoning Commission

Plan, or other plans and policies, as well as
compatibility with adjacent properties.

Site Plan Review Insures compliance with the zoning code and City Council, through consultation with the
may specify necessary conditions to minimize Planning & Zoning Commission and if property is
land use conflicts. located within the Heritage District, through
consultation with the Heritage District Advisory
Committee
Variance Allows the modification of one or more site Board of Adjustrent
development standards that cause unnecessary
hardship.
Comprehensive Provides for the establishment of signage Planning & Zoning Commission
Sign Plan criteria that are taitored to a specific

development location, and which may vary
from specific Ordinance provisions.




Recommmendation No. 2: Streambining Development Review and Approval

“TABLE 2-1: DISCRETIONARY APPROVALS AND ISSUING AUTHORITIES

Permit Type General Purpose Issuing Authority

Temporary Use Allows uses on a temporary basis or forafixed | City Staff

Permit amount of time,

Subdivision Required for the division of land into separate City Council, through censultation with

Application lots, tracts, parcels, or condominiums, Subdivision Technical Advisory Committee,
cooperative, and other forms of ownership.

The City also has created a2 “One-Stop Shop” process for permits, as illustrated in the flow chart on the
following page.

Nonconforming Uses and Structures

Currently, Maricopa’s Zoning Code regulates nonconformities, that is uses or structures that do not comply
with current tegulations and standards, in a traditional way. The code prohibits the expansion, enlargement,
extension, or replacement of any nonconforming use and requires that all changes to nonconforming
structures bring the site into full compliance with code provisions. Nenconforming uses abandoned for one
year, or uses ot sttuctures suffering damage over 50 percent of their value, may not be restored without being
brought into full compliance.

Citizen Participation Provisions

The City has adopted “Citizen Participation requirements™ in Article 16-4 of the Zoning Code. Every permit
application that requires 2 public hearing must submit a Citizen Participation Plan detailing the proposed
methods and schedule of citizen notification, the citizen review process, and opportunities for discussion. At
least 15 days before the first public hearing, the applicant must submit a Citizen Participation Report, which
summatizes the implementation of the plan. The code states that failure to comply with the citizen
patticipation requirements may result in postponement, rescheduling or denial of an application. These
procedutes have proven to be an effective way of gaining public input into the process.
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THE ISSUES

Uses that Appear to be Permitted by Right, but Actually Require Review

The current code permits a wide variety of uses and development projects “as of right” in the zoning district
regulations, but requires many of those projects to undergo discretionary site plan teview and, in some cases,
to secure approval of a Conditional Use Permit. As a result, requirements for Council approval of projects
may seem contradictory where district regulations state that such uses are permitted by right.

Many jurisdictions have been able to reduce the number of uses that require discretionary review by
amending their ordinances to include carefully crafted standards and testrictions that are specific to particular
uses and then have a ministeral (e.g. “as of right””} administrative process for zoning clearances, mainly to
check that development plans meet specified standards and use regulations. No public hearings or
discretionary review with case-by-case conditions of approval then occurs. Standards can also be specific to
zoning districts or clearly defined physical locations (e.g., arterial streets, locations within 100 feet of a
residential zoning district, sites subject to flood hazards, sites adjacent to the Union Pacific Railroad line ot
the airport, or within a specified distance of Tribal Lands, etc.).

There are a variety of approaches the City could use to reduce the number of uses requiring review, including
petmitting more uses by right subject to:

e  Compliance with development and design standards that could be added to the ordinance based
on the General Plan’s policies;

¢ Compliance with new standards and requitements that reflect “standard conditions™ that are
typically imposed when such uses have been conditionally approved by the P&Z or a Hearing
Officer (a new position); and

¢ Compliance with specific limitations on location, floor area, hours of operation, vehicle access,
and similar features that are the source of potential adverse impact.

The incorporation of “limited uses” makes it possible to eliminate disctetionary review for those uses that
meet specific standards and limitations and do not exceed specified threshold criteria. The code could offer a
discretionary option (using a Conditional Use Permit) to applicants who can demonstrate that the proposed
use is consistent with the purposes of the district and would be compatible with sutrounding uses, even
though it does not meet all of the standards and limitations. This would allow needed flexibility and allay
concerns that may arise from those who think the proposed standards are too rigid. Conditional Use Permits
would be reserved for uses that pose potential or significant land use compatibility issues.

No Differentiation between Nonconforming Uses and Structures

Legal nonconforming uses and structures that do not comply with existing land use regulations could be a
problem if Maricopa tries to promote more specific design standards. The code does not allow a
nonconforming structure to be altered unless the entire building is upgraded to comply with existing codes
and standards. Similarly, 2 building with a nonconforming use can only be altered as long as it is does not
exceed fifty percent of the area of the use. With Maricopa’s current regulations regarding the alteration of
nonconforming uses and structures, it hinders properties from being upgraded and adaptively reused. This is
particularly acute in the Heritage District, but after incotporation certain exceptions were established for the
Heritage Disttict. These rules place undesirable pressure on uses that do not fit new code regulations but are
otherwise well estzblished, benign, or even beneficial to the surrounding neighborhood.
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The City may want to consider a dered system that distinguishes between those noncontorming uses and
structures that are small and relatively benign and those that are detrimental to surrounding owners and
residents, This approach would provide more flexibility than the current requirements. The code could be
changed to make it easiet to upgrade those nonconforming properties that do not substantially conflict with
General Plan policies, are located within the Heritage District (and other specified areas if desired), and to
eliminate those activities and structures that are clearly incompatible with and detrimental to surrounding
uses. A tered system could include a procedure for licensing nonconforming uses that grants property
owners the prvilege of continuing nonconforming activities subject to certain requirements.

RECOMMENDATIONS

There are a wide variety of opdons that Maricopa could consider for revising its current regulations to
streamline the decision-making process.

2-A  Create a Set of Common Procedures for Zoning Administration

Maricopa should create a common set of streamlined administrative procedures in order to clarify the
development process and to provide applicants with consistent expectations for project review. A set
of common procedures would improve code usability by helping applicants to understand the general
teview process more easily. This also would be 2 logical place to respond to the timelines and related
requitements of SB 1598, Arizona’s Regulatory Bill of Rights. More detailed procedures could be
consulted, depending on the specific permit application. Elements of a standard set of common
administrative procedures include the following;

e A clear and consistent anthority for determining whether an application is complete;
»  Clear procedures and umelines for handling appeals;
» Requirements for more advanced public notification for all types of public hearings; and

o  Standards for the conduct of public hearings.

2-B  Reduce Reliance on Council-Level Discretionary Review

The Zoning Code should allow more uses and other approvals “by nght”” or subject to appropriate
and suitable locational, developmental, and operational standards and limitations and without review
by the City Council of building and site design but delegate this review and approval to the
approptiate commission ot city agency. This recommendation also applies to those uses that appear
permitted in district provisions but, in fact, are subject to discretionary review. By allowing these uses
by tight or as “limited” uses subject to specified standards, Maricopa will not only speed the permit
and development process, but also provide additional certainty to prospective developers that their
projects are allowed and encouraged.

The successful implementation of this procedural strategy would require the City to create a category
of allowed uses in each district between those that are permitted and those subject 1o review. This set
of “limited” uses would function as permitted uses so long as they conform to certain development
standards or do not exceed threshold intensities {one example might be multifamily developments
with fewer than 10 units, ot a similarly moderate number). Uses that exceed threshold intensities or
otherwise do not conform to the stated limirations would then require a Conditional Use Permir.

With a greater number of uses allowed by right, Maricopa may also want to consider instituting a
“petition review” system through which a project that is allowed by right can become discretionary if
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Recommendaiion No. 2: Streanmiining Development Review and Approval

neighbors file their opposition; that is, to have the P&Z review the application and take the
community concerns into consideration before approval. The City might either require an applicant
for a Use Permit to submit signatures from neighbors as part of the application process, ot the City
could mail neighbors and post notice of a pending application and then give opportunity for appeal.
These procedural safeguards can help to ensure that only controversial projects of otherwise
permitted uses require discretionary review.

Clarify the Roles of the Planning & Zoning Commission and City Council

The resolution of the roles of these bodies is a necessary element in streamlining Maricopa’s
development process. This goal might be accomplished in a variety of ways, and the City should
consider how to best align this procedural structure with its development vision. At the very least, the
Rewrite should clarify the authority of the P&Z to have the ability to conduct design review and to
take final action on certain types of applications. Similarly, the code could enable the Zoning
Administrator authority to review land use, site layout, building form and architectural detail,
landscaping, and other aesthetic elements for certain types of projects. The following ate two specific
ways that the City could rethink the roles of decision-making bodies, cach representing a different
degree of intervention:

¢ Rewrite the Code to clearly define the role and scope of authority among the respective decision-
makers, but retain Council authority for specified types of projects; or

® Rewrite the Code to give the P&Z final authority, subject to appeal, for “major” Use Permits,
with “minor” Use Permits, site plan review and related approvals to be granted by a Zoning
Administrator, acting as a Hearing Officer, if specified findings can be made or the project is
modified through conditions of approval

Allow Additional Flexibility to Get Relief from Standards for Infill Development such as in
the Heritage Districts

Thete are several incentive programs that the city and state offer to promote the development and
upgrades of property. Programs such as the Fagade Improvement Program, Green Business
Incentive Program, and Fast Track Permitting all utilize different methods and incentives to promote
development. Specific permit approval procedures, enabling relief from standards and incentives for
infill development and property upgrades, could promote redevelopment and reuse of
nonconforming and older structures. Additional standards that could be modified by such a permit
process could also be listed in the code itself. Maximum height and densitics might be particularly
appropriate for consideration, as well as operational requirements in some comtnercial and industrial
development such as minimum ceiling heights ot loading docks.

Allow Flexibility for Nonconforming Uses

The City could adopt a new approach to regulating nonconforming uses that would allow it to
distingnish among categories of nonconforming uses that should be regulated differently. Benign
uses would be treated differently from potentially harmful or detrimental nonconforming uses. Such
a system could apply different rules to:

® Benign nonconforming uses that could remain indefinitely, as determined by the P&Z or Board
of Adjustment, and subject to conditions or limitations, with provisions for revoking its
“benign” status if new nuisances arise;
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e  Uses that should be replaced at some time in the future in order to implement the General Plan’s
long tetm objectives whete redevelopment and/or reuse is unlikely in the near term because of
economic or market considerations; and

¢ Uses that are inconsistent with the General Plan and zoning regulations, will impede
implementation of the Plan, and are detrimental because of health, safety, or substantial aesthetic
impacts, such as towing yards and unscreened outdoor storage.

In this classification system, benign uses ate those that do not have the potential to adversely impact
surrounding propetties. A small grocery store or office could be classified, for example, as benign,
while an engine rebuilding business, auto body shop, smoke shop, or adult bookstore could not. The
Rewrite would include the formulation of test parameters to classifv a nonconforming use as benign,
which may include the following:

» Does not generate noise or odots or visual nuisances incompatible with surrounding uses;
*  Does not create significant traffic; and
» Does not involve activities or processes that are potentially harmful or dangerous.

The process of determining a benign nonconforming use would allow for public comment; it also
would provide authority to impose conditions to ensure that uses deemed benign do not change their
operations in a way that may adversely affect neighbors (e.g., a condition limiting hours of operation
ot prohibiting alcohol sales or smoke shops). Enforcement provisions for violations of standards or
conditions also will need to be established.

Implement a Village Planning Committee Process to Provide Additional Opportunities for
Public Input

As the City looks ahead to growing to be well over 100,000 in population, Maricopa could consider
the creation of village or sub-area planning committees who would then be responsible for sending
advisory recommendations to the P&Z. While this option need not be implemented now, enabling
provisions could be included in the code so such committees could be created in the future, if
needed. These committees would allow additional opportunities for public input on projects
proposed within their area boundaries, and could meet prior to a board hearing to discuss the hearing
agenda items and forward recommendations, allowing the public the opportunity for closer scrutiny
of proposals before they are formally considered. They would not be HOAs, although membership
might come from HOA leadership. The Heritage District Committee could fulfill this role for the
Heritage District.



Recommmendation No. 3: Addressing Mixed Use and Other Development Opportunities

Recommendation No. 3: Addressing Mixed Use and Other
Development Opportunities

Nearly all of the new residential development in Maricopa has occurred in Master Planned Development(s)
with single-family homes being the predominant housing type. Some large-scale plans have included a mix of
uses, but most of the City has a fairly homogenous character, reflecting its family orientation.

Like many Ametican cities, Maricopa also contains a number of older neighborhoods, called ‘Old Town’ in
the General Plan and currently named Heritage District. These areas have small or irregularly shaped
properties that have never been developed, as well as vacant buildings that persist despite all efforts to
encourage their reuse. Residents have voiced concern over the number of vacant lots and properties that are
not well maintained in these older areas of the city.

The Seven Ranches is another unique area, where many residents value their rural lifestyle, but with City Hall
and other new uses in the vicinity, change is expected over the longer term. Maricopa has problems attracting
development to these ateas due to rural character, disparate ownership, and zoning standards inherited from
the Pinal County. As a result, small or otherwise substandard lots cannot feasibly be used, so developers turn
to “greenfield” areas where there is vacant land—leaving old neighborhoods on their owm. A priofity in the
Rewrite should be to reverse this trend and encourage more mixed use development and reinvestment in old
neighborhoods where residents and owners desire it.

EXISTING POLICY

The City of Maricopa has a vested interest in promoting development in all areas of the city and, in the
Heritage District, on lots that have been bypassed by development. This interest is best illustrated in the
various policies in the General Plan, as follows:

o Allow flexibility for mixed commercial and residential uses.
¢ Study the redevelopment and preservation potential of the Maricopa Old Town area.

® Identify and develop distinct ‘Maricopa’ design theme(s} that can be marketed to and be built
upon by the business community for both the Old Town area and the community at-large.

The City could create a Development Incentive Program (DIP) to partially achieve these policies. Through
this program, incentives could be offered for development on “by-passed” property, provided that it is
smaller than 2.5 acres, has access to utility lines, and is surrounded by property that is mostly developed.
Once obtained, the permits allow a limited number of development incentives, such as:

“Develgpment incentives that may be granted by the DIP may include modifications to butlding setbacks, landscaping design,
onsite parking, building beight, right-of-way dedication, and other site developrent provisions contained in this Ordinance.”
ISSUES

Physical design standards and limited infrastructure in mostly built-out areas may tend to discourage mixed
use and infill development. Many remaining parcels in the Heritage District, for example, are small or
itregularly shaped, and current requirements for setbacks, density, or overall lot size do not reasonably permit
development on them, The Heritage District Design Guidelines address mixed uses, but no zoning has been
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adopted to accomplish this. Although the new code could state that small lots and parcels created prior to the
code’s adoption are to be considered as conforming to setback requirements, this exception alone may not
prove sufficient to promote mixed use and redevelopment in the Heritage District. Rural front and side yard
requirements, grandfathered on incorporation, and height limits may limit design flexibility for infill housing
and mixed use projects.

Some community members have pointed to these regnlatory obsmacles as preventing the City from
accommodating development in the Heritage District at urban—instead of rural—scales, which could have
the double benefir of revitalizing older neighborhoods and increasing the stock of affordable housing.

The proposed DIP could be a way for the City to help guide design solutions. Providing “context sensitive”
criteria would aid in developing better designs, and may be able to reduce the demand for case-by-case
reviews and the uncertainty of a hearing process, a concern of stakeholders interviewed.

RECOMMENDATIONS

3-A  Establish Standards and Incentives for Mixed Use, Urban Villages, and Infill Development

State law authotizes cities to allow mixed use development and also to adopt infill districts for sites
meeting specific criteria, and Maricopa should take advantage of this initative to encourage growth
and investment in the Herirage District and in Urban Villages in appropriate neighborhoods. Among
other cities, Tucson has successfully implemented a Downtown Infill Incentive district under this
authorization, and Mesa has an active Development Incentive Program (DIP) for older areas.
Allowing mixed use and infill by right in particular districts, instead of through a public hearing and
discretionary permit process, will help to promote this type of development. However, the City
chooses to codify its infill policy, the regulations should include adequate incentives to encourage
such development and design standards that will ensure that its form is pedesttian-friendly.

The City has a variery of oprions to provide incentives for mixed use, Urban Villages, and infill. In
addidon to the exceptions to development standards that it could provide through a DIP fe.,
heights and setbacks}), the City could permit exceptions to design standards and density requirements,
The degree to which jurisdictions typically relax these standards varies; while some simply increase
the allowed building envelope by a set percent, others choose to eliminate nearly all restrictions on
building envelope size and replace them with strict design standards that ensure pedesttian-friendly
development, as discussed below. In addition to flexible design and development standards, the City
may wish to offer as-of-right incentives, such as further density bonuses, in exchange for desired
amenities, including public plazas and community facilities. Priority processing of mixed use, Urban
Villages, and infill permit applications is another benefit to consider.

Maricopa has a number of options for methods to implement these policies. For example, the City
could establish a system in which developers are given “points” for providing public amenities and
community benefits that could then be traded for specific concessions. The City of Chicago has
adopted a point-trading system that illustrates how this process might work, and the City of Santa
Monica, California is currently considering the adoption of a similar system. Chicago’s code lists 2
variety of specific amenities that developers may choose to provide, including through-block
pedestrian connections, water features, and green roofs, in exchange for specified increases in floor
area through a formula or an as-of-right density bonus. The ordinance also establishes maximum
bonuses that may be accrued. In Santa Monica’s proposed community benefits program, the City
would grant a certain number of points to developers for providing amenities, such as additional
landscaping, public plazas, and outdoor living space. Developers can then “trade-in these points for
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4 certain percent density bonus or additional floor atea that would be proportional to the number of
points accrued. If Maricopa does not want to establish a point system, the City could also simply list
a menu of public amenities that each entitles a project to 2 specified bonus.

Support Future Transit Corridors

Maricopa should reevaluate its density standards in areas that might benefit from increased building
bulk and higher intensitics of use, including the future transit-oriented ateas. Higher density
allowances will make these areas more attractive to potential developers and it will further
differentiate the areas that Maricopa chooses to promote as urban through increased activity and
visual prominence. The City should also promote mixed use by tequiring ground-floor commercial
uses, where appropriate. Mixed use around transit centers, such as the relocated Amtrak station, is
especially important to encourage ridership and to support the investment that the City has made in
these networks. In combination with higher density residential development, appropriate ground-
floor commercial uses can turn transit centers into popular destinations.

Rethink Buffering and Transitional Requirements to Avoid Constraining Development

The City will need to reduce its buffering requitements in desited infill areas to make more intense
development possible. The existing requirements not only constrain the dimensions of development
but also interfere with the City’s ability to create walkable streets and viable commercial development
in these areas. While Maricopa should require some buffers for commercial properties that abut
single-family residential districts, it could decrease the requited buffers around other types of
properties—particularly in areas where the City envisions infill.
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Recommendation: No. 4: Achieving a High Level of Design Quality

Recommendation No. 4: Achieving a High Level of Design
Quality

Maricopa places a premium on design excellence as a standard for new residential development. The City’s
existing policies and procedures have ensured to a latge degree that new growth is visually appealing and fits
well into surrounding communities. This effort is most pronounced in the master planned communities,
where extensive landscaping, community amenities, and attractive architecture have been included in project
approvals. In the rest of the city, landscaping requirements have transformed the feel of shopping centers and
patking lots, and site plan review has helped to ensure that typically dull buildings—such as those for
shopping centers uses—incorporate attractive details and varied materials to provide appealing public facades.
In the Heritage District, the City’s Fagade Improvement Program helps to facilitate fagade improvements.

Despite these positive elements, Maricopa will face a number of design challenges as it becomes an
increasingly urbanized city. One of the primary goals for Maricopa’s fututre will be to set design standards for
non-residential development, and to recognize differences in design standards to achieve a diversity in
housing and a unique sense of place. Much of the suburban-scale housing has been relatively homogenous in
character. Development along the 347/John Wayne Patkway Cotridor and along the Maricopa-Casa Grande
Highway continues to be unfriendly to pedestrians, with large expanses of blank walls and frontages, pootly
defined street corners, and buildings that are orented away from sidewalks. In some areas, fostering a
pedestrian-oriented environment with active and transparent retail frontages that offer views into shops and
displays that engage shoppers is more important than landscaping in a front setback area, Balancing these
needs, as well as others outlined in this chapter, will be a crucial element in the creation of a coherent design
vision for the Rewrite.

THE ISSUES

Mixing of Urban, Suburban, and Rural Scales

Maricopa’s Zoning Code should clearly distinguish among urban, suburban, and rural scales of development.
In PAD projects, for example, the predominant character is suburban, with buildings and surface parking lots
separated from the street by lush planting.

Although the City’s goal for development is to create an attractive, vital environment, with opportunities for
mixed use development and destination uses, such as hotels and resorts, the code continues to mandate
minimum—and not maximum—setbacks for most types of development. In the 347/John Wayne Patkway
Corxidor, this is particularly problematic. There also are no requirements for buildings to be located along 2
sidewalk or for building entries to face the street. These are a few examples of how design guidance can assist
in quality design and create a strong sense of place.

Zoning also has allowed auto-oriented comtnercial uses along the State highways, including car sales and
drive-through restaurants, to follow subutban designs that place parking and display areas between buildings
and the sidewalk. As a result, these corridors have become a mixture of incompatible urban and suburban
types of growth with few buffers to resolve resulting nuisances. Single-family detached housing continues to
exist directly adjacent to large structures, and commercial uses with generous setbacks compromise the
walkability created by neighboring businesses. Without changes to development policy to address these
problems, the City will be unable to achieve its goal of having a vibrant city.
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Similarly, suburban scale development is beginning to invade rural enclaves, such as Seven Ranches, that
some residents may want to retain as less developed untl sewer infrastructure issues can be resolved. This
mixture not only compromises the rural feel of these areas and detracts from their historical character, but
also creates physical incompatibilities between properties. Many features of these areas are suitable for rural
and equesttian uses with large setbacks, but have the potential 1o become problematic when mixed with
suburban-scale homes that occupy larger pordons of lots and are closer to the street.

Compatibility issues are also likely to arise from the development of suburban-scale single-family homes next
to properties with large animal enclosures and next to active farming operations. As part of this Rewrite, the
City could establish performance standards for agricultural activities within the City limits to minimize
adverse impacts on neighbors and also revisit its density and setback standards for designated rural areas in
order to avoid the further development of these types of incompatibilities in the future. Retaining a GR
General Rural district also was a request of several stakeholders interviewed.

Insufficient Incentives for Environmentally Sensitive and Sustainable Development

Many cities atound the United States are taking measures to encoutage sustainable development because its
benefits are numerous, affecting not only the environment but also residents’ quality of life and business
productivity. The City does provide incentives for installing solar panels through the Solar Rebate Program
and does require landscaping in certain types of development. There should be additional sustainable
incentives in the code. Maricopa has many options when considering a sustainability initiative, ranging from
the simple encouragement of more useable open space, to requiring permeable landscaping, and to incentives
for adherence to the standards of larger nmational movements, such as the Leadership in Energy and
Environmental Design (LEED) green building cestification program. The City also could build on Pinal
Counrty’s recently completed Sustainable Pinal plan, which many Maricopa stakeholders applauded as a good
initiative. Approaches to sustainable design are discussed more thoroughly in the recommendations, below.

By way of example, the City of Santa Monica is on the forefront of the municipal green building movement.
The city otrdinance requires that all new commetcial buildings and large residential projects follow energy
performance targets that go beyond California’s requirements. Programs are in place, such as a priority plan
check system, that encourage all new residental development and redevelopment to follow prescriptive
energy-saving measures. The city guides developers through the process with their comprehensive Green
Building Program, which offers an extensive database of information, including a web based guide on the
City’s Green Building requirements, guidelines, case studies, and resource links,

RECOMMENDATIONS

4-A  Establish Design Standards for Residential and Non-Residential Development

The Rewtite could include formulation of design standards for residential and non-residential
development that foster the type of character desired within various areas of the Ciry. In urban and
mixed use areas, the objective should be to have buildings enclose a street to provide an inreresting
and engaging front, and to make walking and shopping pleasurable. In suburban areas, by contrast,
development has more of an auto-orientation, and landscaping would be important to screen parking
areas and buffer pedestrian walkways from parking lots and from the street. Finally, in rural areas, the
built form is much more informal, with deep setbacks and in some areas, stables and paddocks.
Specific design controls that may be used for non-residental development include:

e Location of a building on a lot;
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¢ Orientation of building entries;

® Transparency — pedestrian level windows offering views into buildings and displays;
e Requirements for architectural modulation to promote a variety of building forms;
# Limitations on blank walls;

® Screening of outside storage;

¢ Number of stores; minimum building height;

* Transitional requirements to improve the relation to adjoining sites;
® Pedestrian amenities and public gathering areas;

e Standards for drive-up and drive-through facilities;

#  Connectivity within the site and to adjoining areas; and

® Location and screening of parking.

For larger projects, the City should require developers to submit plans showing how individual
buildings within subdivisions, for example, will have a vatiety of housing types and how details on
street-facing facades, front doors, porches, stoops and verandas, windows, roofs, landscaping,
building matetials and color will be addressed. Design guidelines also may be requited for land
development where buildings may be constructed by others to ensure a proper arrangement of
buildings and sensitive site planning and architectural design.

Require Landscaping that is Approptiate to Development Type and is Envitonmentally
Sustainable

A ‘one-size-fits-all’ rule of landscape requirements may not be the best option for Maricopa.
Perimeter landscaping and foundation planting requirements should vary depending on the character
or type of development proposed. There could be alternative landscape requitements each with
specified standards for percentage of landscaped arca and plant quantities, sizes and types. Further,
the code should retain sufficient flexibility for the creative use of native or drought-tolerant planting,
and have permeability requirements to ensure the long-term health and upkeep of landscaped areas.

Mandate Outdoor Living Area(s) and Usable Open Space in Multi-family Residential
Development

Instead of listing outdoor space as 2 design option, the City should require usable outdoor living area
in all multi-family development, consistent with the Parks and Open Space policies of the General
Plan. Providing balconies or patios or usable common open space with resident amenities can meet
this requirement. The numerical standard can vary according to the density of development and
whether the outdoor living area is private or shared, possibly ranging from 200 square feet per unit in
a low- to medium-density project to 60 square feet per unit in a high-density project in the town
center. Excessive open space requirements, mentioned by stakeholders, should not be imposed.

Provide Incentives for Sustainable Design

The County recently completed a report on Sustainable Pinal — Its Whers You Want to Be, containing a
broad range of recommendations, including energy conservaton in new homes and
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commercial/office/industrial projects, green electricity production, water conservation and heat
island management. Green building performance standards, water conservation and building criteria,
parking design standards and landscaping provisions could be integrated into Maricopa’s Zoning
Code. Whether the City wants to establish specific requirements that are keyed to LEED standards
or other third-party certification programs, or have a more general approach, possibly integrated with
a bonus/incentive program or priority processing based on compliance with a LEED rating (e.g:,
“Silver” or higher) or alternatives could be explored. The County’s work is an excellent starting point.

Scottsdale offers some good models on promoting green buildings that may be worth emulating.
Marin County, in California, has become a national leader in promoting sustainability through energy
efficient building, and its experience is exemplary of one way that Maricopa might envision such a
program. Marin County has estblished the BEST program,! which exists to enhance energy
efficiency and consetvation in residendal, commercial, and community facilities. Under the BEST
program an extensive database of green building resources is available and building checklists and
technical assistance for residents and businesses is offered at no cost. The County has established an
Energy Efficient Building Incentive Program that includes watvers of fees, fast track permit
processing, design teview waiver opportunities, and over the counter permitting approval for solar
installations. Additionally, Marin County has adopted a Single Family Dwelling Energy Efficiency
Ordinance, which requites dwellings greater than 3,500 square feet to meet specific energy efficiency
standards.

1 Marin County also has the Solar Energy Project and the Green Business Project run by their Sustainability Team, more information
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Recommendation No. 5: Promoting Housing Variety and
Choice

The futute of Maricopa is closely tied to the type and quality of housing that is developed in the coming
years. The 2006 General Plan anticipated a 2025 population of 350,000. New residents will require the
creation of more than 130,000 new housing units, a substantial inctease over the current stock. One of the
greatest challenges for Maricopa in the following decades will be to provide enough housing to meet these
needs without compromising the quality and cohesiveness of its residential neighborhoods. Through design
and development standards and incentives targeted to attract diverse and well-designed projects, Maricopa
can ensure that its housing stock is sufficient and meets the needs of all segments of its population.

CURRENT HOUSING POLICY

Maricopa’s Zoning Code establishes six base residential districts, but only four are shown on the zoning map.
Less than one acre is zoned for multi-family residences; all of the other residential land is designated for
single-family residential or rural uses. The non-residential zones do not permit housing, not do they include
mixed use development options. Of the residential districts, three are single-family zones with varying
minimum lot sizes (from 7,000 to 20,000 square feet). The multifamily zones do not include densities; in the
CR-4 zone, the limit is four family units per lot, while in the CR-5 zone, the density is limited for all practical
putposes by building height (30 feet), and includes requited parking and yards. Single-family uses are
petmitted in the multifamily zones, but all multifamily development, including duplexes and town homes, is
prohibited in single-family zones. Additionally, limited residential uses are permitted in the agricultural and
general rural zones.

Maricopa’s existing housing stock offers no diversity in building type(s). Neatly all of the current residential
units are single-family detached, with some attached homes in PADs and some manufactured homes. ‘This
very limited distribution of housing types does not provide the framework for housing for all segments of the
community that the City wishes to promote. Lastly, there are no incentives for affordable housing, and the
inclusion of this type of housing will help attract development to Maricopa.

THE ISSUES

This section describes how current zoning regulations present obstacles to achieving Maricopa’s housing
goals delineated in the General Plan.

Lack of Housing Variety

Maricopa’s current housing regulations generally do not allow for a mixture of different scales of housing in
appropriate locations, nor do they facilitate the development of certain types of housing that contribute to
affordability. Because Maricopa’s residential districts ate of only two types—single-family and multifamily—
there is no district for a transitional scale that would allow single-family units mixed with lower density
multifamily units, This type of district is important not only for ensuring smooth transitions in physical bulk,
but also for providing opportunities for multifamily housing at lower costs.

The cuttent code also does not provide sufficient opportunity for alternative housing design. With a
minimum lot size of 7,000 square feet for the CR-3 single-residence zone, the code does not expressly permit
small-lot or zero lot line development, although these types of developments are sometimes approved
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through a PAD. As its housing needs grow, the City may wish to encourage this type of design more
aggressively in order to accommodate increased spatial demands as well as market demands.

Aging Stock of Residential Buildings

The aging of Maricopa’s older homes, including manufactured homes, will continue to cause a number of
problems for the City if no steps are taken to rehabilitate them. As these units continue to age, they will be
subject to further deterioration. The code prevents the rehabilitation and upgrade of older homes because it
requires them to comply with all current zoning and building code requirements {e.g. sprinkling and fire
safety). Currently, variances can be granted to allow deviations from standard requirements, particularly where
modern standards create nonconforming site conditions (e.g., patking requirements or setbacks). While a
variance resolves the legal status of these buildings, however, it does not materially improve site conditions
and provides a disincentive to their upkeep due to the money and time involved to petform even minor
alterations. The City should consider adopting regulations that encourage appropriate physical improvements
to manufactured homes while continuing its practice of granting variances 1o avoid the creation of
nonconforming sites.

RECOMMENDATIONS

5-A  Allow a Mix of Housing Types Where and When Appropriate

Maricopa can take a variety of steps toward promoting a greater mix of housing types at all densities.
One way to accomplish this is to allow more flexibility in density in transitional areas, a policy that
Portland, Oregon has successfully implemented. Portland permits duplexes on corner lots in single-
family zones as long as each unit faces a different street, and it also allows one additional unit on any
residential lot abutting a commercial lot. Portland also promotes development of live/work units. By
creating a framework for flexibility in housing size and design, Portland has been able to supplement
its housing supply with a diverse range of typologics while maintaining the prevailing characteristics
of its existing residental areas.

Austin, Texas, has implemented a mote permissive policy for mixing housing types through its recent
infill initiative. In a few specified residendal zoning districts, this provision allows the creation of
additional units within the existing residential fabric whete space permits. The ordinance permits
infill development to take a variety of forms, including single-family houses, duplexes, and
multifamily buildings, and even allows a handful of small-scale commercial activities as long as those
businesses are limited to 1,000 square feet per acre of infill development. There are specific
development standatds for each of these allowed infill uses, including adjusted setbacks and densicy
standards, in order to ensure that the development is compatible with the surrounding
neighborhood. Thete ate requirements for infill projects to promore pedestrian activity, include “high
quality” public open space, and distribution of bulk so that the new buildings are comparible with
any adjacent single-family residental uses.

Maricopa should consider adapting these peer city policies as appropriate to its individual needs in
order to meet the General Plan’s goal of encouraging diverse types of housing, including live/work
opportunitics.

5-B  Create a New Zoning District ot New Regulations for Small-Lot Single-Family Development

The City also should consider adopting a residential small-lot development district or include specific
provisions for small-lot development within single residence zones. While the PAD option has been
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used to allow this type of development, Maricopa should consider incotpotating these provisions
more formally into the code in order to encourage their development on a wider scale and to
streamline the review process for it. This type of housing has become a standard option in the
Phoenix metropolitan area. The code could allow subdivision to enable small-lot development, as in
the City of Los Angeles, where lots as small as 600 squate feet are allowed under this provision.
Small-lot development could be especially useful in areas with an abundance of irregular lots,
including long, narrow lots or other odd shapes. The code’s development standards might provide
the option of consolidating long narrow lots with a joint setback as a unified development and to
allow zero setbacks between individual units in a townhouse style.

Create More Housing Choice with a Density Bonus Program

The City should consider adopting additional regulations to promote the creation of more housing
choice with a density bonus program. At the moment, the City does not provide any voluntary
program for the creation of a diverse range housing with density bonuses. The City may wish to
adopt an incentive program to ensure that local development is satisfying the need for a range of
housing units.

Several incentives might be included in a voluntary program. The typical incentive involves a density
and/or height concession in proportion to the number of units provided at various density ranges or
for a range of housing types. Density bonuses could be given for the creation of seniot housing or
for people with special needs. In addition, fast track processing of applications could be offered for
projects with a minimum number of attached units. The City might also consider identifying other
development standards, such as required parking, that could be reduced as part of an incentive
package, provided transit or para-transit setvices were available or the community was walkable, and
the need for two cars was reduced as a result.

Allow Upgrades to Older Residential Properties (Manufactured Homes/ Trailer Parks)

The deterioration of older residential areas, including manufactured homes and trailers, will be a
problem for Maricopa in the near future. Without the proper maintenance and upgrades the
deterioration of these structures can contribute to decteased property values. As these structures
continue to grow older, the City needs to find the right balance between encouraging maintenance
and physical upgrades and not imposing undue cost burdens on the residents of these areas.
Maricopa should consider encouraging upgrades to units through a staff-level review process, while
balancing these changes with the option of granting variances to avoid nonconformities where
upgrades are not possible.
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Recommendation No. 6: Supperting Economic Growth

Recommendation No. 6: Supporting Economic Growth

Ensuring the long term economic growth and employment opportunities is of ptimary importance to
Maricopa. In order to secure continuing economic vitality, regulations should promote the steady creation of
new jobs to maintain a strong and diversified economy and to allow residents better access to local
employment. This section discusses current challenges facing economic development and presents strategies
for encouraging new industry, “non-traditional” and targeted commetcial growth.

Maricopa’s economy holds a great deal of promise for the future. The City has two key factors that enhance
its attractiveness to business: a swiftly growing population—contributing to a sizeable work force—and large
amounts of available land in growing areas of the city, including the Williams Gateway area and the rapidly
expanding nottheast corner near Loop 202. In addition to the town center’s envisioned urban village, these
elements provide the framework for healthy economic growth as the City continues to expand. Through well-
crafted regulations, the zoning code can maximize the City’s economic development potential and ensure that
growth does not create undue impacts on its neighbors.

EXISTING REGULATION OF ECONOMIC ACTIVITY

Currently, Maricopa has three commetcial districts (CB-1 Local Business Zone, CB-2 General Business Zone
and the CI-B Industrial Buffer), two industrial districts (CI-1 Light Industrial and Warehouse Zone and CI-2
General Industral Zone) and the TR Transitional Zone, which provide the framework for all economic
activity in the City. These districts are cumulative (e.g., CB-2 incorporates use regulations of CB-1) and follow
a hierarchy of allowed uses, with the most intense uses allowed in the CI-2 zone.

Because of the limited number of local jobs available, many residents continue to commute outside of
Maricopa for their jobs. A key goal to ensure economic health and future development of Maricopa will be to
provide appropriate incentives for job-generating uses and encouraging the most productive use of
economically productive land. The City’s General Plan outlines a number of strategies for catrying out its
economic development policies, reflecting the following recommendations:

» Creating a balanced and diverse economy is a central theme. Among preferred economic
activities are teseatch and development, manufacturing, biotech industries, alternative energy
research end development, and tourism. Developing alternative technologies, including
geothermal and solar enetgy applications for agriculture, may be well suited to Maricopa.

® KLconomic development efforts should include manufacturing and more. Any activity, which
brings new money into the community, is an appropriate focus for economic development.
“Non-traditional” options include tourism and retirement.

THE ISSUES

Maricopa’s Bedroom Community

The number and type of jobs in Maricopa is a matter of concern among many residents and city officials.
Cutrently, Maricopa has a much higher concentration of residential uses than employment and tax-generating
uses. This fact has led to the common observation that the city is primarily 2 bedroom community, with
residents commuting to other Valley cities to work. Beyond the missed economic opportunities inherent in
this situation, the city is hurt by this trend in a number of ways. It hinders small business development in the

41



City o7 Marivapa Zoning Ordinance Rewrite
Diagrosis and Evaination Working Pager

area, because workers frequent restaurants and shops in other cittes near their places of employment. The
daily outflow of population further complicates the creation of an urban environment, because the city lacks
the critical mass of people necessary duting the day to populate its streets and neighborhoods.

A Lack of Real Mixed Use

Maricopa’s Zoning Code provides few opportunities for true mixed use development. In commercial zones,
residential uses are not allowed, and no standards for mixed use development are established. The Heritage
District design guidelines envision a mix of residential and small office uses, but “by right” zoning has not
been established in the area. Further, no provisions exist for neighborhood-scale mixed uses in the code.

RECOMMENDATIONS

6-A

6-B

6-C
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Provide Incentives for Job-Generating Uses

In order to help bring the City’s total jobs into balance with it’s housing, Maricopa should take steps
to attract businesses and industry with a high ratio of employees to floor space. The City could
provide incentives for this type of use by allowing targeted industry to receive priority application
processing or set time limits that the City can spend considering applications for this type of
development. A more comptehensive approach might include creating a general “employment” use
classification that includes targeted industries. The code would then permit this use wider freedom in
location, design, and development standards. By doing this, Maricopa will increase its ability to
compete with other regional cities for jobs.

Allow Limited Commercial Development in Approptiate Residential Districts

Many neighborhoods in Maricopa could benefit from small-scale commercial development and
neighborthood-serving uses that serves local needs, such as day care facilities and local schools.
Currently, these types of land use are not allowed in residential zones, but Maricopa should consider
allowing low-intensity commercial and institutional uses in some of these districts. Commercial
activity might be limited to edges of neighborhoods or in villages, or on corner lots on collector ot
atterial roads with appropriate buffering requirements to ensure that it will be a good neighbor to
surrounding properties.

By allowing small commercial development in these districts, Maricopa could both provide a new
avenue for economic growth and enhance the accessibility of commercial properties for many
residents in the area. Highway commercial frontage then can be reserved for retail space. Day care
centers and schools do not belong in shopping centers. Small-scale, local-serving commercial
properties are ideal for small businesses, so mixed use zoning would expand income opportunities
for the City’s tesidents. Local-serving commercial uses would also allow residents and employees to
walk or bike to theit destinations more often, having a beneficial impact on local traffic and
environmental conditions.

Create Mixed use Districts

In additdon to the low-intensity mix of uses described in the previous recommendation, the City
should create a true mixed vse district outside of the Hetitage District that allows ground floor retail
with residential uses above. To ensure that mixed use development actually occurs, the City could
impose additional standards in this district requiring ground floor retail. This mixed use district
would allow “by right” development with site plan review; PAD zoning would not be required.
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Recomemendation Ne. 6: Supporting Economic Growth

Create a Planned Development Base District

While the subdivision ordinance has detailed requirements for PADs, the PAD overlay district in the
Zoning Code may not be allowing the level of flexibility or creativity that is desirable in a planned
development district. The City has a policy of applying the more restrictive tequirements, which may
not always be appropriate, or offer desired flexibility. Because the overlay must be applied to an
existing base district, the underlying regulations of that base district still apply. Maricopa could create
a new “floating zone” — a planned development base district and, for larger sites, a planned
community district, in order to allow for additional flexibility in land use and site planning. Such a
district(s) would have no specific use or design standards, but would allow for innovative design
proposals approved through 2 Conditional Use Permit. ‘The City could then apply this district to
areas of strategic importance of to larger sites with special needs to encourage integrated, well-
designed projects. This would be an option for those with existing PAD zoning, but not a
requirement. Maricopa could make the adoption of this provision a priotity in order to facilitate
major upcoming projects, where pre-2008 PAD approvals may not fit with current market demands
for housing.

Provide for the Adoption of Development Agreements for Large, Employment-Generating
Uses

Although Atizona law authorizes municipalities to establish procedures for the adoption of specific
plans that include strategies for providing necessary infrastructure and to enter into development
agreements that entitle a property owner to development consistent with a specific plan in exchange
for the provision of infrastructure and other benefits. Maricopa does not curtently incorporate these
procedures into its Zoning Code. It does have provisions in the subdivision regulations for Planned
Atea Development (PADs), which are quite detailed. At the minimum, Maricopa should clearly
specify in the zoning ordinance rewrite that development agreements can establish separate
development standards for specific plan areas. Development agreements and specific plans can play 2
significant role in attracting large employers to the City, as they allow greater development flexibility
in exchange for the provision of basic public amenities such as toads, infrastructute, and community
benefits. These requirements also will need to be coordinated with annexation procedures.
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Other Issues

In addition to the broad categories covered in previous sections, the Zoning Code Rewrite can address a
number of narrower concerns raised by the needs of particular areas, uses, and segments of the population.
This section looks at how the Rewrite can integrate policies that support efficient transit systems, address
environmental quality, and ensure adequate provisions regarding State and federally protected uses. Although
these issues did not fall within the scope of the previous sections, the concerns raised here are important for
ensuting that the revised zoning code meets all goals of the General Plan and is equitable, legally sound, and
consistent with applicable regional policies.

ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY

Light Pollution

The City adopted 2 Light Pollution Code shortly after incorporation. Most stakeholders applauded these
controls but requested that some provisions be re-considered in the context of emerging technologies, crime
prevention and safety, and specific needs in mixed use districts.

The Light Pollution Code has eliminated the spillover of light from new development onto adjacent
properties to the greatest extent possible. Specific numerical limits are placed on exterior illumination levels to
aid enforcement and ensure consistent application in all areas of the city.

The rationale for having a “dark sky” program to regulate maximum light levels throughout the city is
straightforward. A dark sky program can have many desirable effects, including the following:

* Control of glare that can create safety hazards or nuisances;
*  Preservation of a visible night sky;
¢ Maintenance of conditions that do not interfere with wildlife navigation and reproduction; and

¢ Conservation of enecrgy.

As communitics have learned from adopted versions of these ordinances, the International Dark-Sky
Association (IDA) has generated a number of helpful policy recommendations regarding the regulation of
illamination levels and many jurisdictions in Arizona have refined them to meet their local needs. In general,
the IDA recommends five lighting zones with gradations of luminance standards. The most restrictive zone,
reserved for wildlife habitats, rural areas, and other “inttinsically dark landscapes,” is subject to rigid lighting
controls, including strict maximum output levels? and “light curfews.” In the least restrictive zone, reserved
for major urban areas, it may be appropriate to remove or relax some or all of these regulations. Maricopa
may want to make minor technical refinements of its light pollution control program, which would still
preserve the natural character of its rural and undeveloped arcas, while also providing security lighting as
needed for crime prevention and community safety.

" Output levels may be regulated in lumens or watts per square foot of lighted area. The IDA notes that watts are a more commonly
understood and more easily measured—and thus more easily enforceable—standard. However, when using watts as a standard of
measurement, resulting llumination levels may vary considerably with the energy efficiency of individual bulbs. It thus may be
advisable to regulate in lumens per square foot to achieve consistent results.
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Solar Technology

The use of solar technology for the generation of electricity, lighting, and heating buildings is a central
principle of green building. Incorporating solar technology can help implement sustainability goals as well.
The City is fairly permissive, but the current Zoning Code does not have detailed provisions to regulate the
installation of solar panels and other technology systems nor does it recognize that these systems may need to
project above height limits in some cases. Standards for a “right to light” and solar easement rules also could
be incorporated. . The Zoning Code should include regulations to allow the incorporation of solar panels into
development plans without height variances.

PROTECTED USES

Arizona law grants cities and counties relatively broad discretion in the regulation of land uses and
development, and the Federal courts and United States Congtess have, for the most part, left land use and
environmental regulation up to state and local government. There are, however, some important exceptions
to this approach. If local regulations conflict with federal law, pursuant to the supremacy clause of the United
State Constitution, then local laws are preempted. In some cases, both Congress and the State have idenufied
matters of critical concern that limit the authority of local Arizona municipalities.

This section discusses some of these protected uses, applicable rules, and potenual issues that should be
addressed as part of the Zoning Code Rewrite Project.

»  Religions wses (Federal Religious Land Use and Insttutionalized Persons Act of 2000, ARS 41-
1493 et. seq.)

o Housing for persons with disabilities (Federal Fair Housing Act Amendments of 1988, Americans with
Disabilities Act, Arizonans With Disabilities Act of 1992, ARS 9-499.02; 41-1492 et seq.)

o Tekawmmunications (Federal Communications Act of 1996)
o  Educational Institutions (ARS 9-461.05.E.5)

Religious Uses

'The Federal Religious Land Use and Institutionalized Persons Act of 2000 (RLUIPA} requires public agencies
to demonstrate a compelling government interest and to use the least restrictive means when making a land
use decision that imposes a substantial burden on religious exercise. The Federal Courts have ruled that
requiring a church to apply for a conditional use permit, submit information needed o conduct zoning
review, ot obrtain a rezone is, in most cases, not considered to be a “substantial burden” on religious exercise.
Local agencies that impose limitations on where religious uses may locate or impose requirements that the
applicant considers “burdensome” may, however, be sued in Federal court and, if found in violation of the
law, subject to financial penalties. The enactment of RLUIPA followed a decision by the United Srates
Supreme Court ruling that a previous Federal law, the Religious Freedom Restoration Act of 1993, exceeded
Congress’ power to enforce the Constitution. In the wake of this decision, Arizona and several other states
adopted their own statutes to protect religious uses from burdensome state and local laws.

The Arizona Free Exercise of Religion Act State law imposes comparable restrictions on local agencies
requiring a determination that laws, rules, and other actions that substantially burden the exercise of religion
further a compelling governmental interest and represent the least restrictive means of furthering that interest.
(ARS 41-1493.01) Like RLUIPA, which Congress adopted following the Supreme Court decision, the State
statute provides a judicial remedy to obtain relief. The State law appears, however, 1o require a lower
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threshold than RLUIPA. It states that, “Free exercise of religion is 2 fundamental right that applies in this
state even if laws, rules or other government actions are facially neutral.” Moreover, because one of the most
difficult aspects of regulating religious uses is determining whether the adoption ot application of a regulation
imposes a substantial burden, the Arizona statute also atterpts to clarify its intent by explaining “the term
substantially burden is intended solely to ensute that this article is not triggered by trivial, technical or de
minimis infractions.” (ARS 41-1493.01(E)). In contrast, Federal courts have ruled that to impose a substantial
burden under RLUIPA a government action “must place mote than inconvenience on religious
exercise...[Flor a land use regulation to impose a ‘substantial burden,” it must be ‘oppressive’ to a
‘significantly great’ extent. That is, a ‘substantial burden’ on ‘teligious exetcise’ must impose a significantly
great restriction or onus upon such exercise.” San Jose Christian Coll. v. City of Morgan Hill, 360 F.3d 1024, 1034
(9th Cir.2004))

Maricopa’s cuttent code permits religious assembly uses in all districts subject to compliance with applicable
design guidelines, landscaping and screening requirements, and setback standards. Accessory religious uses are
permitted on the same lot as a church or on a contignous parcel. The code defines “church” to include
“limited accessory uses generally associated” with buildings and structures intended for conducting organized
religious services. The code stipulates that a Conditional Use Petmit is required for athletic facilities and
daycare centers operated in conjunction with a church but does not explicitly exclude some other activities
that churches may operate such as schools and social service programs.

By defining homeless sheltets, charity dining facilities, and rescue missions as “social service facilities”, the
existing code suggests, but does not explicitly state, that the operation of such uses within church premises
are not considered religious activities and would require separate approval. It is important to ensure that the
City makes adequate provision for social and community services such as homeless shelters and food
programs because some religious organizations and their supporters have argued that these activities, which
have been traditionally provided by religious institutions, are also protected by the Federal law. The City must
also ensure that it complies with RLUIPA’s equal tetms provision by treating religious uses and secular uses
with similar land use characteristics, such as other membership assemblies for private schools, in the same
manner. See Centro Familiar v. City of Yuma, 651 F.3d (9% Cir.2011).

Local agencies must also be wary of requirements or conditions that restrict the number of worshippers,
hours of operation or otherwise “burden” religious practice. Design review requirements should also not be
applied to religious uses in a way that may conflict with religious values ot precepts that are embodied in
certain symbols or designs. The current code’s exceptions to height limits minimize potential conflicts by
exempting church spires but require Design Review Board approval for granting exceptions for other features
such as domes of cupolas.

Housing for Persons with Disabilities

Various provisions in both Federal and State law limit the anthority of local agencies to regulate facilities for
mentally and physically handicapped persons. In 1988, Congress extended the 1968 Fair Housing Act’s
prohibitions against housing discrimination to include discrimination on the basis of handicap or familial
status (families with children). The Federal Fair Housing Act Amendments (FHAA) defined "handicapped"”
to include persons with physical or mental disabilities and recovering alcoholics and drug addicts. The FHAA
not only prevents communities from discriminating against handicapped individuals but also requires
"reasonable accommodations in rules policies, practices, or services, when such accommodations are
necessary to afford [handicapped persons an] equal opportunity to use and enjoy a dwelling." The Arizona
Fair Housing Act brought the State law into conformance with the Fedetal Fair Housing Amendments Act of
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1988. Similarly, the Artzonans with Disabilities Act of 1992 (ARS 9-499.02; 41~1492 et seq.) reinforces
provisions of the comparable federal statute.

‘The U.S. Supteme Court has ruled that a zoning ordinance that defined a “family” to exclude a group of
morte than five persons who are not related by genetics, adoption, or marriage was an unreasonable restriction
on maximum occupancy that could not be used 1o exclude a group home for 10 to 12 recovering alcoholics
and drug addicts from a single-family residential zone. City of Edmonds v Oxford House, Inz. 514 US 725, 131 L
Ed 2d 801, 115 S Ct 1776(1995).

Maricopa’s existing code allows residential facilities for developmentally disabled persons and licensed and
unlicensed group homes for the disabled with up to ten residents plus staff in all residential districts as long as
they are separated from an existing group home by 1,200 feet or a significant physical feature such as an
arterial street or park. While the spacing requitements may limit housing choices, they support the objective
of dispersing housing throughout the community. There are no cases in Arizona that found a city in violation
of the FHAA because of spacing requirements for group homes. Courts in other states have, however, found
the refusal of a local community to grant an exception to this spacing requirement to be a violation of the
reasonable accommodation requirements of the FHAA.

Maricopa’s Zoning Code cutrently allows larger group homes, assisted living facilities, hospitals, and
convalescent homes in mult-family districts with a Conditional Use Permit. Supervised living facilities and
substance abuse treatment facilities may be established in mult-family districts subject to approval of a
Council Use Permit. Residential facilities for the developmentally disabled, group homes for the disabled, and
adult care homes are also permitred in the Town Center residential districts.

The code’s definition of “group home for the handicapped” includes adult care homes, homes for the
chronically mentally ill, and similar residential living arrangements for disabled persons but does not include
homes for the developmentally disabled, nursing homes, and substance abuse facilities. The code also
includes a definition for “assisted living facility”, which does not include group homes for the disabled or
adult care homes. Maricopa’s provisions regarding such facilities appear to conform to both Federal and state
law but may be confusing to all but the most well-informed code-users because of terminology. Ideally, the
code should use the same terminology and definitions as the State statute and provide whatever clarification
may be needed to demonstrate compliance with the Federal law as well. The City should also be aware of the
potential for conflict with Federal law when a facility protected by the FHAA is subject to the Ciry’s citizen
participation process. While neighbors’ comments about the future residents of a facility are protected by the
First Amendment of the U.S. Consttution, the City’s denial of a discretionary permit may be subject to
challenge if it can be shown that the action was a result of such comments. White . Lee, 227 F3d 1214 (9% Cir
2000).

State law distinguishes between licensed residential facilities serving developmentally disabled persons and
other types of group homes and supervisory care facilities requiring local agencies to regulate licensed
residential facilities serving up to six developmentally disabled persons plus support staff necessary to assist
residents as a single family residental use. (ARS 36-382) The Federal law, however, provides broader
protection. Under the FHAA, in-patient and out-patient facilities licensed to treat persons with mental
disabilities or substance abuse problems must be regulated in the same manner as properties used for
treatment of general medical patients.

The Federal and State requitemnents for accommodating individuals with disabilittes also dictate that
municipalities establish procedures to allow modification of setback requirements and other standards thar
may preclude alterations to make buildings accessible. Rather than requiring a property owner 1o go through
the process of obtaining a variance, the code should explicitly state that an administrative waiver or
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modification of such standards is available based on a determination of necessity under Federal and State
disability laws. Like the Federal ADA, the Arizona act requires public agencies to make “reasonable
modifications” to its polictes, practices, and procedures when necessary. This might, for example, require
modification to setbacks to allow a ramp to extend closer to the front property line than would otherwise be

permitted.
Telecommunications

Federal law imposes constraints on the ability of local agencies to use zoning and building regulations to
regulate wireless tclecommunications facilities on private property and in the public right-of-way and
expressly preempts any state or local law that has the effect or prohibiting telecommunication. The Federal
Telecommunications Act of 1996 preserves local zoning authority over decisions regarding the placement,
construction, and modification of wireless facilities so long as it does not (1) unreasonably discriminate
among providers of functionally equivalent services, or (2) prohibit or have the effect of prohibiting the
provision of personal wire services and subject to a number of procedural requirements. Since 1996, the
Federal courts have clarified the meaning of these provisions in scores of cases, which have, in some
instances, further limited local regulation of telecommunications uses but in others have reinforced the
regulatory role of local agencies. While some rulings have focused on HOW agencies implemented their
regulations, rather than the content of the local ordinance, they suggest that incorporating more detailed
procedural requirements could help to make the application of the local ordinance less susceptible to legal
challenge.

In what was probably its most important recent decision on the issue, the court ruled against a provider who
challenged San Diego County’s complex regulatory scheme on the grounds that it could poteatially prohibit
the provision of telecommunications services. The Federal court decided that the ordinance was not
preempted because it did not expressly or in effect prohibit wireless services. Sprint Tedphbony PCS v. County of
San Digge 543F3d 571 (9% Cir.2008} In another case, however, the same court found that a city improperly
denied an application for a special use permit to construct a monopole because it failed to rebut the
provider’s showing that its proposal constituted the least intrusive means of remedying a service gap as
required by the Act. T-Moble USA, Inc. v. City of Anacortes 572 F3d 987 (9 Cir.2009).

Maricopa’s Zoning Code permits non-commercial communication towers in agricultural and residential
districts as long as they are not located in the front yard and comply with height and setback requirements.
Commertcial towers require apptroval of a Conditional Use Permit in agticultural and tesidential districts and
to exceed permitted heights in the Town Center Business, Public Facilittes, Commercial, and Industrial
districts.

The code requires a finding that the approval of the proposed permit is compatible with surtounding uses
and applicable plans and policies and provides for the imposition of conditions to ensure compatibility. The
code itself does not establish any standards but refers the user to the Commercial Communication Tower
Guidelines that the City adopted in 1997.

The Code Rewrite will provide an opportunity to review the guidelines, codify appropriate provisions, and
develop additional standards and crdtetia to regulate telecommunications facilities. The ordinance could
include incentives for co-location and “stealth” facilities and provisions that allow modification or waiver of
standards when necessary to meet documented service needs. The codification of existing guidelines will also
allow for review of provisions to ensure compliance with the body of case law that has accumulated during
the decade since the City adopted the guidelines.
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Several of the most tecent court decisions regarding telecommunications facilities mvolve regulation of
installations in the public right-of-way, a subject that the existing ordinance does not address but is likely to
become relevant as witeless technology continues to change. After overturning one ordinance intended to
protect the aesthetic character of public streets (Sprint v. La Cariada Flintridge, 435 F.3d 993 (9th Cir. 2006}, the
same court upheld a similar regulation in another California city ruling finding that its consideration of
aesthetics in denying a providet’s application to construct two facilities in the public rights of way did not
violate either Federal or state law Sprint PCS Assets, LLC v. Pafos Verdes Estates, et al., 583 F3d 716 {9 Cir.
2009).

Charter Schools and Community Colleges

As provided by State law, the City of Maricopa’s General Plan 2006 includes a public buildings element
“showing locations of civic and community centers, public schools, libraries...and other public buildings™ as
part of the mandated general plan (ARS 9-461.05.E.5). The Plan proposes coordination with the public
school districts that serve Maticopa as well as Central Arizona College “to ensure land use compatibility
surrounding existing and planned school sites.” (General Plan 2006, p. 70).

Although the Plan does not specifically address charter schools, City staff anticipates that these facilities,
which ate a type of public school that can be sponsored by the State Board of Education, the State Board for
Charter Schools ot any local school district, will be an increasingly important component of Maricopa’s
educational infrastructure. Arizona has seen considerable growth in charter schools since the State adopted
enabling legislation in 1994 (ARS 15-181 et seq.) Now, some municipalities and counties have expressed
concern that charter schools tnay be locating in areas that are not appropriate for this type of use.

Existing State law requires that charter schools be considered public schools for the purposes of zoning and
the assessment of zoning and other development review fees. (ARS Sec. 15-189.01 et seq.) The statute also
stipulates that municipalities and counties must allow a chatter school to be established and operate at any
location or in any facility in which schools operated by school districts are not prohibited by the zoning
regulations, with the exception that the ordinance may prohibit a charter school from operating in an existing
single family residence that is located on propetty of less than an acre. State law also prohibits charter schools
from operating within a quarter mile of agricultural land where toxic pesticides are applied.

State law does allow municipalities and counties to tequire charter schools to comply with the same
requitements that would be applicable to a school that is operated by a school district. Some jurisdictions,
including Mesa and Gilbert, have adopted zoning regulations applicable to public schools. Gilbert, for
example, classifies both public and private schools as a Public Facility/Institutional (PF/I) use and requires a
Conditional Use Permit for a school to locate at any site that is not on a collector or arterial. Schools may not
be established in any single-family residential structure. Schools occupying five or more acres are subject to
approval of a Conditional Use Permit {CUP) in any Commercial District and prohibited in Office Districts
but smaller schools that meet the code’s development standards may be established on collector or arterial
streets in both districts by right. (Gilbert Land Development Code Table 2.303) Schools are prohibited in all
Employment Districts Although the Gilbert Code, updated in 2005, does not make specific reference to
charter schools, it defines schools, public or private, to encompass all public or private educational
institutions offering a general course of study at primary, middle, or high school levels,
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In contrast, the Flagstaff zoning code?, adopted in November, 2011, specifically defines charter school as “a
public school established by contract with a district governing board, the state boatd of education or the state
board for charter schools” to provide learning that will improve pupil achievement. For purposes of
regulation, however, Flagstaff refers to “Schools-Public & Charter” as a single land use. Flagstaff permits
public, charter, and private schools in all commercial districts but only allows public and charter schools in
industrial zones.

SB 1103, introduced in the State legislature eatly in 2013, would specifically prohibit 2 municipality or county
from enforcing any ordinance, procedure or process against a charter school that cannot legally be enforced
against a school district. It would also state that voluntaty compliance of a school district in the zoning
regulations of a municipality or county would not give the jurisdiction the authotity to apply the same zoning
regulations to a charter school.

The League of Arizona Cities and Towns expressed concern that the bill as originally drafted would have
eliminated public involvement and review but, as a result of an amendment adopted by the Senate Education
Committee, is now neutral on the proposed legislation since the Senate Education Committee amended the
bill to address the League’s chicf issue about eliminating public involvement and review.#

Although there are some differences among municipalities as to how their zoning regulations address both
public and charter schools, review of their ordinances suggests some approaches that should work for
Maricopa:

®  Classify schools as a type of public, semi-public, and/or institutional use;

® For purposes of regulation (e.g. in base disttict use and development regulations tables and
schedules) identify “Schools, Public and Charter” as a distinet type of public/semi-public use;

® To encourage cooperation and compliance, provide sufficient approptiate locations for public
and charter schools to opetate;

* Impose development standards that are similar to or the same as those applicable to other
public/semi-public uses in the same district but provide flexibility to allow construction that will
meet the needs of educational institutions based on size and tevel of enrollment;

¢ Impose performance standards, including parking, that recognize the unique operating
characteristics of schools;

¢ When discretionary review is necessary, provide for review at the staff level with expanded
additional public notice.

Issues concerning the applicability of municipal zoning to public community colleges are similar to those
tegarding charter and public schools. State law requires State departments, agencies, boards or commissions
intending to buy or develop land within a municipality to notify the affected municipality and “cooperate to
the fullest extent possible to insure conformity with the adopted general plan”. (ARS Sec. 9-461.12) This
provision establishes a basis for the City to adopt zoning regulations that would, at a minitum, identify areas
where development of community college facilities would be appropriate.

3 City of Flagstaff, Zoning Code Home P (tp: 6 viewed 12 March 2013
ty age

4 League of Arizona Cities and Towns website h F— l index aspx?NID=157 viewed 12 March 2013.
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PROTECTION OF PRIVATE PROPERTY RIGHTS

State law imposes a number of requitements on local agencies that augment Federal and ‘state constitutional
protections of the tights of property owners. The most important of these is probably the Private Property
Rights Protection Act, which was enacted by Arizona voters in 2006 as Proposition 207 and has been
codified as ARS 12-1134. The initiative amended State law to provide that a property owner is entitled to just
compensation when a land use law approved by the state or a local jurisdiction reduces the fair market value
of her property. The Act exempts a variety of laws intended to protect public health and safety, such as solid
and hazardous waste regulations and tegulation of alcohol sales and adult business, but is generally
undetstood to apply to general and specific plans, zoning and subdivision regulations, designation of historic
properties, and other legislative and adjudicative actions.

Priot to the enactment of the Act, existing law reaffirmed the U.S. Supreme Court’s decisions in several key
takings cases (ARS 9-500.13) and established provisions for challenging the adoption or amendment of any
zoning regulation on the grounds that it violates those decisions and related State case law (ARS 9-500.12).
Previously, Arizona courts balanced the varous implications of a land use regulation, including economic
impact, the type of regulation, public policies, and other relevant facts and circumstances, to determine
whether a taking had occurred and compensation was owed. Arizona’s Proposition 207 narrowed the
definiion of what constitutes a public purpose for eminent domain actions, and requires state and local
governments to compensate landowners whenever land use regulations diminish property values and
provides an additional means for property owners to obtain relief from local land use and development
regulations. (ARS 12-1131 et. seq.) Because the act requires compensation fot any (emphasis added) reduction
in value, it goes farther than the series of Supreme Court decisions, which found that under Federal law, as a
general rule, reductions in value that do not deny all economic use do not constitute a taking. See Penn Central
Transp. Co. v. City of New York, 438 U.S. 104 (1978) et al.

The full implications of the Private Property Rights Protection Act are, as of vet, unclear. It is likely, however,
that they will affect the zoning Rewrite process in at least two ways: (1) if any proposed revisions to the City’s
zoning ordinance trigger claims for compensation because of their potential to reduce property value, and (2)
how the City should handle such claims as well as reduce its liability to future claims that may arise from
implementation of the ordinance following adoption. Because the statutory changes give local agencies only
90 days to respond should a challenge arise, it is important that Maricopa use the Rewrite process to, at least,
identify the key features of an appropriate procedure.

The question of whether future implementation of the ordinance could make the City susceptible to claims
may be the more difficult of the two issues because it is difficult to anticipate martket conditions over the life
of the ordinance following adoption. Although it seems likely that property owners who believe the proposed
enactment of the ordinance would reduce their property values will raise such concerns prior to adoption,
giving the City an oppormunity to make appropriate revisions to the draft, an owner who doesn’t object could
still file a claim, there may be futare claims. Under the law, the statute of limitations on claims expites three
years from the effective date of the law or its application to the property, whichever occurs later (ARS 12-
1134 {G). The law could also apply to the imposition of conditions through an adjudicative process such as
approval of a land division, use permit, or vatiance. A property owner may file 2 demand for compensation if
she believes that such action would diminish the value of her property. The landowner does not, however,
need to submit a land use application, such as a request for a variance, in order to claim compensation. The
new law further gives 2 landowner a cause of action if a land use law is sdll in place 90 days after the
landowner makes a written demand for compensation. Moreovet, the waiver is not personal to the owner
who first challenged the regulation and, once approved, runs with the land.



Otbher Issues

The City may wish to consider procedures for granting additional forms of relief when necessary to reduce
lisbility under these property rights provisions as well as other Federal and Arizona statutes intended to
protect certain types of uses. Some jurisdictions have taken advantage of the provision allowing a government
to reach agreements with property owners “to waive a claim for diminution in value regarding any proposed
action by [the government] or action requested by the property owner” (ARS 12-1134 (I)). Phoenix,
Scottsdale and Temple have adopted ordinances that require owners applying for land use approval to sign an
agreement stating that application of the jurisdiction’s land use laws will not reduce their properties’ value and
acknowledging that as a condition of approval the city may impose requirements such as dedications and
other conditions. The Arizona League of Cities and Towns has also recommended the use of waivers when
property owners apply for rezoning or other actions requiring a legislative decision. Tempe also requires
owners applying to designate their properties as historic to sign a waiver to avoid any potential for argument
that the application of this zoning overlay to theit property would constitute a “diminution in value” of the
propetty as defined by the state law (Tempe City Code Chapter 14A) Such waivers must be used with caution
because they seek a broad waiver for future land use actions that could possibly be characterized as a violation
of the U.S. Supreme Court’s essential nexus test since they seck indemnity from all future rights under the
State law, which would probably not be deemed proportional to the jurisdiction’s potential liability.5

REGULATORY REFORM

Improving local regulations to clarify permit requirements and streamline the permit review and approval
process is an objective common to most zoning update projects. For Arizona cities and counties, as a result
of legislation enacted during the 2011 session, such improvements are now a legal obligation as well

SB 1598, codifted as ARS Section 11-1602 in Title 41 of the Arizona Revised Statutes, created 2 “regulatory
bilt of rights” that requires local governments to establish and meet time frames for its permits and licenses,
fully inform applicants of the requirements for obtaining approval, and comply with State-mandated rules for
code compliance enforcement. Especially with respect to the time limits and notification requitements, the
new requitements are similar to the State of California’s Permit Streamlining Act (California Government
Code Section 65920 et seq.), which was originally enacted more than 30 years ago and is generally considered
to have contributed to improvements to procedures in California. SB 1598 is based on similar set of
requirements approved in the 1990’s that are applicable to State agencies.

The State law will primarily affect the administrative procedures of the Rewrite focusing on (1) licensing time
frames; (2) additional licensing protections; and (3) inspection protocols.

Local governments are required to act on license applications within a predetermined time frame that must be
divided into two consecutive phases:

¢ “Administrative review” segment to determine whether the application is complete, and
® “Substantive review” segment to determine whethet to approve the license.

The State law does not specify the time allowed to process the application but only required each local
government to establish such deadlines by December 30, 2012.

§ For further discussion on the use of waivers see Jeffrey L. Sparks, I.and Use Regulation in Avizona after the Private Property Righes
Protection Adt, 51 Arizona Law Review: 211.
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Cities must notify applicants of all procedural requitements at the start of the process. If the city denies the
application it must provide written notification specifying the legal basis for the decision and advising the
applicant of the procedures for appeal.

Issues and Options

The stature requites a city to determine whether a permit application is complete or not during the
administrative completeness time frame. If the city fails to make this determination within established time
limits, the permit is deemed complete regardless of deficiencies. Similarly during the substantive review petiod
an application must be denied or approved within the established time frame or the permit fee will be
refunded. The statute offers applicants only limited opportunities to supplement applications with additional
material after submission and restricts changes to a permit application to responses made at the jurisdiction’s
request. Moreover, it appeats that the law doesn’t even allow changes proposed by an applicant. The result is
that in order to change an application aftet it has been accepted the city must deny it and the applicant must
reapply and pay another permir fee.

To address some of these issues, the City of Tucson has adopted an alternative so-called “Flexible
Application Process” that allows applicants to sign an agreement waiving the right to claims against the Ciry
for violating the deadlines established in conformance with the law. The altetnative process provides for
multiple application conference and allows the applicant to propose multiple changes to facilitate permit
approval without reapplication. The City still provides a written determination of the basis for denial and
identifies applicable code provisions as required. Applicants also retain the right to request code clarification.

Another approach that some cities employ is to include a code provision that authorizes the Planning
Director to issue interpretations of zoning requitement subject to appeal to the Planning Commission. In
addition to complying with the State law, such a procedure would provide an opportunity to clarify issues that
atise after the Rewrite is completed and establish a body of interpretations that could provide a basis for a
mote otdetly approach to future updates when needed.

OTHER ISSUES

Community members have identified a2 number of specific uses, including aduit businesses, alcohol sales,
check cashing businesses, fast food restaurants, off-track betting, and smoke shops, that may be causing local
problems due to inadequate design or performance standards to ensure land use compatibility In the Rewrite,
the City should consider adopting additional standards applicable to each of these uses in order to reduce
their possible negative impacts on neighboring uses and better integrate them into the urban fabric. With
some types of development, this may include limiting hours of operation, specifying minimum separations
between individual establishments {e.g., check cashing businesses) or from sensitive receptors {e.g., alcohol
sales near schools or patks). In other situations, the development problem might be adequately solved
through heightened levels of community notification before the project is begun.
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Next Steps

Next Steps

This Diagnosis and Evaiuation Working Paper will serve as the starting point for the next phase of the Zoning
Code Rewrite. Following the Planning & Zoning Wotkshop, an annotated outline of the new zoning code
will be prepared. This document will have a very specific focus on the elements and structure of the new
code, with particular attention to the following items:

¢ The proposed number, types, and purposes of new base zoning districts;
® The proposed ovetlay and special districts;

® The general purpose sections of the revised code, including definitions, supplemental standards
applying in some or all districts, administration, and enforcement;

® The overall organization and numbering system, and procedures for amendments; and
¢  Graphic illustrations of selected standards and guidelines and review procedures (by title only).

The annotated outline will serve as the final preparatory document before the actual restructuting and
revision of the zoning code begin.

55



City of Marivapa Zoning Code Reivrite
Diagnosis and Evaluation Working Pager

This page intentionally keft blank.

56






DYETT & BHATIA

Urban and Regional Planners

755 Sansome Street, Suite 400
San Francisco, California 9411 |
(@ 415 956 4300 = 415 956 7315



ATTACHMENT D



CITY OF

it bt

39700 W. Civic Center Plaza

Maricopa, AZ 85138
Ph: 520.568.9098

Fx: 520.568.9120
WWww.maricopa-az.gov

Zoning Code Rewrite Task Force - APPROVED Meeting Minutes for 6/11/14

1.0: Call to Order

Ernest Whitehead called the meeting to order at 6:00 p.m.

2.0: Roll Call

Task Force members present included Councilwoman Chapados, Ronald Batt,
Ernest Whitehead, Vincent Manfredi, Bob Marsh, Ted Yocum, JoAnne Miller, Linda
Cheney, Phyllis VonFleckinger and Ryan Atwood. No current members were absent.
Staff members present were Dana Burkhardt — Planning Consultant, Kazi Haque —
Zoning Administrator, Rudy Lopez — Senior Planner, and Chief of Police, Steve
Stahl. Please see attached sign-in sheet for a list of guests in attendance.

3.1: Meeting Minutes
from 1

Member Cheney expressed concern that the minutes did not reflect enough
information on statements made at the 5/7/14 Task Force Meeting, and requested a
continuance of the item and for staff to provide greater details of the discussion.
Dana Burkhardt explained that the scope of the meeting minutes for a City Council
Task Force Committee are limited to the recording of the motions and formal
actions made by the Task Force. He further explained that the meeting audio was
recorded and is available to the public.

Councilwoman Chapados moved to approve the meeting minutes, seconded by
Member Manfredi. Motion passed with an 8-2 vote to APPROVE the meeting
minutes.

Agenda Item 4.1:
Zoning Code Final
Draft Review

Discussion of updates
requested from 5/7/14

meeting,

Chairman Whitehead introduced the item. Planning Consultant Dana Burkhardt
then gave an overview of the Staff memo which includes direction from the Task
Force at the 5/7/14 meeting. The following updates to the draft Zoning Code are as
follows:

1) the staff recommended revisions included in the May 7 Staff Memo;

2) general edits to the terminology and definitions as requested by the
City’s legal counsel;

3) the Task Force recommendation to delete Article 402 Adequate Public
Facilities;

4) clarification of the proposed PAD Zoning provisions to apply to all
“new” applications or “new” requests to amend existing PAD’s; and

5) 5/8/14 recommendation from Heritage Advisory Committee to
approve MU-H Zoning District language with direction to modify the
Mixed-Use Heritage Zoning District to an Overlay Zoning District, and
modify the provision (304.03 1.3.a) that would permit existing
residential properties in the Heritage District to encroach into existing
setbacks with compliance to Pinal County Health Department septic
system requirements.

Dana Burkhardt noted that additional public comment was received in the 24 hours
prior to the meeting and those comments were distributed to the Task Force
members. The Task Force then discussed each Series of the draft Code in
consecutive order.

Series 100: Member Cheney expressed concerns that existing approved PAD’s being
grandfathered, Section 101.04 K, “What happens to an existing PAD Overlay if you
have existing hard zoning property with an existing PAD Overlay and an owner
requests to amend a portion of an existing PAD Overlay under the proposed new
code, which would now be considered a “PAD District” (not an overlay as exists in
the current code). Does the Overlay change to a PAD District?”. Dana Burkhardt
responded that both options function the same and there are no intended changes to
the overlay based on the new code procedures for a PAD District. The details of how




CITY OF 39700 W. Civic Center Plaza

® Maricopa, AZ 85138
A R I C O PA. Ph: 520.568.9098
y HisTory - Prosperous Futuii Fx: 520.568.9120
www.maricopa-az.gov

a PAD Ordinance is written for such amendment will need to be explored at the time
of an amendment request, but there is no intended change or affect to existing PAD
Overlays or future amendments to those PAD’s.

Member Cheney stated that she shares the concerns out lined in the letter from
Cameron Artigue of Gammage & Burnham, PLC dated June 10, 2014.

Series 200: No Questions or discussion by the Task Foree

Series 300: Member Von Fleckinger requested that Off-Track Betting be removed
from the prohibited uses in Article 302 TC Transportation Corridor Overlay. Task
Force reviewed all of the prohibited uses and came to a consensus that only the Off-
Track Betting be removed from the code, to allow within 150’ of the Transportation
Corridor Overlays. Task Force also came to consensus that General Industrial Uses
within the TC Overlay may be permitted, however, the language should be modified
to only allow the indoor portions of industrial uses and facilities, such as offices and
parking be permitted within the first 150’ as measured from the ROW line, all
outdoor industrial uses and activities shall be located beyond 150’ from the ROW.

Task Force opposed the inclusion of Article 301 MLUP Master Land Use Plan
required Overlay because it does not accomplish the stated purposes.

Series 400: Article 402 Adequate Public Facilities is recommended for removal by
the Task Force

Series 500: Member Cheney requests staff review 502.11 B Permit and Approval
Extensions. Task Force recommends to modify this code to delete “approvals” so the
Zoning Administrator does not have the administrative authority to extend Zoning
approvals that have not met the conditions of approval to develop in a timely
manner, if such conditions exist; and, add language in 502.13, Revocation of Permits
and Approvals, to reference statute for procedures for revoking or rescinding zoning
approvals,

Member Yocum requested the Tables 501.11, 502.06 and 502.13 be revised to be
consistent in their descriptions of Major and Minor Development review permits,
the Task Force supports this revision.

Member Cheney recalled comments from public, Jackson Moll of HBACA, suggested
to exclude a formal approval process for design review, such as a “Zoning Permit”,
for identifying approved standard home plans and elevations. Dana Burkhardt
explained the City has an obligation to maintain records of permits and approvals
and the zoning Permit is the most basic form of approval and clearance that the
Development Services Dept. can issue.

Member Cheney requested a discussion on the procedures for rezoning of properties
after Annexation, in response to a letter of concern received from a developer, Scott

Cole. Dana Burkhardt recommended the deletion of the language included in 511.03
B and revise to reference the statute requiring cities to rezone annexed properties.

Chairman Whitehead introduced the item and opened the meeting up for public

Agenda Item 4.2: comment.
%2n%tn§§‘?ig‘ifgl?§:ic Scott Cole, represents two projects: Hartman Ranch w/in the City & Santa Cruz
Co?nment Ranch which would like to annex to Maricopa. He mentioned 3 areas of the draft

code that need further revision before going forward to P&Z:
1) Annexation Section that was just discussed with an additional concern
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2) [Expiration dates for new zoning cases and pre-plats;
3) Grandfathering existing projects within the city which have received zoning
and how the new draft code affects them

Mr. Cole stated that the draft code contains major economic disincentives.
Regarding his concern for annexation rezoning timeframes, — the requirement to
rezone property within 6 months of annexation has been addressed. Does this mean
that the City has to scrap the existing County Zoning after annexation and adopt City
Zoning?

His second concern is that being a young City, Maricopa has to try harder to be
welcoming to new development to attract projects to move the city in the direction it
would like. Home builders want to purchase entitled projects ready to go for
construction, without “time bombs” or potential for expiration due to project
inactivity. The only time projects should be required to be redesigned or updated is
to meet new hydrology, traffic, or life safety issues. Basic core zoning (PAD’s) should
be intact and not expire. “It needs to be easier here than in other communities and
not have time stipulations.”

Mr. Coles third concern is for projects with existing entitlements. If a developer
wants to request an extension of a preliminary plat or existing PAD under the new
code, they have to run through the new code to determine what changes need to be
made to the existing plans. There should be a new section in the new code that
affirmatively grandfathers existing zoning without the application of any new codes
or at least the core provisions. Staff has legitimate concerns that things change and
things need to be updated such as traffic reports and this should be specified in the
new code. Mr. Cole stated that the City should lengthen the period of time of
expirations for preliminary plats.

New zoning cases and existing zoning cases time stipulations should be revisited. A
new Zoning code should not necessarily rezone existing projects. If there are time
stipulations in the code, the presumption should be that the projects will receive an
extension if they have to request such an extension.

Member Cheney and Scott Cole explained that the rules of transition section 101.06
are unfriendly to the development community and wish the provisions could be
further reviewed.

Scott Cole believes there are more sections of the code that are equally unfair to
existing approvals and believes that additional sections could be added to further
establish rules for grandfathering existing zoning approvals.

Chris Webb, from Rose Law:

Thanks the Task Force for their efforts. Mr. Webb thinks we are really close, other
than some things in Series 100 and Series 500 relate to pre-existing approvals. We
are down to the issue of ambiguity as it relates to existing approvals and how they
function under the new code. No one’s opposed to rules and regulations, but his
issue is clarity and certainty for existing PAD’s and existing Preliminary Plats and
how we treat those projects. There are specific sections in the code that need to be
refined to eliminate confusion. If Task Force desires to pass this code on, he asks the
Task Force include a recommendation to direct staff to further examine the specific
language of how existing PAD’s and preliminary plats are treated.

Kazi Haque, Zoning Administrator:
It would be very helpful to get some specific facts and figures from the development
community of how other Cities treat similar requests. As an example, we are




CITY OF 39700 W. Civic Center Plaza

® Maricopa, AZ 85138
A R I C O PA Ph: 520.568.9098
yop H STORY _ii;:“\‘ PEROL -f UTUR Fx: 520.568.9120
wWww.maricopa-az.gov

reviewing Cortona and Eagle Shadow and processing extensions for projects
originally approved in 2006.

Chairman Whitehead introduced the next item, 4.3.

Member Manfredi made a motion to move the Code forward to P&Z and Council
with amendments discussed and further examination of 101.06 by staff before it
goes to P&Z. The motion was seconded by Chairman Whitehead. The motion is to
recommend the City Council approve the draft code with the amendments as
follows:

Recommended amendments to the June 2 Draft Code:

1) Revise Article 302 to apply the TC Overlay to the first 150 feet of properties
fronting John Wayne Parkway (SR 347), Smith Enke Road west of John
Wayne Pkwy (SR 238), and Maricopa-Casa Grande Hwy unless requested
by property owner to increase beyond 150 feet.; and Amend Section
302.04.A “Prohibited Uses”, by removing item 7, Off-Track Betting
Establishments from the list of prohibited uses, and amend 302.04.A.2 -
General Industrial Uses are permitted, however, only indoor business
activities and uses, parking, landscaping, and other improvements and uses
determined to meet the intent of this code by the Planning & Zoning
Commission may occur within the Transportation Corridor Overlay.

2) Remove Article 301, Master Land Use Plan Required Overlay District, in its
entirety, along with all references with in the Code.

3) Remove Article 402, Adequate Public Facilities, in its entirety, along with

Agenda Item 4.3 all references with in the Code.

%?nggf{gv?g‘i Final 4) Article 502.11 B. “Extensions” , delete the word “approval” in first sentence,

Discuzgion and Adkion and modify Article 502.13 “Revocation of Permits and Approvals” opening

- paragraph by inserting before the last sentence, the following:

“Zoning revocation shall only be processed in the same manner

prescribed by ARS g-462.01E”

5) Amend Tables 501.11, 502.06 and 502.14 to consistently describe the
criteria distinguishing a Major and Minor Development Review Permit by
footnote within each respective table.

6) Article 511.03 B. “Zoning of Annexed Properties”, delete and replace
existing text with reference to ARS provision for zoning annexed land (ARS
9-471 (L))

7)  Further exploration and clarification by staff of the Rules of Transitions for
existing Preliminary Plats, Article 101.06 and provide recommendations to
allow City Council to determine the time frames for extending existing
approvals, as to not jeopardize an existing preliminary plat.

Member Cheney Motioned for an amendment to the amendment as follows:

8) Inaddition to the review and further clarification of 101.06 Rules of
Transitions for existing preliminary plats, provide further clarification and
review to the language to grandfather existing Planned Area Development
(PAD) Overlays.

Member Cheney’s amendment to the amendment was seconded by Member Yocum.
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Motion and amendments were APPROVED by a unanimous vote of the Task
Force.

Agenda Item 5:
Adjournment

Chairman Whitehead Adjourned the meeting at 9:06PM

I hereby certify that the foregoing minutes are a true and correct copy of the minutes of the regular meeting of the
Zoning Code Rewrite Task Force Committee of the City of Maricopa held on the 11t day of June 2014. I further
certify that the meeting was duly called and held and that a quorum was present.

Dated 34 of July, 2014

ﬁ%_d

=

Dana Burkhardt, Staff Liaison, Zoning Code Rewrite Task Force Committee, City of Maricopa.
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MEMO

To: Planning & Zoning Commission

From: Dana Burkhardt, Planning Consultant

Date: June 23, 2014

RE: Zoning Code Final Review Draft Introduction & Discussion

The purpose of this agenda item is to provide a brief introduction of the Zoning Code Public
Review Draft, including the process undertaken to date, and the formal recommendations of
the Zoning Code Rewrite Task Force and Heritage District Advisory Committee. This agenda
item is not scheduled for action. However, should the Commission reach consensus to offer
direction on any aspects of the proposed code or process, the Commission may so direct.
The following Commission meeting schedule is tentative and intended to provide the
Commission with a framework for review and initiation of the draft Zoning Code for
adoption:

June 23 - Introduction of the draft Zoning Code, code development process, section
highlights, and recommendations received thus far. Discuss the schedule
for review and Public Hearings

July 14 — Review and direction on Task Force recommended Amendments.
Detailed review and discussion on topics concerning the Planning
Commission. Recommendations from the Code Rewrite Consultant and
staff. Direction to staff on updates to the code draft, which may include
initiation of the Public Hearing Draft.

July 28 — Remaining discussions and initiation of Public Hearing Draft (if not
already initiated on July 14t). A minimum of one Public Hearing will be
scheduled at time of initiation, to be advertised no sooner than 15 days
prior to the public hearing.

Aug. 18 — Public Hearing and discussion of the Public Hearing Draft Zoning Code

Additional meetings may be scheduled as necessary.

The Zoning Code Rewrite Task Force unanimously voted to recommend approval of the draft
Zoning Code on June 11, 2014. The Task Force’s recommendation for approval includes a
total of eight amendments listed in attachment “A”. The recommended amendments are in
draft form, the Task Force will meet again to approve their final meeting minutes, at a time
to be determined.

The Heritage Advisory Committee unanimously recommended the Planning & Zoning
Commission and City Council approve the proposed “Mixed Use — Heritage” Overlay Zoning




District language, on May 8, 2014. The Advisory Committee recommended approval with an
amendment to Article 304.03 1.3(a.2 & 3) to defer future requests to improve existing
residential properties to the Pinal County Health Department for requirements and
regulations applying to septic systems.

HISTORY

The Zoning Code Rewrite process includes considerable public outreach, informational and
working public meetings, and detailed analysis with stakeholders on key provisions of the
Code. The rewrite began in January 2013 with initial stakeholder interviews and a public
open house workshop. This initial outreach was culminated in the Diagnosis and Evaluation
Working Paper which identifies the overarching issues provided from the public and
stakeholders, and defines the high level goals for the City’s new Zoning Code.

The Planning & Zoning Commission held a joint meeting with the Heritage Advisory
Committee on April 22, where the bodies recommended the City Council accept the
Diagnosis and Evaluation Working Paper. On May 7th, 2013, the City Council accepted the
paper as the primary directive for the new Zoning Code.

On February 5, 2013 the Mayor formed the Zoning Code Rewrite Task Force Committee to
steer the consultant and staff in developing the draft code. The Task Force membership
includes 12 members consisting of a broad cross section of the community, including five
Board of Adjustment Members, two Planning & Zoning Commissioners, one
Councilmember, two members from the real-estate and development community, and two
active citizens.

The Zoning Code Rewrite Task Force provided review and guidance on the annotated outline
and draft “Code Modules” to steer the initial draft of the Zoning Code. The draft Modules,
Task Force meeting materials, and all comments received through the process are available
on the Zoning Code rewrite website (http://www.maricopa-az.gov/zoningcode/) documents
page and listed under the meetings dates they are discussed (or introduced. Please see the
proceeding meeting following the Module introduction for the comments received on each
respective module). For quick reference, meeting dates and topics are as follows:

April 3 & May 1, 2013 — Diagnosis & Evaluation Working Paper
June 5, 2013 — Annotated Outline and Module 1, Part 1: Base and Overlay District Regs.
(Series 200 & 300 of current draft code)

June 26, 2013 — Module 1, Part 2: Standards for Special Uses and Development Standards
(Series 410-412 of current draft code)

July 24, 2013 — Module 2: Administration & Permits (Series 500 of current draft code)

August 14, 2013 — Module 3: Regulations Applying in Multiple Districts (Series 400-409 of
current draft code)

Sept 25, 2013 — Discussion on Module 3 (Series 400-409)

Oct. 16, 2013 — Residential Development Standards & Arch Guidelines discussion
(Attachment B)

Oct. 30, 2013 — Standards for Specific Uses (Series 200 & 300 permitted uses tables and
410-412)

The resulting draft Zoning Code was released in February 2014 and introduced at two Open
House events. Upon Task Force review and discussion, two revisions of the draft code were
prepared. The Task Force meetings and comments for each draft are as follows:

March 5, 2014 — Public Review Draft v1, dated February, 2014
May 7, 2014 — Public Review Draft v2, dated April 16%, 2014


http://www.maricopa-az.gov/zoningcode/

June 11, 2014 — Public Review Draft v3, dated June 2, 2014

ZONING MAP

The new Zoning Map is intended to be processed after the Zoning Code is adopted. Staff has
prepared a draft map showing only the new overlay districts and the existing zoning. The
draft zoning map may be reference for purposes of discussing the draft Zoning Code,
however discussion and consideration to adopt a new zoning map will occur in the future.

DESIGN GUIDELINES

The Zoning Code Rewrite Task Force requested the Single Family Residential Design
Guidelines (Attachment B) be adopted as a standalone document, and referenced within the
Zoning Code. Similarly, the existing Heritage District Design Guidelines (Attachment C),
and the recently adopted Design Standards for Wireless Communication Facilities
(Attachment D), are referenced by name in the draft Zoning Code and intended to be
adopted by separate resolution in conjunction with the Zoning Code.

The material code provisions recommended by the Task Force are included in the design
guideline attachments. The Planning & Zoning Commission may review, discuss, and
propose modifications to these documents in conjunction with the Zoning Code review.
Once all documents are finalized, the design guideline documents will be formatted to have a
consistent and branded appearance for adoption.

RECENT OPPOSITION

The City has and will continue to provide considerable notification to stakeholders and the
public throughout the Code rewrite process. Staff received new letters of concern on June
10t and 11th, 2014, prior to the June 11t Task Force meeting. The Task Force discussed the
letters and included Amendment #’s 4,6,7, and 8 in their reccommendation, which respond to
the concerns expressed. See the letters of opposition in Attachment E

Attachments: A - June 11, 2014 Task Force Recommended Amendments (draft)
to the Zoning Code Rewrite dated June 2
B — Draft Residential Design Guidelines
C —Heritage District Design Guidelines
D — Wireless Communication Facility Design Guidelines
E — June 10th & 11th, 2014 Letters of Concern
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PRESENTATION AGENDA

1. Overview of Rewrite Process and Public Outreach to
date

2. Conformance to General Plan, Existing Plans &
Policies, and the Zoning Code Rewrite Diagnosis &
Evaluation Working Paper

3. Overview of Proposed Articles & Discussions

4. Heritage Advisory Committee and Task Force
Recommendations

5. Tentative P&Z Commission Review Schedule
6. Discussion

MARICOPA ZONING CODE REWRITE



1 Code Rewrite Process Overview

= January 2013 - Initial Stakeholder Interviews, Open House
Workshop

= Formation of Task Force / Steering Committee

= May 2013 - Diagnosis & Evaluation Working Paper accepted by
Council

= June — October 2013 — TAC & Task Force Annotated Outline &
Draft Module Reviews

= February — 15t Draft Code issued, Open Houses —

= March - June 2014 — Task Force Review and Discussion (&
Heritage Advisory Committee)

= Recommendations of Approval to P&Z & City Council

Next Steps: P&Z to request updates and initiate ordinance for
public hearings; then forward a recommendation to City Council.

* Future Zoning Map will be processed separately

MARICOPA ZONING CODE REWRITE @



2 Conformance to Existing Plans & Policies

= Code Rewrite Diagnosis & Evaluation Working Paper
= General Plan 2006

= Strategic Plan 2013 — 2016

= Redevelopment District Area Plan

= Zoning Code Amendments — Sign Code, WCF, Parking,
and Citizen Participation Plan

= Subdivision Ordinance

= Parks, Trails and Open Space Master Plan
* Regional Transportation Plan Update 2008
= Zucker Report

MARICOPA ZONING CODE REWRITE



Diagnosis & Evaluation Recommendations:

1) Making Zoning Easier to Understand
2) Streamlining Development Review and Approval

3) Addressing Mixed Use and Other Dev.
Opportunities

4) Achieving a High Level of Design Quality and
Sustainable Practices

5) Promoting Housing Variety and Choice
6) Supporting Economic Growth

MARICOPA ZONING CODE REWRITE



3 Overview of Articles

= 100 Series: Introductory Provisions

= 200 Series: Base Zoning Districts

= 300 Series: Overlay Zoning Districts

= 400 Series: Regulations Applying to Multiple Districts
= 500 Series: Administration and Permits

= 600 Series: General Terms

MARICOPA ZONING CODE REWRITE



100 Series: Introductory Provisions

= General Rules of Interpretation and Measurement,
Authority of Code, and Rules of Transition for Existing
land uses and approvals

— 101.06 Rules of Transition for existing approved projects is a
concern of stakeholders, Task Force’s recommendation
includes amendment to further explore

MARICOPA ZONING CODE REWRITE



200 Series: Base Districts — Rural & Residential

DISTRICTS

COMPARISON OF PROPOSED ZONING DISTRICTS, GENERAL PLAN LAND USE DESIGNATIONS, AND EXISTING ZONING

New Zoning Districts

Corresponding General Plan Land Use Designation,
Densities and Potential Zoning(2)

Corresponding Existing Zoning District

12 un/ac)

discuss
manufactured
homes)

PM/RVP (min. 2,000
sq ft / space)

Map Land Use Residential Potential
Fon Full Name Name G T Map Symbol Full Name
Rural Districts
GR (min. 54,450
RA Rural Agricultural (min. 3 Agriculture | or less du/ac | GR ) (min 59 General Rural (GR)
AG in. 1
acres) (AG) (min. Tacre) — I~og SR (min. 3.30 ac) Suburban Ranch (SR)
GR (min. 54,450
General Rural (min. 1.25 | or less du/ac | GR {min 3 | General Rural (GR)
GR Rural (R) ! ft)
acres) (min. | acre) -
SR SR. (min. 3.30 ac) Suburban Ranch (SR)
Residential Districts
. . . Low Density A
RS- Single Unit, Low Density Residential 1-2 du/ac CR-1 CR-1 (min. 20,000 | g ole Family Residence (CR-1)
Resdential (18,000 sf) sq ft)
(LDR)
Medium
. . . (MDR) & Low } B .
RS-2 Slnglel Unit, Medium/Low Density 2-6 dufac & CR-2 CR-2 (min. 12,000 Single Family Residence (CR-2)
Density (12,000 sf) ) ) 1-2 dufac sq ft)
Residential
(LDR)
. . . Medium - . ) . .
Single Unit, Medium : TR (10,000 sf lot Transitional (CR-3 single family residential w/10,000 sf
RS-3 . Density 2-6 dufac . . .
Density (9,000 sf) . . min) min lot size or a park, school or church use)
Residential
. . . Medium CR-3 CR-3 (min. 7.000 sq Single Family Residence (CR-3)
Single Unit, Medium ) ft)
RS-4 . Density 2-6 dufac — - - -
Density (7,000 sf) ) ; Transitional (if developed as CR-3 single family
Residential TR . -
residential & park, school or church)
. . . Medium
RS-5 ggﬁ'; U"'“’S r;gg':"‘ Density 2-6 dulac NONE
v 5 ) Residential
CR-4 (min. 7,000 ) .
Multiple Unit (7,000 sf & 6 High Density | _ CR-4 (min *3 | Multiple Residence
RM ] ] > 6 dufac ft)
to 12 unfac) Residential — - - -
TR TR Transitional (if developed as CR-4 multiple residence)
RH High Density (7,000 sf & 12 | High Density > 6 dulac CR-5 CR-5 (min.7,000 sq Multiple Residence
to 20 un/ac) Residential ft)
TR TR Transitional (if developed as CR-5 multiple residence)
High Density
Residential .
Residental Manufactured (the General :’1;_":' (min. 4,000 sq M fa d/Mobile H Park & Park
RMHP | Home Park (2,500 sf & max | Plan does not | = & dufac N/A © | space) anufactured/ffobile Hlome Far d

Model/Recreational Vehicle Park

MARICOPA ZONING CODE REWRITE




200 Series: Base Districts — Commercial & MU

DISTRICTS
o Corresponding General Plan Land Use Designation, , . L
New Zoning Districts Densities and Patential Zoing(2) Corresponding Existing Zoning District
Map Land Use Residential Potential
Symbol Full Name Name Density il Map Symbol Full Name
Commercial Districts
CB-1 CB-I Local Busi
NC Neighborhood Commercial | Commercial N/A o - ‘usmess - -
TR Transitional (non-residential uses)
CB-1 Local Business
GC General Commercial Commercial N/A CB-2 CB-2 General Business
TR Transitional (non-residential uses)
SC Shopping Center Commercial N/A CB-2 CB-2 General Business
CB-| CB-1 Local Business
GO Office Commercial N/A CB-2 CB-2 General Business
TR Transitional - office & medical
Mixed Use Districts
CB-1 CB-I Local Busi
MU-N | Neighborhood Mixed Use | Mixed Use | > & dulac ocar Pusiness
TR TR Transitional
CB-| CB-1 Local Business
MU-G | General Mixed Use Mixed Use = & dufac CB-2 CB-2 General Business
TR TR Transitional - office & medical

MARICOPA ZONING CODE REWRITE



200 Series: Base Districts — Industrial

COMPARISON OF PROPOSED ZONING DISTRICTS, GENERAL PLAN LAND USE DESIGNATIONS, AND EXISTING ZONING
DISTRICTS
New Zoning Districts Corresp Ogi:fﬁg?r;;l ;; Tﬂi;?dzgﬁg?;s ‘gnation, Corresponding Existing Zoning District
Ma Land Use Residential Potential
Syr:bol Full Name P, = Zoning(3) Map Symbol Full Name
Cl-1 Light Industry & Warehouse
General Business - Uses such as medical laboratory,
CB-2 CB-2 engineering & scientific research, light manufacturing &
assembly & vehicle repair, sales & leasing
Gl General Industrial Employment / N/A Industrial Buffer Zone - scientific l[aboratories, wholesale
Industrial cl-8 cl-8 and warehousing product assembly & light manufacturing
Cl-1 ClI-1 Light Industrial and Warehouse
Cl-2 Cl-2 Industrial
CB-1 CB-1 Local Business
IP Industrial Park gj:}:;ﬂ‘:em N/A Cl-B CI-B Industrial Buffer Zone
Cl-1 Cl-1 Light Industrial and Warehouse
U Li . Light CB-2 General Business
ight Industrial Industrial NIA Cl-B Industrial Buffer

MARICOPA ZONING CODE REWRITE



200 Series: Base Districts — OS & Institutional

COMPARISON OF PROPOSED ZONING DISTRICTS, GENERAL PLAN LAND USE DESIGNATIONS, AND EXISTING ZONING
DISTRICTS
. L Corresponding General Plan Land Use Designation, : L . -
New Zoning Districts Densities and Potential Zoning(2) Corresponding Existing Zoning District
Map Land Use Residential Potential
o Full Name Name Density Zoning(3) Map Symbol Full Name
Open Space Districts & Public-Institutional District
Public Park & Recreation
Open Space - City owned Parks / Open General Rural & Transitional (Typically City owned
OS-PR parks and recreation Space < I dulac GR GR&TR public parks are on GR & TR zoned properties)
facilities
Privately-Owned Open
Space - open space,
0s- drainage channels, Parks / Open Single Family Residence & Transitional Zones (typically
retention ponds and parks P < | dulac CR-2, CR-3 & TR HOA private parks are on CR-2, CR-3 or TR zoned
POS po P Space P P
and trails that are privately- P property)
owned, typically by a Home
Owners Association.
Conservation Open Space -
Public or private open
05-C :Ezr\ea;h:rﬁ\irr:g;?;:;:aeﬁ); Parks / Open | _ | dufac N/A Conservation Open Space is not addressed in the
L g Space - existing Zoning Code
sensitive lands, wildlife
corridors, creeks and
rivers.
Pl Public-Institutional Public / N/A GR GR General Rural (school, college, library, museum,
Institutional government building, & clinic)
TR Transitional (college, government building, library,
museum, school, community service agency &clinic)
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200 Series: Base Districts — PAD District

COMPARISON OF PROPOSED ZONING DISTRICTS, GENERAL PLAN LAND USE DESIGNATIONS, AND EXISTING ZONING

DISTRICTS
. . Corresponding General Plan Land Use Designation, : L . -
New Zoning Districts Densities and Potential Zoning(2) Corresponding Existing Zoning District
Map Land Use Residential Potential
e Full Name Name Density Zoning(3) Map Symbol Full Name
Other Districts
Master Planned Area Development Overlay - zoned property,
PAD Planned Area Development | Planned Overall 3-10 PAD Overlay SU.Ch as CR-2, CR-3, TR, CB-.I .& CB-2, w.lth an Overlay
. du/ac District that may alter the minimum lot sizes, set backs,
Community - . . .
coverage, building height & sometimes permitted uses.
Notes:

I. A comprehensive Comparison Table of the New Zoning Districts, the General Plan Land Uses and the Original Zoning Districts is on file at the City Development
Services Department in the Planning & Zoning Division.

2. As identified in the January 2006 General Plan Land Use Element, pages 19 - 25

3. Table 6 - Land Use Designations of the 2006 General Plan, identifies the potential/appropriate Zoning Districts that correspond to the General Plan Land Use
Designations.

4. Properties zoned (including PAD Overlays) prior to adoption of this Code that desire to rezone to a comparable zoning district of this Code should consider the existing

uses and Development Standards, such as lot size, setbacks, lot coverage, etc. to determine a new zoning district.
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300 Series: Overlay Zoning Districts

= 301 MLUP Master Land Use Plan Required Overlay
(Task Force recommends removal)

= 302 TC Transportation Corridor Overlay
= 303 TOD Transit — Oriented Development Overlay
= 304 Mixed Use — Heritage Overlay

MARICOPA ZONING CODE REWRITE



Series 400: Regs. Applying in Multiple Districts

= 401 - accessory structures, encroachment into setbacks,
animal keeping, outdoor storage, screening, fences, loading
areas, etc.

= 402 — Adequate Public Facilities (Task Force recommends
removal)

= 403 Reserved

= 404 Landscaping

= 405 Lighting

= 406 Nonconforming Uses & Structures

= 407 On-Site Parking and Loading

= 408 Performance Standards

= 409 Signs

= 410 Standards for Specific Uses

= 411 Sustainable development Incentive Program
= 412 Telecommunications Facilities

MARICOPA ZONING CODE REWRITE



Series 500: Administration

= Creation of “Hearing Officer” authority
* Incorporating the Heritage District Advisory Committee
* Formalizing the Technical Advisory Committee
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Series 500: Permits

Existing & Proposed Procedures Comparison

EXISTING PROCEDURES & REVIEW AUTHORITIES

Application or Action Advisory Body Decision-Maker Appeal Body

Zoning Clearance n/a Zoning Administrator Board of
Adjustment”

Administrative Use n/a Zoning Administrator Board of Adjustment

Permit

Conditional Use Permit

Planning & Zoning
Commission

City Council

City Council

Temporary Use Permit | n/a Zoning Administrator Board of Adjustment
Site Plan Review (All Planning & Zoning City Council Major:
proposed development | Commission City Council
other than single family
residence)

Minor:

Board of Adjustment
Changes to an Major: Zoning Administrator Major: Major:
Approved Planning & Zoning City Council
Development Review Minor: n/a Commission
Permit Minor: Minor:

Zoning Administrator Board of Adjustment

Waiver from n/a Zoning Administrator Board of Adjustment

Dimensional Standards

TABLE 501.11: REVIEW AUTHORITIES

Variances

Zoning Administrator

Board of Adjustment

Superior Court

Permit Revocation

Zoning Administrator

Original decision-making body

Original decision-

making body

Site Plan Review in Heritage District Advisory City Council Board of Adjustment
Heritage District Committee

&

Planning & Zoning

Commission
General Plan Text and Planning & Zoning City Council Superior Court
Map Amendi C issi
Zoning Code and Map Planning & Zoning City Council Superior Court
Amendments Commission
Planned Area Planning & Zoning City Council Superior Court
Development Districts | Commission
Comprehensive Sign Planning & Zoning City Council Board of Adjustment

Plan

Commission

L]

MARICOPA ZONING CODE REWRITE

Indicates no proposed change in procedures

Development Districts

Commission

Application or Action Article Advisory Body Decision-Maker Appeal Body
Zoning Permit 503 nfa Zoning Administrator Board of
Adjustment®
Administrative Use 504 n/a Zoning Administrator Board of Adjustment
Permit
Conditional Use Permit | 504 Hearing Officer Planning & Zoning City Council
Commission
Temporary Use Permit | 504 nla Hearing Officer Board of Adjustment
Development Review 505 Major: Zoning Major: Major:
Permit Administrator Planning & Zoning City Council
Major (5,000 square feet Commission
and above) Minor: n/a
Minor Minor: Minor:
Zoning Administrator Board of Adjustment
Changes to an 505 Major; Zoning Major: Major:
Approved Administrator Planning & Zoning City Council
Development Review Commission
Permit Minor: n/a Minor: Minor:
Zoning Administrator Board of Adjustment
Waiver from 507 nfa Hearing Officer Board of Adjustment
Dimensional Standards
Variances 506 Zoning Board of Adjustment Superior Court
Administrator
Permit Revocation 502,13 | Zoning Original decision-making body | Original decision-
Administrator making body
Heritage Area 505 Heritage District Major: Major:
Development Review Advisory Planning & Zoning City Council
Permit Committee Commission
Minor: Minor:
Zoning Administrator Board of Adjustment
General Plan Text and 508 Planning & Zoning City Council Superior Court
Map Amendments Commission
Zoning Code and Map 509 Planning & Zoning City Council Superior Court
Amendments Commission
Planned Area 510 Planning & Zoning City Council Superior Court

* Note that any decision by the Board of Adjustment is appealed to t
Y pe:

he Superior Court.

[ ] Notable change from current procedures




Design Guidelines

= Single Family Residential Design Guidelines
» Heritage District Design Guidelines
= Wireless Communication Facility Design Guidelines
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Recommendations Received

= Zoning Code Rewrite Task Force — Attachment A
* Heritage Advisory Committee
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Letters of Concern & Review Schedule

June 237 —  Introduction of the draft Zoning Code, code development
process, section highlights, and recommendations received
thus far. Discuss the schedule for review and Public Hearings

= July 14 — Review and direction on Task Force recommended
Amendments. Detailed review and discussion on topics
concerning the Planning Commission. Recommendations from
the Code Rewrite Consultant and staff. Direction to staff on
updates to the code draft, which may include initiation of the
Public Hearing Dratft.

= July 28 - Remaining discussions and initiation of Public Hearing Draft (if
not already initiated on July 14%). A minimum of one Public
Hearing will be scheduled at time of initiation, to be advertised
no sooner than 15 days prior to the public hearing.

= Aug. 18- Public Hearing and discussion of the Public Hearing Draft
Zoning Code

= Additional meetings may be scheduled as necessary.
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considered a nonconforming lot in accordance with Article 406: Nonconforming Uses and
Structures.

G. Lots or Parcels Divided by District Boundaries. The regulations applicable to each
District shall be applied to the entire area within that District, and no use other than parking,
landscaping, open space, and drainage serving a principal use on the lot ot parcel may be
located in a District in which it is not a permitted use or use apptoved by a Use Permit.

H. Public Nuisance. Neither the provisions of the Zoning Code nor the approval of any
permit authotized by the Zoning Code shall authorize the maintenance of any public
nuisance.

L Relation to Other Regulations. The regulations of this Code and requirements or

conditions imposed pursuant to this Code shall not supersede any other regulations or
requitements adopted or imposed by the State of Arizona, or any federal agency that has
jurisdiction by law over uses and development authorized by this Code. All uses and
development authorized by this Code shall comply with all other such regulations and
requirements. Where conflict occurs between the provisions of the Code and any other City
Code, chapter, resolution, guideline, or regulation, the more testrictive provisions shall
control, unless otherwise specified.

J. Relation to Private Agreements. This Code shall not interfere with or annul any recorded
casctnent, covenant, or other agreement now in effect, provided that where this Code
imposes greater restriction than imposed by an easement, covenant, or agreement, this Code
shall control. This Code shall not impose any additional restrictions or supersede any
provisions of existing or future Development Agteements authotized by the City Council
and executed by recording the Development Agreement with the County Recorder’s Office,
pursuant to ARS 9-500.05.

K. Relation to Prior Zoning. Zoning District designations and associated Planned Area

Development (PAD) Overlay Districts established ptior to the adoption of this Code and

delineated on the Official Zoning Map remain in place unless specifically rezoned under the
provisions of this Code established in the 500 Serties.

L. Application During Local Emergency. The Mayor may authorize 2 deviaton from a
provision of this Code during a local emergency declared and ratified under the Maricopa
City Code. The Council may authorize a deviation by tesolution without notice or public
hearing,

101.05 Consistency with the General Plan & Resolution 12-63 Cultural
Resources

Any permit, license, or approval issued pursuant to this Code must be consistent with the City of
Maricopa General Plan. In any case where there is a conflict between this Code and the General
Plan, the General Plan shall prevail. Additionally, Resolution 12-63 was adopted by City Council to
create additional provisions for protecting the cultural resources of the Ak-Chin Tribal Community.



100 SERTES: INTRODUCTORY PROVISIONS

The City requires all applicants for a subdivision to conduct a Phase I Archeological Survey on land
within 2.5 miles of the Ak-Chin botder or within the undeveloped flood plain within the City. The
City also requires applicants for a subdivision to provide documentation that a site records check for
potential cultural resources has been conducted in conjunction with the State Histotic Preservation
Office. The City stipulates all applicants for a subdivision shall provide cultural resoutce repotts to
the City as patt of the permit process as to their compliance with the Atizona State Burial Discovety
Laws — ARS 41-865 and/or 41-844. The City also requires any applicants proposing projects
crossing Ak-Chin lands on easements administered by the City, to notify the Ak-Chin Cultural
Resources Department and the Ak-Chin Planning Department and comply with applicable
Community ordinances and resolutions for the portion of the project that cross Ak-Chin
Community land.

101.06 Rules of Transition: Effect of this Code on Approved Projects and
Projects in Process

The following rules shall apply to all properties in the City on the effective date of the Zoning Code:

A. Violations Continue. Any violation of the Zoning Code previously in effect will continue
to be a violation under the Zoning Code and shall be subject to penalties and enforcement
under Article 512, Enforcement, unless the use, development, construction, or other activity
complies with the provisions of this Zoning Code.

B. Projects with Approvals or Permits.

1. Building Permit Issued Prior to Effective Date of the Zoning Code. Any
building, structure, or sign for which a lawful building permit is issued prior to the
effective date of the Zoning Code may be completed in conformance with the
petmit and other applicable permits and conditions, even if such building, structure,
or sign does not fully comply with the Zoning Code. If construction is not
commenced in compliance with the applicable terms, the Building Official may grant
an extension pursuant to the provisions of the Building Code adopted by the City. If
the building, structure, or sign is not completed in conformance with the building
permit and any extension thereof, then the building, structure, or sign shall be
constructed, completed, or occupied only in compliance with this Zoning Code.

2. Building Permit Application Filed Prior to Effective Date of the Zoning
Code. Any building, structure, or sign for which a completed building permit
application is filed prior to the effective date of this Zoning Code may be issued a
building permit if found to be in compliance with the Zoning Code existing at the
time of application and may be constructed in compliance with the building permit
and other applicable approvals, permits, and conditions, even if such building,
structure, ot sign does not fully comply with the Zoning Code. If construction is not
commenced in compliance with the applicable permit terms, the Building Official
may grant an extension pursuant to the provistons of the City’s Building Code. If the
building, structure, or sign is not completed pursuant to the building permit and any
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3.

4.

extension thereof, then the building, structure, or sign shall be constructed,
completed or occupied only in compliance with the Zoning Code.

Site Plan Review Approved Prior to Effective Date of the Zoning Code. A
project that received Site Plan Review (sew—a Development Review Permit under
this Zoning Code) approval prior to the effective date of this Zoning Code may file
an application for a building permit in compliance with the Site Plan Review and
conditions of approval, even if the project does not comply with the provisions of
this Zoning Code. Upon approval of the construction plans, a bmldmg permit may
be issued. The Site Plan Review approval for projects approved prior to the effective
date of the Zoning Code shall be valid for two years from the effective date of this
Code, unless otherwise specified in the existing conditions of approval: A time
cxtension may be permitted upon submission of a completed application, fee, and
other documentation requested at the Zoning Administrators disctetion. All requests
for extensions shall be reviewed for compliance to the existing development

standards_of the Zoning District, the existing PAD Overlay if applicable, and this
Zoning Code_where the pre-existing Zonjng Code and PAD Overlay are silent to
land use regulations and development standards. Where a conflict occurs between
the pre-existing zoning regulations applying to the property and this_Code, the

regulations of this Code shall prevail—and All requests for extensions_shall be

processed in the same manner as the original approval. Requests may be denied,
apptoved, or approved with new or modified conditions by the original approving

authority. Site Plan approvals_that expire shall require submittal of a new

Development Review application and shall comply with the provisions in Article
101.06 D.3. of this Zoning Code.

Preliminaty Subdivision Plat Approved Prior to Effective Date of the Zoning
Code. A project that has a preliminary plat apptoved prior to the effective date of
this Zoning Code may file an application for a final subdivision plat and
improvement plan approval in comphance with the provisions of the

priesZening
SedeZoning District in which the site is located, the standards and conditions of

approval of the PAD Overlay if applicable, and the Subdivision Ordinance. If a final
plat application is not filed prior to the date of preliminary plat expiration, the

preliminary plat shall expire unless a time extension is requested. A time extension
may be permitted upon submission of a completed application, fee, and othet
documentation requested at the Zoning Administrators discretion. All requests for
extensions shall be reviewed for compliance to this—Zesing Code—sandthe

Subdivision Otdinance, the existing development standards of the Zoning District,

the existing PADD Overlay if applicable,and this Zoning Code where the pre-existin

Zoning Code and PAD Overlay are silent to land use regulations and development

standards. Where a conflict occurs between the pre-existing zoning regulations

standards. Where a conflict occurs between the pre-existing zoning regulations
applying to the property and this Code, the regulations of this Code shall prevail.

anc-All requests for extensions shall be processed in the same manner as the original
approval. Requests may be denied, approved or approved with new or modified

conditions by the original approving authority. Subsequent preliminary plat

applications not located in a pre-existing PAD Overlay shall comply with this
Zoning Code. Subsequent preliminary plat applications located in a pre-existing
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PAD Opverlay shall comply with the provisions in Article 101.06 D.4 of this Zoning

Code.

4—

Use Permit Approved Prior to Effective Date of the-this Zoning Code. A
project that received a Use Permit prior to the effective date of this Zoning Code
may file an application for a building permit, even if the project does not fully
comply with the provision of this Zoning Code. If a building permit application is
not filed within two years of the date of Use Permit approval, the Use Permit shall
expire. In the event a building permit was previously issued, however not all
development has been completed and no valid building permit exists upon the
effective date of this Code, the undeveloped portions of the Use Permit shall expire.

No time extensions shall be permitted. New Use Permit requests and expired Use
Permits shall comply with the provisions of this Zoning Code, unless the property is
located in a Zoning District and PAD Ovetlay in existence prior to the effective date
of this Zoning Code. All such requests shall be reviewed for compliance to the
development standards of the existing Zoning District, the existing PAD Overlay if
applicable, and this Zoning Code where the pre-existing Zoning Code and PAD
Overlay are silent to land use regulations and development standards. Where a
conflict occurs between the pre-existing zonine regulations applying to the proper

and_this Code, the regulations of this Code shall prevail. Properties covered by a
recorded Development Agreement shall not require compliance with provisions of
this Zoning Code, if the provisions are superseded by the Development Agreement.

Planning Applications Filed Prior to and Apptroved After the Effective Date of the
Zoning Code.

1

. Applications for Site Plan Review;—_and_Use Permits;sand-PreliminaryPlats

Submitted Prior to and Approved Afier the Effective Date of this Zoning
Code. Complete applications filed prior to the effective date of this Zoning Code
may be approved under the provisions of this Code upon request of the applicant,
Applicants may clect to develop under the provisions of the ptior Zoning Code, but
in that case shall comply with all provisions of the prior Zoning Code_and PAD
Overlay if applicable. If a Bbuilding petsrit- Permit application is not filed within one
year of the date of approval of the Site Plan Review- or Use Petmit.-o+ preliminasy
plat—the approval shall expire unless otherwise specified in the conditions of

approval.-Ne-time-extensions-shall be permitted

2. 1f a building permit application is not filed within one yvear of the date of
approval, the approval shall expire unless otherwise specified in the

conditions of approval. A time extension may be permitted upon
submission of a completed application fee, and other documentation
requested at the Zoning Administrators discretion,

b. All requests for extensions shall be reviewed for compliance to the existing
development standards of the Zoning District, the existing PAD) Overlay if
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applicable, and this Zoning Code where the pre-existing Zoning Code and

PAD Ovetlay are silent to land use regulations and development standards,

Where a conflict occurs between the pre-existing zoning regulations
applying to the property and this Code, the regulations of this Code shall

prevail. Extensjon requests may be denied, approved, or approved with new
or modified conditions by the original approving authority.

2. Applications for Preliminary Plats Submitted Prior to and Approved After the

Effective Date of this Zoning Code. Complete applications filed prior to the

effective date of this Zoning Code may be approved under the provisions of this
Code. Applicants may elect to develop under the provisions of the ptior Zoning
Code, but in that case shall comply with all provisions of the prior Zoning Code and
PAD Overlay if applicable. If the final subdivision plat and associated improvement

plans are not filed within two vears of the date of the Prelimin ary Plat approval, the

approval shall expire,

a. If a final plat application is not filed prior to the date of preliminary plat
expiration, the preliminary plat shall expire, unless 2 time extension is
tequested and approved. A time extension may be permitted upon
submission of a completed application fee, and other documentation
requested at the Zoning Administrators discretion.

b. All requests for extensions shall be reviewed for compliance to the existing
development standards of the Zoning District, the existing PAD Overlay
if applicable, and this Zoning Code where the pre-existing Zoning Code
and PAD Overlay are silent to land use regulations and development
standards. Where a copflict occurs between the pre-existing zoning
regulations applying to the propetty and this Code, the regulations of this
Code shall prevail Extension tequests may be denied, approved, or
approved with new or modified conditions by the original approving

authority.

Applications for Use Permits_Submitted Prior to_and Approved Afier the

Effective Date of this Zoning Code. Complete applications filed prior to the
effective date of this Zoning Code may be approved under the ptrovisions of this
Code. Applicants may elect to operate a yse under the provisions of the priof

Zoning Code, but in that case shall comply with all provisions of the prior Zonin
Code and PAD Overlay if applicable. If buildine permits and improvements

specified under conditions of approval are not filed within the time specified in the
approval, the approval shall expire. New Use Permit requests and expited Use
Permits shall comply with the provisions of this Zoning Code, unless the propetty is
located in a Zoning District and PAD Ovetlay in existence prior to the effective date
of this Zoning Code. All such requests shall be reviewed for compliance to the
development standards of the existing Zoning District, the existing PAD Overlay if
applicable, and this Zoning Code where the pre-existing Zoning Code_and PAD
Overlay are silent to land use regulations and development standards. Where a
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D.

conflict occuts between the pre-existine zoning regulations applving to the prope
and this Code, the repulations of this Code shall prevail. Propetties covered by a

recorded Development Agreement shall not require compliance with provisions of
this Zoning Code, if the provisions are supetseded by the Development Agreement.

4. Applications for Rezoning and PAD Ovetrlay Amendments Filed Prior to and

Approved After the Effective Date of this Zoning Code. Rezoning and/or PAD
Ovetlay amendment applications filed prior to the effective date of this Zoning

Code shall be governed by the provisions, standards and conditions of approval of

the pre-existing Zoning District and PAD Overlay and shall follow the applicable
procedures identified in the 500 Seties Administration and Permits of this Zoning
Code, unless the applicant elects to comply with the applicable procedutes of the
prior Zoning Code. In either case, the balance of the property within a pre-existing
PAD Overlay shall retain its pre-existing Zoning District and the conceptual land
use plan, provisions, standards and conditions of approval of the PAD Ovetlay
unless otherwise requested by the applicant. In the event an applicant requests
compliance to any provisions of this Zoning Code, all provisions of this Zoning
Code shall apply to the Amendment request. Properties covered by a recorded
Development Agreement shall not require compliance with provisions of this
Zoning Code, if the provisions ate superseded by the Development Agteement.—ef

a. In the case of an application for rezoning, if the applicant elects to comply

with this Zoning Code, the parcel shall be rezoned to one or more Zonin

Districts established in this Code. Should the applicant elect to comply with
the priot Zoning Code, the parce] shall be rezoned to one or more of the

Zoning Districts of the prior Zoning Code.

b. In the case of an application for an Amendment to a pre-existing PAD
Overlay, if an applicant elects to comply with this Code, the Amendment

procedure shall foliow the applicable provisions of this Code. Should the
applicant elect to_comply with the prior Zoning Code, the Amendment
process shall follow the provisions identified in the prior Zoning Code.

Development of Projects within a_ Zoning Disttict anda Existing—Planned Area
Development Overlay Approved Prior to the Effective Date of this Zoning Code. The
Zoning District designations and the Planned Area Development (PAD etlay Zoni

District existing prior to the adoption of this Zoning Code are retained. Subsequent planning
applications within the boundary of a pre-existing PAD Ovetlay shall comply with the
approved conceptual land use plap, standards, conditions of approval and, in the case of
residential zoned property, the approved Residential esign Guidelines and the Subdivision

Ordinance. ae i3
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development standards and requirements of this Zoning Code shall apply only if not
specifically modified by the PAD Overlay or specifically regulated by the prior Zoning Code.

- ~w Iz O

the-approval-in-atimely mannes—Properties covered by a recorded Development Agreement
shall not require compliance with provisions of this Zoning Code, if the provisions are
superseded by the Development Agreement.

1. Rezone Applications Filed After the Effective Date of this Zoning Code. If a
parcel is_rezoned after the effective date of this Zoning Code, the parcel shall be
tezoned to one or more of the Zoning Districts of this Code. If the parcel is part of

a pre-existing PAD Overlay, the balance of the pro within the PAD Overla
shall retain its pre-existing Zoning District and the conceptual land use blan

shall retain its pre-existing Zonmng Ihstrict and the conceptual land use plan,
provisions, standards and conditions of apptoval of the PAD Overlay. City Council
may rescind or amend prior approved Zoning or PADs per § ARS 9-462.01.E. If the
pre-existing Zoning and PAD Overlay have been rescinded by City Council, all
planning applications shall comply with this Zoning Code.

2. Amendments to pre-existing PAD Overlays After the effective Date of this

Zoning Code. Amendments to pre-existing PAD Qverlays shall comply with the
provisions of this Zoning Code

3. Development Review Permit Applications Filed After the Effective Date of
this Zoning Code. Site Plan approvals that have expired, requiring submittal of a
new Development Review Permit application shall comply with the existing
development standards of the Zoning District, the existing PAD_Overlay if
applicable, and this Zoning Code where the pre-existing Zoning Code and PAD
Ovetlay are silent to land use tegulations and development standards. Where a

conflict occurs between the pre-existing zoning re tions applying to the pro

and this Zoging Code, the regulations of this Zoning Code shall prevail.

4, Preliminary Subdivision Plat Applications Filed After the Effective Date of
this Zoning Code. Preliminary Subdivision Plat approvals that have expired,
requiting submittal of a new Preliminary Plat application_shall comply with the
existing development standards of the Zoning District, the existing PAD Overlay if
applicable, and this Zoning Code where the pre-existing Zoning Code and PAD
Overlay are silent to land use regulations and development standards. Where a
conflict occurs between the pre-existing zoning regulations applying to the property
and this Zoning Code, the regulations of this Zoning Code shall prevail.

B

Planning Applications Filed After the Effective Date of the Zoning Code_and Not

Covered by Pre-Existing Zoning and PAD Overlay or Development Agreement All

new applications for Rezoning, Development Review Permits, Use Permits, Planned Area

adency o DAY 1€ o o
A6 - 6
5
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Development (PAD) Zzoning District or PAD Plan apptoval, and Ppreliminary
Ssubdivision Pplats filed after the effective date of this Zoning Code, including
modifications and amendments to those new applications, shall conform to the provisions of
this Zoning Code.

101.07 Severability

If any section, subsection, paragraph, sentence, clause, or phrase of this Code shall be held llegal,
unenforceable or in conflict with any law, the validity of the temaining portions and provisions of
this Code shall not be affected. The City of Maricopa heteby declares that this Code is valid in full
force and effect, and each section, subsection, sentence, clause, and phrase thereof shall be valid,
regardless of the fact that any or one or mote sections, subsections, sentences, clauses, or phrases be
declared invalid or unconstitutional.
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MESA ZONING ORDINANCE Chapter 1: Introductory Provisions

C. Provisions Interpreted as Minimum Requitements. In interpreting and applying the
provisions of Title 11, the applicant shall meet ot exceed the minimum requirements for
the promotion of the public health, safety, comfort, convenience and general welfare,

D. Relation to Other Regulations. The regulations of this Ordinance and requirements ot
conditions imposed pursuant to this Ordinance shall not supersede any other regulations
ot requitements adopted or imposed by the State of Arizona, or any federal agency that
has jurisdiction by law over uses and development authorized by this Ordinance. All
uses and development authorized by this Otdinance shall comply with all other such
regulations and requitements. Where conflict occurs between the provisions of the
Otrdinance and any other City Ordinance, chapter, resolution, guideline or regulation, the
mote testrictive provisions shall control, unless otherwise specified.

E. Relation to Private Agreements. The provisions of this Ordinance shall apply
regardless of any private agreements in the event that the provisions of this Ordinance
ate more resttictive. Otherwise, this Ordinance shall not interfere with, affect or annul
any recorded easement, covenant, ot other private agreement now in effect, unless a
Development Agreement has been authorized by the City Council and executed by

recording the Development Agreement with the County Recorder’s Office, pursuant to
ARS 9-500.05.

11-1-5: Consistency with the General Plan

Each application for Special Use Permits, Council Use Permits, site plan review, site plan
modification or request to modify the zoning classification of a parcel of land shall be reviewed

and cvaluated for consistency with the City of Mesa General Plan. With regard to requests to
modify the zoning classification of specific parcels of land, whete there is a conflict between this
Otdinance and the General Plan, the General Plan shall prevail.

11-1-6: Effect on Previously Approved Projects and Projects in
Progress

Upon the effective date of this Ordinance, the following requitements shall apply to all
properties:

A, Violations Continue.

Any violation of the Zoning Ordinance previously in effect will continue to be a
violation under this Ordinance and shall be subject to penalties and enforcement under
Title 11, Chapter 79 unless the use, development, construction ot other activity complies
with the provisions of this Ordinance.

B. Projects with Approvals ot Permits.

1. Design Review Approved Prior to Effective Date of this Ordinance. A ptoject
which has received Design Review approval prior to the effective date of the this

Return to Page 1
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MESA ZONING ORDINANCE Chapter 1: Introductory Provisions

Ordinance may file an application for a building permit in compliance with the approved
Design Review plan and conditions of approval, even if the project does not comply
with the provisions of the this Ordinance. Upon approval of the construction plans, a
building permit may be issued. The Design Review approval for projects approved prior
to the effective date of this Ordinance shall be valid for 3 years from the effective date
of approval of this Ordinance. No time extensions shall be permitted.

2. Preliminary Subdivision Plat Approved Prior to Effective Date of the This
Ordinance. A project which has a preliminary plat approved prior to the effective date
of the this Ordinance may file an application for a final subdivision plat and
improvement plan approval, even if the subdivision does not fully comply with the
provisions of the this Ordinance. If a final plat application is not filed within 1 year,
unless extended as provided by the Subdivision Regulations, of the date of preliminary
plat approval, the preliminary plat shall expite. No time extensions shall be permitted.
Subsequent preliminary plat applications shall comply with this Ordinance.

3. Conditional Use Permit Approved Prior to Effective Date of this Ordinance, No
Design Review Required. A project which has received a conditional use permit
(including Special Use Permits or Council Use Permits prior to the effective date of this
Otrdinance may file an application for a building permit, even if the project does not fully
comply with the provisions of the this Ordinance. If a building permit application is not
filed within 1 year of the date of the conditional use petmit approval, the use petmit shall
expire. No time extensions shall be permitted.

4. Conditional Use Permit Approved Prior to Effective Date of this Ordinance,
Design Review Required. A project which has an approved conditional use permit
(tacluding Special Use Permits or Council Use Permits may file an application for Design
Review even if the use does not fully comply with the provisions of the this Ordinance.
If a Design Review application is not filed within 1 year of the date of the conditional
use permit approval, the conditional use petmit shall expire. If an application is made
for design review approval within 1 year and that approval is received, the conditional
use permit shall remain valid for a period of 1 more year provided a building permit is
applied for and construction commences within that year. No time extensions shall be
permitted. Subsequent applications for design review shall comply with this Ordinance.

5. Building Permit Application Filed Prior to Effective Date of this Ordinance. Any
building, structure, or sign for which a completed building permit application is filed
prior to the effective date of the this Ordinance may be issued 2 building permit and may
be constructed in compliance with the building permit and other applicable approvals,
permits and conditions, even if such building, structure or sign does not fully comply
with the this Ordinance. If construction has not commenced in compliance with the
applicable permit terms, the Building Official may grant an extension pursuant to the
provisions of the building code. If the building, structure, or sign has not been
completed before the building permit or any extension of the permit expires, then the
building, structure, or sign shall be constructed, completed ot occupied only in
compliance with the this Ordinance.

6. Building Petmit Issued Prior to Effective Date of this Ordinance. Any building,
structure, or sign for which a lawful building permit is issued ptior to the effective date
of this Ordinance may be completed in conformance with the permit and other

Return o Page 1
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MESA ZONING ORDINANCE Chapter 1: Introductory Provisions

applicable permits and conditions, even if such building, structure or sign does not fully
comply with this Ordinance. If construction has not commenced in compliance with
the applicable permit terms, the Building Official may grant an extension pursuant to the
provisions of the building code. If the building, structure, or sign has not been
completed in conformance with the building permit and any extension thereof, then the
building, structure, or sign shall be constructed, completed or occupied only in
compliance with this Ordinance.

C. Planning Applications Filed Prior to the Effective Date of this Ordinance.

1.

Applications for Design Review, Site Plan Review and Preliminaty Plats, or
Modifications to Previously Approved Applications, Submitted Ptior to the
Effective Date of this Ordinance, Complete applications filed prior to the effective
date of this Ordinance may be approved under the provisions of the Zoning Ordinance
in place prior to the effective date of this Otdinance. Applicants may elect to develop
under the provisions of this Ordinance, but in that case shall comply with all provisions
of this Ordinance. If a building permit application is not filed within 3 years of the date
of approval of the Design Review, or 1-year after the approval of the preliminary plat,
the approval shall expire. No time extensions shall be permitted, unless approval of the
preliminary plat is extended, based on the requirements of the Subdivision Repulations
itle 9, Chapter 6 of the Mesa City Code).

Applications for Conditional Use Permit Submitted Prior to the Effective Date of
this Ordinance. Complete applications filed prior to the cffective date of this

Ordinance may be approved under the provisions of the Zoning Ordinance in place

priot to the effective date of this Ordinance. Applicants may elect to develop under the

provisions of this Ordinance, but in that case shall comply with all provisions of this

Ordinance. If a building permit application is not filed within 1 year of the date of
approval of the use permit, the approval shall expire. If the building permit application

expites, ot once issued, the building permit expires, the conditional use permit approval

shall also expire. No time extensions shall be permitted.

Applications for Rezoning Filed Prior to the Effective Date of this Ordinance.
Rezoning applications filed ptior to the effective date of this Otdinance shall be
governed by the provisions of the Zoning Ordinance in place prior to the effective date
of this Ordinance. The applicant may elect to comply with this Ordinance by submitting
a wtitten preference when filing the application for rezoning with the Planning Division
office, but in that case shall comply with all provisions of this Ordinance. If a building
permit application is not filed within 3 years of the date of the effective date of this
Ordinance, the approval to use the provisions of the previous Zoning Ordinance shall
expite. If the building permit application expires, ot once issued, the building permit
expites, then any plans adopted as part of the approved rezoning shall be modified to
comply with the provisions of this Ordinance. No time extensions shall be permitted.

D. Partially Constructed Project.

If a project has begun construction or has been issued a building permit based on conditions
described in Paragraphs B or C of this Section (above), but has started and stopped construction
midway through the development of the site without receiving a completed certificate of
occupancy, or has not completed all requirements associated with the project, such as installation

Return to Page 1
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10-10.30.060

PLAGETAFF

Authority

G. References to a public official in the City are to that person who performs the
function referred to and includes a designee of such official.

H. All references to measurements are in feet unless otherwise indicated.

10-10.30.060

Computation of Time

A. When the period of time prescribed or allowed by this Zoning Code is less
than 11 days, intermediate Saturdays, Sundays and legal holidays shall not
be included in the computation.

B. When the period of time prescribed or allowed by this Zoning Code is 11
days or more, intermediate Saturdays, Sundays and legal holidays shall be
included in the computation. The last day of the period so computed shall be
included unless it is a Saturday, a Sunday, or a legal holiday, in which event
the period runs until the end of the next day which is not a Saturday, a
Sunday, or a legal holiday.

10-10.30.070

Calculation of Fractions

Any fraction greater than or equal to 0.50 shall be rounded up to nearest whole
number. Any fractional unit less than 0.50 shall be rounded down to nearest
whole number.

10-10.30.080

State Law Requirements

Where this Zoning Code references applicable provisions of State law (e.g.,
ARS. § 9-500.12(B)) the reference shall be construed to be to the applicable State
law provisions as they may be amended from time to time.

10-10.30.090

10.30-4

Rules of Transition

The following rules shall apply to all properties in the City on the effective date
of this Zoning Code:

A. Violations Continue
Any violation of the zoning code previously in effect (1991 Land
Development Code) will continue to be a violation under this Zoning Code
and shall be subject to the penalties and enforcement provisions provided in
Division 10-20.110 (Enforcement), unless the use, development, construction
or other activity complies with the provisions of this Zoning Code.

Flagstaff Zoning Code



Authority

10-10.30.090

B. Developments with Approvals or Permits

1. Building Permit Issued Prior to Effective Date

Flagstaff Zoning Code

Any building, structure, or sign for which a lawful Building Permit is
issued or for which a complete Building Permit or Sign Permit
application as determined by the Building Official or Director has been
filed one day prior to the effective date of this Zoning Code, may be
constructed and completed in conformance with the permit and other
applicable approvals, permits and conditions, even if such building,
structure or sign does not fully comply with this Zoning Code. If
construction is not commenced in compliance with the applicable permit
terms, the Building Official may grant an extension in compliance with
the provisions of the Building Code. If the extension does not state a
specific time, it shall be an extension for six months. If the building,
structure, or sign is not completed in conformance with the Building
Permit and any granted extension, then the building, structure, or sign
shall be constructed, completed or occupied only in compliance with this
Zoning Code.

Final Site Plan Review and Approval Prior to Effective Date

An applicant whose development has received Site Plan Review and
Approval prior to the effective date of this Zoning Code may file an
application for a Building Permit in compliance with the approved site
plan and any conditions of approval, even if the development does not
comply with the provisions of this Zoning Code. Upon approval of
construction plans for the development, a Building Permit may be issued.
Site Plan Review and Approval for developments approved prior to the
effective date of this Zoning Code shall be valid for one year from the
date of approval. No time extensions shall be permitted.

Preliminary Subdivision Plat Approved Prior to Effective Date

An applicant who has received preliminary plat approval for a proposed
subdivision not identified as a protected development as defined in
A.R.S. § 9-1201 prior to the effective date of this Zoning Code may file an
application for final plat approval, even if the subdivision does not fully
comply with the provisions of this Zoning Code and City Code Title 11
(Subdivision and Land Split Regulations). If an application for final plat
approval is not filed within one year of the date of the preliminary plat's
approval, the preliminary plat shall expire. No time extensions shall be
permitted. Subsequent preliminary plat applications shall comply with
this Zoning Code and City Code Title 11 (Subdivision and Land Split
Regulations).

Conditional Use Permit Approved Prior to Effective Date

An applicant for a use for which a Conditional Use Permit has been
approved prior to the effective date of this Zoning Code may file an
application for a Building Permit, even if the use does not fully comply
with the provisions of this Zoning Code. If a Building Permit application
is not filed within one year of the date of approval of the Conditional Use
Permit, it shall expire. No time extensions shall be permitted.

10.30-5



10-10.30.090

Authority

10.30-6

C. Applications Filed Prior to the Effective Date

1. Complete applications for new developments including, but not limited
to Site Plan Review and Approval, Conditional Use Permits, and
preliminary plats, filed prior to the effective date of this Zoning Code
may be approved under the provisions of the zoning code previously in
effect (1991 Land Development Code). Applicants may also elect to
develop in compliance with the provisions of this Zoning Code, and in
that case shall comply with all provisions of this Zoning Code. If a
Building Permit application is not filed within one year of the date of
approval of the application for new development, the approval shali
expire. No time extensions shall be permitted.

2. Applications for amendments to the Zoning Map filed prior to the
effective date of this Zoning Code shall be governed by the provisions of
the 1991 Land Development Code unless the applicant elects to comply
with this Zoning Code.

D. Planning Applications Filed After the Effective Date
All applications for new developments including, but not limited to, Site Plan
Review and Approval, Conditional Use Permits, and preliminary plats as
well as amendments to the Zoning Map, filed on or after the effective date of
this Zoning Code, including modifications and amendments, shall conform
to the provisions of this Zoning Code.

Flagstaff Zoning Code



Town of Gilbert Land Development Code

3. "Either . . . or" indicates that the connected words or provisions shall apply
singly but not in combination.

C. References to departments, commissions, boards, or other offices are to those of
the Town of Gilbert unless otherwise indicated.

D. References to a public official in the Town are to that person who performs the
function referred to and includes a designee of such official.

E. All references to days are to calendar days unless otherwise indicated,
F. All references to measurements are in feet unless otherwise indicated.

G. The words "activities" and "facilities" include any part thereof.

1.108 Rules of Transition

The following rules shall apply to all properties in the Town on the effective date of the
Zoning Code:

A. Violations Continue. Any violation of the Zoning Code previously in effect
(Unified Land Development Code) will continue to be a violation under the
Zoning Code and shall be subject to penalties and enforcement under Article 5.12:
Enforcement, unless the use, development, construction or other activity complies
with the provisions of the Zoning Code.

B. Projects with Approvals or Permits.

L. Building Permit Issued Prior to Effective Date of the Zoning Code. Any
building, structure, or sign for which a lawful building permit is issued
prior to the effective date of the Zoning Code may be completed in
conformance with the permit and other applicable permits and conditions,
even if such building, structure or sign does not fully comply with the
Zoning Code. If construction is not commenced in compliance with the
applicable permit terms, the Building Official may grant an extension
pursuant to the provisions of the building code. If the building, structure,
or sign is not completed in conformance with the building permit and any
extension thereof, then the building, structure, or sign shall be constructed,
completed or occupied only in compliance with the Zoning Code.

2. Building Permit Application Filed Prior to Effective Date of the Zoning
Code. Any building, structure, or sign for which a completed building
permit application is filed prior to the effective date of the Zoning Code
may be issued a building permit and may be constructed in compliance
with the building permit and other applicable approvals, permits and

12-30-08 Chapter I, Article 1.1 - Page 6



12-30-08

Article 1.1: Title and Purpose

conditions, even if such building, structure or sign does not fully comply
with the Zoning Code. If construction is not commenced in compliance
with the applicable permit terms, the Building Official may grant an
extension pursuant to the provisions of the building code. If the building,
structure, or sign is not completed pursuant to the building permit and any
extension thereof, then the building, structure, or sign shall be constructed,
completed or occupied only in compliance with the Zoning Code.

Final Design Review Approved Prior to Effective Date of the Zoning
Code. A project which has received Final Design Review approval prior
to the effective date of the Zoning Code may file an application for a
building permit in compliance with the Final Design Review plan and
conditions of approval, even if the project does not comply with the
provisions of the Zoning Code. Upon approval of the construction plans, a
building permit may be issued. The Final Design Review approval for
projects approved prior to the effective date of the Zoning Code shall be
valid for 1 year from the date of approval by the Design Review Board.
No time extensions shall be permitted.

Preliminary Subdivision Plat Approved Prior to Effective Date of the
Zoning Code. A project which has a preliminary plat approved prior to the
effective date of the Zoning Code may file an application for a final
subdivision plat and improvement plan approval, even if the subdivision
does not fully comply with the provision of the Zoning Code. If & final
plat application is not filed within 1 year of the date of preliminary plat
approval, the preliminary plat shall expire. No time extensions shall be
permitted. Subsequent preliminary plat applications shall comply with the
Zoning Code.

Use Permit Approved Prior to Effective Date of the Zoning Code, No
Design Review Required. A project which has received a use permit prior
to the effective date of the Zoning Code may file an application for a
building permit, even if the project does not fully comply with the
provision of the Zoning Code. If a building permit application is not filed
within 1 year of the date of use permit approval, the use permit shall
expire. No time extensions shall be permitted.

Use Permit Approved Prior to Effective Date of the Zoning Code, Design
Review Required. A project which has an approved use permit may file an
application for design review even if the use does not fully comply with
the provisions of the Zoning Code. If a design review application is not
filed within 1 year of the date of use permit approval, the use permit shall
expire. No time extensions shall be permitted. Subsequent applications
for design review shall comply with the Zoning Code.

Chapter I, Article 1.1 - Page 7
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1.109
A.

12-30-08

Town of Gilbert Land Development Code

Planning Applications Filed Prior to the Effective Date of the Zoning Code.

1. Applications for Design Review, Use Permits, and Preliminary Plats
Submitted Prior to the Effective Date of the Zoning Code. Complete
applications filed prior to the effective date of the Zoning Code may be
approved under the provisions of the Unified Land Development Code
(ULDC). Applicants may elect to develop under the provisions of the
Zoning Code, but in that case shall comply with all provisions of the
Zoning Code. If a building permit application is not filed within 1 year of
the date of approval of the design review, use permit, or preliminary plat,
the approval shall expire. No time extensions shall be permitted.

2. Applications for Rezoning Filed Prior to the Effective Date of the Zoning
Code. Rezoning applications filed prior to the effective date of the Zoning
Code shall be governed by the provisions of the ULDC unless the
applicant elects to comply with the Zoning Code.

Development of Projects with an Existing Planned Area Development Overlay
Zoning District. A lot or parcel zoned with a Planned Area Development (PAD)
overlay zoning district subject to a preliminary development plan, standards, and
conditions of approval prior to the effective date of the Zoning Code shall be
developed in accordance with the approved preliminary development plan,
standards, and conditions of approval. The development standards and
requirements of the Zoning Code shall apply if not specifically modified by the
PAD ordinance.

Planning Applications Filed After the Effective Date of the Zoning Code. All
applications for rezoning, design review, use permits, and preliminary subdivision
plats filed after the effective date of the Zoning Code, including modifications and
amendments, shall conform to the provisions of the Zoning Code.

Rules for Interpretation

Zoning Land Use Regulations. = Where uncertainty exists regarding the
interpretation of any provision of the Zoning Code or its application to a specific
site, the Zoning Administrator shall determine the intent of the provision. The
determination of the Zoning Administrator may be appealed in accordance with
the provisions of Section 5.2011: Procedures for Appeals.

Official Zoning Map. Where uncertainty exists regarding the boundary of a
zoning district, the following rules shall apply:

1. District boundaries shown as approximately following the property line of
a lot or parcel shall be construed to follow such property line.

Chapter I, Article 1.1 - Page 8



12-30-08

Ariicle 1.1; Title and Purpose

2. Where a district boundary divides a lot or parcel, the location of the
district boundary shall be determined by the Zoning Administrator using
the scale appearing on the Official Zoning Map.

3. District boundaries shown as approximately foliowing right-of-way lines
of freeways, streets, railroads, or other identifiable boundary lines shall be
construed to follow such right-of-way or boundary lines.

4, District boundaries shown as lying within right-of-way lines of freeways,
streets, railroads, or other identifiable boundary lines shall be construed to
follow the centerline of such right-of-way or boundary lines.

5. District boundaries shown as lying at the edge of a canal or drainage
channel shall be construed to follow the centerline of the canal or drainage
channel.

6. If any uncertainty remains as to the location of a district boundary or other
feature shown on the Official Zoning Map, the location shall be
determined by the Zoning Administrator.

Record of Interpretation. The Zoning Administrator shall keep a record of

interpretations made pursuant to this section. The record of interpretations shall
be available to the public.

Chapter I, Article 1.1 - Page 9
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Article 1

other general welfare. Minimum values are not intended to be target values. in some
instances, conditions may create the need to exceed stated minimum standards.
Whenever this Ordinance requires, for example, a lower height of a building or lesser
number of stories, or requires a greater percentage of the lot fo be left unoccupied, or
imposes more restrictive standards than are required pursuant to any other statute or
local regulation, this Ordinance shall govemn.

TRANSITIONAL PROVISIONS.

VIOLATIONS CONTINUE. Any violation of the previous Ordinance will continue to be a
violation under this Ordinance and be subject to penalties and enforcement under §2.5 of
this Ordinance, unless the use, development, construction or other activity complies with
the provisions of this Ordinance.

NONCONFORMITIES UNDER PRIOR ORDINANCE. Any legal nonconformity under the
previous Zoning Ordinance also will be a legal nonconformity under this Ordinance, so
long as the situation that resulted in the legal nonconforming status under the previous
Ordinance continues to exist. If a legal nonconformity under the previous Ordinance
becomes conforming because of the adoption of this Ordinance, then said use or
structure will no longer be considered a nonconformity.

COMPLETION OF DEVELOPMENT.

1.

APPLICATION SUBMITTED BEFORE EFFECTIVE DATE. Complete
applications submitted before the Effective Date of this Ordinance and pending
approval at the time of the Effective Date of this Ordinance may, at the
applicant's option, be approved and permits may be issued under the terms of
the previous Zoning Ordinance. If construction is not commenced or completed
in accordance with the applicable approval term{s), the Town Council may, for
good cause shown, grant an extension of up to eighteen (18) months for such
construction under the terms of the previous Ordinance. If the building,
development or sign is not completed within the time allowed under the permit or
any extension granted, then the building or structure may be constructed,
completed or occupied cnly in compliance with the requirements of this
Ordinance.

PERMIT ISSUED BEFORE EFFECTIVE DATE OF THIS ORDINANCE. Any
building, structure or development for which a permit was issued before the
Effective Date of this Ordinance may, at the applicant's option, be completed in
conformance with the issued permit and other applicable permits and conditions,
even if such building, structure or development does not fully comply with
provisions of this Ordinance. If construction is not commenced or completed
according to the applicable pemmit terms, the Town Council may, for good cause
shown, grant an extension of up to eighteen (18) months for such construction
under the terms of the previous Ordinance. If the building or structure is not
completed within the time allowed under the original permit or any extension
granted, then the building, structure or development may be constructed,
completed or occupied only in compliance with this Ordinance.

PLATS AND SITE PLANS APPROVED BEFORE EFFECTIVE DATE OF THIS
ORDINANCE. Any subdivision for which a preliminary or final plat was approved
before the Eifective Date of this Ordinance may, at the applicant's option, be
completed according to the approved plat and other applicable permits and
conditions, even if the subdivision does not fully comply with the provisions of this
Ordinance. If the subdivision is not completed within the time requirements

FREILICH, LEITNER & CARLISLE
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Zoning Ordinance Article 1

1.8

1.9

1.10

1.11

established by prior ordinance or within any schedule included in the approval of
the plat, the Town Council may grant an extension of up to eighteen (18) months
for the completion of the subdivision under the terms of the previous Ordinance.
If the subdivision is not completed within the time required under the original
approval or any extension granted, then the subdivision may completed only in
compliance with this Ordinance.

4, ADDITIONAL EXTENSIONS. The Town Council may grant an additional
extension exceeding eighteen (18) months where the Town Council finds that
such extension or extensions are warranted in light of all relevant circumstances,
including but not limited to the size and phasing of development, the level of
investment, the need for the development, economic cycles, and market
conditions.

INTERPRETATION.

A Interpretation and application of the provisions of this Ordinance shall be regarded as the
basic and minimum requirements for the protection of public health, safety, comfort,
morals, convenience, prosperity and welfare. The Ordinance shall be liberally interpreted
in order to further its underlying purposes. Whenever any provision of the Ordinance or
any provision of any other applicable law, rule, contract, resolution or regulation of the
Town, County, State or Federal government contains certain standards, covering the
same subject matter, the more restrictive requirement(s) or higher standards shail
control.

B. The words and phrases used in this Ordinance shall have the meanings assigned in
Appendix A hereto, unless a more specific meaning is provided in a specific section of
this Ordinance.

C. This Ordinance includes illustrations, photographs, flowcharts, and graphics for the
purposes of illustration and simplification. However, to the extent that there is any
inconsistency between the text of this Ordinance and any such illustration, photograph,
flowchart, and graphic, the text shall control.

SEVERABILITY. Itis hereby declared to be the intent of the Town Council that the provisions
of this ordinance shall be severable. If any provision is declared invalid by a court of competent
jurisdiction, it is hereby declared to be the legislative intent that the effect of such decision shall
be limited to that provision or provisions which are expressly stated in the decision to be invalid;
and such decisions shall not affect; impair or nullify this Ordinance as a whole or any part thereof,
but the rest of the Ordinance shall continue in full force and effect.

PERMITS AND CERTIFICATES. No development activity shall occur on any property
within the jurisdiction of this Ordinance until all applicable permits, approvals and certificates have
been issued and approved by the Town officials with the authority to approve the same pursuant
to Chapter 3 of this Ordinance.

FEES. The Town Council may, by ordinance or resolution, establish administrative fees
considered necessary to enforce the zoning ordinance. Such fees shall be limited to the
reasonable costs of administering and processing applications for development approval. No
permit shall be processed, and no permit shall be considered to be submitted, until ali applicable
administrative fees have been paid pursuant to this Section and any ordinance adopted hereto.

FREILICH, LEITNER & CARLISLE TOWN OF QUEEN CREEK, ARIZONA



' mm 1-200 General Provisions

Section 1-203 Compliance and Scope.

A. Compliance. Land and structures may be used or developed by construction,
reconstruction, alteration, occupancy, use or otherwise, only as allowed in this Code. No
subdivision plat shall be recorded or no building permit shall be issued without
compliance with the provisions of this Code.

B. Obligation by Successor. The requirements of this Code apply to the owner(s) of
record, persons undertaking the development or use of land, and to those persons’
successors in interest.

C. Most Restrictive Regulations Apply. Where this Code imposes greater restrictions
than those imposed or required by other rules or regulations, the most restrictive or that
imposing the higher standard shall govern.

D. Variances. Variances shall be governed by the provisions of Section 6-309.

E. Transfer of Development Standards Prohibited. No /ot area, yard, landscape, open
space, off-street parking or loading area, or other feature which is required by this Code
for one use shall be a required /ot area, yard, landscape, open space, or off-street

parking or loading area for another use, except as otherwise specifically allowed by this
Code.

Section 1-204 Conformance with General Plan.

All development, uses, and district changes in the City of Tempe shall be in conformance with
the Tempe General Plan as implemented by this Code. Al provisions of this Code shall be
construed in conformity with the adopted General Plan, and any amendments which may be

approved by the city from time to time.

State law reference — A R.S, 9-462.01(F), Zoning regulations; public hearing; definitions.

Section 1-205 Use of Real Property.

Land shall be used only for lawful uses. A lawful use is one that is permitted by this Code and is
not prohibited by law. Part 3, Land Use, sets forth the uses permitted by this Code.

Section 1-206 Pre-Existing Approvals (Grandfathered Approval).

A. Legality of Pre-Existing Approvals. Developments and uses for which approvals were
lawfully granted prior to the effective date of this Code, may occur pursuant to such
approvals.

B. Subsequent Applications. All applications for uses, development, and permits

received by the city after February 19, 2005, including modifications processed under
Section 6-312, shall conform to the provisions of this Code.

City of Tempe, AZ 1-7 Adopted
Zoning and Development Code [January 20, 2005]



D.

FAS-

PLANNED AREA DEVELOPMENT DISTRICTS:
Preliminary Planned Area Development P-PAD
Final Planned Area Development F-PAD

Section 1-1-4 Location and Boundaries of Districts

The locations and boundaries of zoning districts are established on the City of Goodyear Zoning
Map, dated and signed by the Mayor and City Clerk, which map accompanies and is hereby
declared a part of this Zoning Ordinance.

A

The Zoning District boundary lines are intended to follow street, alley, lot, or property
lines, as they exist at the effective date of this Ordinance except where such district
boundary lines are fixed by dimensions shown on the Zoning Map, in which case such
dimensions shall govern. Where a zoning district boundary line is indicated as
approximately following streets or highway rights-of-way, the zoning district of the
adjacent property shall be extended to the centerline of such street or highway right-of-
way. In no case, however, is the Zoning Map intended to be used as a precise, legal
narrative of any zoning district boundary.

Where a Zoning District boundary is not clearly defined on the Zoning Map, the location
of such boundary shall be determined administratively by the Zoning Administrator.

Section 1-1-5 Transition Procedures

In order to ensure the orderly adoption and enforcement of this Zoming Ordinance, the
following transition rules shall govern the applicability of this Ordinance.

A

The provisions of this Ordinance and any amendments shall not apply to those
developments for which a building permit has been issued prior to the adoption of this
Ordinance, provided said building permit remains in full force and effect. In the event
the building permit expires, said permit may not be extended or renewed unless all
provisions of this Ordinance are met.

A parcel of land zoned subject to a plan of development, standards or stipulations
adopted prior to the effective date of this Ordinance shall be developed in accordance
with that approved plan of development, standards or stipulations but shall comply with
these regulations to the maximum extent possible. In the event of a conflict between
provisions of these regulations and the approved plan of development, standards or
stipulations, the approved plan of development, standards or stipulations shall control.

1. Development agreements or design themes adopted or established prior to the
effective date of this Ordinance shall, likewise, control.

City of Goodyear 1-3 Zoning Ordinance
Development Services May 24, 1999

Revised: December 10, 2012



2. If the rezoning was subject to a schedule for development, the time period for which
has expired, then the development of that parcel of land shall be subject to all
applicable provisions of this Ordinance.

Any uses of land, structures, or parcels which existed on the effective date of this
Ordinance and which do not meet the standards and regulations of this Ordinance, shall
be deemed nonconforming and shall be controlled by the provisions of Article 4-3,
except that the City may require a nonconforming use to be brought into compliance by
a specific date if such compliance is mandated by State Law and only after the new
requirement has been made part of this Zening Ordinance through an amendment
adopted pursuant to the amendment procedures specified herein.

Section 1-1-6 Regulations Governing Newly Annexed Areas

A

INITIAL ZONING. Within newly annexed areas, the City shall initially adopt zoning
classifications which permit densities and uses no greater than those permitted by
Maricopa County immediately prior to annexation, unless an amendment of the Zoning
District boundary is processed concurrently with such annexation, pursuant to the
procedures required for such an amendment. Areas, when annexed to the City, shall,
until officially zoned by the City Council, be considered to be zoned to City classification
closest to that shown on the official zoning map of Maricopa County at the time of
annexation. Such County Zoning shall apply for not more than six (6) months.
Subsequent changes in zoning of the annexed territory shall be made according to
procedures established by this Ordinance.

CONSTRUCTION AND BUILDING PERMITS.

1. Maricopa County building permits or Use Permits validly issued pursuant to County
requirements not more than sixty (60) days prior to the effective date of annexation,
shall be accepted by the Chief Building Official, or his designee, as valid permits for
a period of sixty (60) days after the effective date of annexation. If construction has
not commenced on or before the sixtieth (60th) day after the effective date of
annexation, a City building or Use Permit shall be required.

2. For buildings under construction with a valid building or Use Permit issued by
Maricopa County prior to the effective date of an annexation ordinance, a City
building permit shall not be required, but the Chief Building Official, or his
designee, shall require that buildings constructed under such County building or Use
Permit shall be structurally safe and shall conform to pertinent County zoning
regulations in effect at the time the County permit was issued.

EXISTING USE, ACTIVITY OR STRUCTURE.

1. Any use or activity conducted contrary to County zoning regulations at the effective
date of annexation and not constituting a nonconforming use under the County

City of Goodyear 14 Zoning Ordinance
Development Services May 24, 1999

Revised: December 10, 2012
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EXHIIBIT A

A.

B.

C.

Single Family Residential Design Guidelines

Introduction

1.

1.

In accordance to City of Maricopa General Plan, goals and objectives, this document is
intended to provide direction to homebuilder’s developers, contractors, designers, city
staff and city decision makers. Design guidelines are adopted policies intended to
provide the basis for design review and approval and are subject to interpretation by
staff and the Planning Commission. When a valid demonstration can be made for
deviating from a design guideline in order to achieve a better overall design, such a
request will be given consideration.

Diversity of quality residential architectural design is encouraged throughout the City;
with the design of projects reflecting a general continuity and harmony consistent with
the character of the community while at the same time providing new, creating, forward-
looking and dynamic approaches to design.

The exhibits contained within this document illustrate a variety of architectural detailing,
plans and elevations in order to convey a diversity of product and universal design principles
and emphasize Non-Garage dominant architecture. The Single Family Residential Design
Guidelines are adopted and amended by the City Council.

Applicability

These guidelines shall apply to all new single-family standard home plans, and additions
to existing standard home plans shall be reviewed for compliance with the City of
Maricopa Single Family Residential Design Guidelines prior to issuance of a building
permit.

General Design Guideline Principles

1.

Two-SteryDwellings: Building Form

a.  Two-story houses shall have a single-story element closest to the front of the
house and/or next to the street. If through atrchitectural diversity a housing
series creates neighborhood variety, the requirement for the first story element
may be waived by the Zoning Administrator. Such architectural diversity may
include varying front setbacks due to locating the garage to the rear of the lot,
adding useable courtyard area, and/or using building placement to create private
outdoor spaces.

b. Corner lots may have a mix of single-story and one- and two-story homes
provided the two-story portions of the home do not encompass more than 75
percent of the building footprint, and the two-story portion of the dwelling
generally is oriented away from the street.

C. Two-story dwellings located on corner lots shall include windows on the facade
facing the side street. No second-story street-facing wall should run in a
continuous plane of more than 20 feet without a window or a projection, offset,
or recess of the building wall at least one foot in depth.



EXHIIBIT A

Do This

Maximum 20 ft.
continuous wall plane
on second story without
window, projection,
offset, or recess.

Not This

High quality “stylized” or “theme” architecture that is characteristic of an
agricultural and western character or forward-looking architectural trend is
encouraged or designed per an approved design criteria for a Planned Area or
Master Planned Development.

Orientation of homes should consider solar access, as well as climatic and other
environmental conditions.



EXHIIBIT A

f. Monotonous look-a-like structures (sameness) are discouraged. Effort should be
made to create visually interesting homes by varying building form, volume,
massing, heights, roof styles and color and materials.

Do This

Not This

exemptfrom-thisrequirement—"" 74/ recommends that this requirement is taken out of
the guidelines and added to Zoning Code Table 202.03 footnote #3**



EXHIIBIT A
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10-feetisprovided—"*S1aff recommends that this requirement is taken out of the guidelines
and added to Zoning Code Section 202.03.

2. Garages and Driveways.

a.

Garages shall be designed and located to reduce the visual impact of garage
doors along street frontages. A mix of garage orientations (i.e. significantly
recessed front facing, side-entry, tandem) shall be provided to deemphasize
garage dominance.

On lots with forward-facing garage plans, the garage portion of the dwelling
shall not extend forward of the livable portion(s) of the dwelling by more than
six feet. If a front-facing garage projects out from the porch or livable areas of
the dwelling, the applicant shall provide portals, low courtyard walls with
pilasters, or other de-emphasizing techniques for approval by the City, that
extend forward of the garage face.

All—plan hotla—necorporate—eoach—ligh on—the ee de—elevation: A
minimum of two (2) coach lights should be placed at the front face of the garage
or other appropriate location for security.

Dwellings with three-car garages shall be designed so that the third car garage is
architecturally separated and offset a minimum of two feet farther from the
other garage door. The intent of this standard is to soften the garage dominance
and provide for horizontal articulation.

Driveways for three or more cars serving forward-facing garages shall
incorporate alternative paving design elements including but not limited to
stamped concrete, concrete engraving, concrete stains, concrete pavers, and
colored concrete to soften the appearance of large impervious surfaces.

Do This

Example of a three-car garage with alternative paving design.
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this reqmremenf is fa/éen ont of the guidelines and added to Zomng Code Section 202.03%

Utilizing “Carriage-style” and other non-conventional sectional garage door style
is recommended will-be-approved-to provide additional diversity and to better

enhance the architectural themes.

Side-loaded garages shall provide windows or other architectural details that
mimic the features of the living portion of the dwelling on the side of the garage
facing the street.

Example of a home with a side-entry garage that appears livable from street view.

No more than 60 percent of dwellings on a block face shall have a garage
forward of livable or covered porch.

Garage doors attached to a primary residence and facing the front of the lot
shall not exceed 40 percent of the aggregate width of those elevations of the
building that face the front of the lot.

Do This
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Not This

k.
rear-half-of-thedot: ™ t recommends that this requirement is taken ont z‘/aem'de/z'ne&
and added to Zoning Code Section 202.03**

3. Covered Patios and Porches

a. Covered patios and porches shall be incorporated into home architecture. Patio
and porches columns and roofs must be constructed of same materials as the
rest of the home, including the type of tile and roof slope. Rear-eutdoorshaded

b. 30% of the building frontage shall incorporate a usable front patio with a
minimum width of eight feet and a minimum depth of four feet.

C. Minimum 35 percent of the dwellings on a block face shall have a useable front
potch, courtyard or a combination of front/streetside/intetior side yard outdoor
living space, which may include lot lines abutting open space tracts of land.

d. The design of front porches and building additions must match the scale and

architectural detail of the dwelling.
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Courtyard walls shall not exceed three and a half feet in height in the front or
street side yard adjacent to the driveways to create useable gathering areas.

Do This
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EXHIIBIT A

f. A useable, covered outdoor patio should be provided on the rear side of each
home. Covered patio dimensions should be at least 100 square feet, with a
minimum interior dimension of ten feet (10’).

Do This

Not This

LRTTTTTTTITITTIO
LU




EXHIIBIT A

**Subsection C4a-e was moved to subsection C171**

**Section C, subsection 4g was moved to Section 7**

Vieibili ‘E, D - Onalldote55£ fessinwidth—the £ i
shall-be-visible from-the front-orstreetsidedot ne—"*Secrzon C, subsection 4h was

moved to Section 6**

;- FfSection C, subsection 4i was
moved to Section C, Subsection 9**

10
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k.

L.

m,

n. Hron Fers—tay—e ;
stde—sethback—ine—"*Section C, subsection 4n was moved to Section C,
Subsection 9**

Location

a. AdpatentTotsHaryingEhevations: No more than 25 percent of lots backing onto an
arterial road should be built with two-story homes. If proposed, the two-story
dwellings should provide additional articulation and staggered setbacks to create
visual interest from the roadway.

b. Two-story homes backing on State Routes should be avoided.

c. The same front elevation cannot be used on adjoining dwellings or dwellings
that face each other or across the street;

d. No more than three single-story plans shall be built in a row, and no more than
three two-story plans shall be built in a row.

INSERT EXAMPLE IMAGE

11
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6. Windows and Doors.

a. Deep-set, pop-out, or distinct architectural treatment around windows and
doors along with other architectural projections and recesses shall be required

on all fours sides of the building te-prevideindividualityofunits:

o W A e » . R S —

Architectural treatment around windows provided.

b. Visibility—eof Front-Doors: On all lots 55 feet or less in width, the front doors
shall be visible from the front or street side lot line.

c. Windows and doors should be aligned and sized to bring order to the building
facade.

d. Windows and doors should be sufficiently recessed to create fagade patterns that

add variety interest to the design of the home.

12
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e. Homes with side entrances are strongly discouraged and will be considered on a
case by case basis.

f. The front elevation shall feature a pedestrian scaled entry.

7. Colors and Materials

a. VariationinBuildingMaterials: As a standard feature, stone, brick, or accent

facade material shall be provided on at least one elevation for each floor plan.

b. Architectural details related to color, type and application of materials and
building form should be coordinated for all elevations of a home to achieve
harmony and continuity of design.

C. A change in building material on a structure should reflect a change in the plane
of the structure.

d. Materials applied to any building elevation should wrap around onto adjoining
walls of the structure to a visually appropriate terminating point so as to provide
design continuity and a finished appearance.

e. A variation of colors in roof and fagade treatment in residential development is
encouraged, provided the color variations maintain harmony and consistency
with the overall continuity.

f. The use of bright or intense primary colors should be moderated, and permitted
only in areas where their use would not overwhelm surrounding development or

create and uncoordinated or cluttered looking development.

g. Color should be used to accent entry-ways and special architectural features of a
home.

13
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Roof Architecture

ALtz . < Roof—Plans—and—Floor—Plans: New
residential development shall provide a variety of building and roof forms and
ridgelines. Elevations shall be structurally different, with different roof types
facing the street.

When appropriate to the style of a home, a variety of simple roof forms,
including gable, shed and hip, used alone or in combination, are encouraged for
all new development in order to add visual interest and diversity to the City’s
“roof horizon” and to avoid the repetitive roof styles.

Chimneys, roof flashings, rain gutters, downspouts and other roof protrusions
should be painted and finished to match the color of the roof surfaces, unless
being used expressly as a trim or accent element.

Solar panels on rooftops should be consistent with roof pitch and to appear as
an integral part of overall roof design.

Distinct roofing materials shall be provided for each standard plan and elevation.
Roof mounted HVAC and evaporative cooler equipment shall be prohibited. All
equipment shall be properly screened from public view. Vents and flues should

be located to occur on the least prominent side of the ridgeline whenever
possible and shall be painted to match the color of the roof.

14
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10.

11.

Architectural Features.

All home model designs shall provide a similar level of architectural detailing on
all sides:

Minimum 35 percent of the dwellings on a block face shall have a useable front
potch, courtyard or a combination of front/streetside/intetior side yard outdoor
living space, which may include lot lines abutting open space tracts of land.

The design of front porches and building additions must match the scale and
architectural detail of the dwelling.

Courtyard walls shall not exceed three and a half feet in height in the front or
street side yard adjacent to the driveways to create useable gathering areas.

stde—setbaekine: **Staff recommends that this requirement is moved to the
Zoning Code Article 202 Residential Districts**

Crime Prevention through Environmental Design (CPTED)

a.

Front building entrances should accentuated by architectural elements, lighting
and/or landscaping. All front doors that open to the outside should be well lit
and visible from the street, patking area or neighboring units.

Buildings should be sited so that the windows and doors of one unit are visible
from another. All four facades should have windows.

Residential Diversity: Standard Plan Submittal Requirements. Home Builders
shall be required to submit the following as part of an Administrative Design Review
application. The following list, establish the minimum requirements for all standard
plans submitted to the City of Maricopa. Fees shall be determined by the adopted fee
schedule.

size—as—fellesws:—**Portion of this statement was moved to Section C, subsection 8 Roof
Arehitecture™*

1049 lots. The minimum requirements are two different roof styles, with two
different roof materials and three roof colors, two standard floor plans, three
color scheme combinations, and three different elevations per floor plan.

50-99 lots. The minimum requirements are two different roof styles with two

different roof materials and four roof colors, three standard floor plans, three
color scheme combinations and three elevations per floor plan.

15
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100-199 lots. The minimum requirements are two different roof styles, with
different roof materials and four roof colors, four standard floor plans, three
color scheme combinations and a minimum of three elevations per floor plan.

200 or more lots. The minimum requirements are two different roof styles, with

two different roof materials and five roof colors, five standard floor plans, three
color scheme combinations and a minimum of three elevations per floor plan.

16
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City of Chandler

The required architectural diversity elements are as follows:

1. Provide four-sided architecture on all portions of the
building visible from the arterial streets, unless precluded by
a specific archutectural style.

2. De-emphasize garage fronts as the most proounent

architectural featwe of the dwelling front, e g, incorporate
side access garages, "m-line" garages, L-shape floor plans,
etc. Garage forward facing plans shall encompass a
maximum one-third (1/3) of the street front elevation or not
extend out from the main body of the house by more than
eight (8) feet or include low courtyard walls that extend out
from the garage face or other de-emphasizing techmues
approved by the City. Stroctures such as casitas and side-
loaded garages may extend further from the man body of
the house at a reduced building setback.

House
& Garage
Low wrall | Max.
feature X
|—|
2f3 143
- e o
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City of Mesa

MESA ZONING ORDINANCE Chapter 5:Residential Districts

feet behind the primary wall facing the street, and never less than the
required garage setback.

Primary wall
facing street

Minimum 3-feet

Maximum 50% i“;x_, e 7
of front facade

FIGURE 11-5-3.E.1: GARAGE FRONTAGE AND LOCATION
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City of Surprise

Classification
Definition of Garage Dominate Architecture 7
Requirements for Non-Garage Dominate Architecture 7

Examples 8

DEFINITION OF GARAGE DOMINATE ARCHITECTURE

What compositions of fagcades and architectural elements define Garage Dominant
Architecture? Simply stated; garage dominance exists when any portion of the
garage space projects into the front yard, including side-entry garages, beyond the
livable space of the home and/or, when garage doors comprise a large percentage
of linear frontage of the front elevation.

REQUIREMENTS FOR NON-GARAGE DOMINATE ARCHITECTURE

In order to achieve a non-garage dominant architecture, the following standards
must be met: (attached, zero lot-line and multli-family units will be evalutated on a
per submittal basis)

1.

At a minimum, the garage space should be flush* with or recessed behind
the plane of the forward most or street side living space fagade of the
home and, garage doors must not comprise more than 45% of the total
linear frontage of the front elevation of the home; or,

. Garage space may project beyond the front plane of the forward most

or street side living space fagade only if a front porch (standard for all
elevations of the plan) is at minimum, flush with the forward most plane
of the garage and, garage doors must not comprise more than 45% of the
total linear frontage of the front elevation of the home; or,

. Garage doors may be located on another side of the dwelling (rear or side

elevation) provided that the entry drive to the garage space is made from
an adjacent local/private street or alley.

single-family residential home product design guidelines

* For plans which utilize as
standard, a garage that
is flush with the forward
most living space facade of
the home; optional garage
extentsions will not count
against the plan designation
as Non-Garage Dominant.
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Town of Buckeye

C. Maximum Garage Width
The maximum width of front-loaded garages, including the garage door and
architectural elements on each side of the garage door, shall not exceed 30
percent of the overall building facade width on lots of 10,000 square feet or
greater; 40 percent of the facade width on lots of between 6,000 and
10,000 square feet; and 50 percent of the fagade width on lofs of less than
6,000 square feet.
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Town of Queen Creek

Residential Archifectural Design Standards

. III.A — Recessed Garage

Do This

Not This

Garage Dominance

A

Front loaded garages shall be recessed a
minimum of 5 feet from the front plane
of the hiving area to provide interest and
relief from the street. (*Z)

. Detached garages and side enfry garages
are encouraged.

. The width of front loaded garages (from

outside of return to outside of return)
shall not exceed 40% of the width of the
front facade_ (*Z)
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City of Casa Grande

4. Patio covers

. Rear or side yard covered patios or covered courtyards are required
on every home.

. Where possible, covered patio areas should be incorporated into the
architecture of the homes.

. Patio cover columns and roofs shall be constructed of the same

materials used on the remainder of the home. Alternative
complementary materials and designs for patio covers and columns
shall be subject to the review and approval of the Planning and

Zoning Commission.
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City of Chandler

u
Residential Development Standards  H¢

. Provide enhanced rear elevations along arterial and collector
streets and open spaces. Vary rooflines at rear. e.g.. avoid
unbroken roof ridgelines by using building projections or
different roof features such as dormers, parapets. etc.
extending out from main body of building

. Provide a variety of roofing colors. textures. and component
shapes. e.g.. “barrel” tile and flat concrete tile.

. Incorporate durable exterior materials and finishes that may
include brick, masonry. stone, or stucco facades: 30-year
warranted roof materials are considered mandatory. Wood
siding is not permitted.

. “Box-on-box”(two-story) homes to include a single-story
element on rear elevations or second story plane changes or
multiple roofs with different ridge orientations or other
features. which may include covered patios extending from
the home. bay windows. cantilevers, dormers, etc. that
break up the “box-on-box™ effect as approved by the City.

. Provide standard covered rear patios on all floor plans.

Standard rear patios provide needed shade
from the Arizona sun.

21
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City of Goodyear

City of Goodyear Design Guidelines Chapter 2 — Single-Family Residential

Entries should be the focal point through the use of columns or other architectural features

(q) The design of accessory structures shall be architecturally similar to
the main structure through the use of the same architectural
treatment, materials and colors.

(r) Roof mounted HVAC and evaporative cooler equipment shall be
prohibited. All equipment shall be properly screened from public
view. Vents and flues should be located to occur on the least
prominent side of the ridgeline whenever possible and shall be
painted to match the color of the roof.

(s) All roof pipes, vents, and other roof penetrations and attachments,
and equipment shall be configured to have minimal visual impact as
seen from the street. Roof penetrations (except chimneys) shall not
extend above the ridgeline and shall be painted or architecturally
integrated with the roof design and color.

(t) Utilizing “carriage-style” and other non-conventional sectional garage
door styles is recommended to provide additional diversity and to
better tie in with architectural themes.

(u) A useable, covered outdoor patio should be provided on the rear side

of each unit. Covered patio dimensions should be at least 100 square
feet, with a minimum interior dimension of ten feet (10’).

Chapter 2: Page 19 of 24
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Town of Queen Creek

IV.I — Window Detailing

. The use of T1-11 siding (rough-sawn

plywood siding with vertical grooves at
4” or 8” O.C.) shall be avoided.

Design windows to have traditional-
appearing details, such as trim and sills
or recessed windows, rather than false
pop-outs or other artificial applications.

Provide an architectural theme for
window treatments that is carried through
on all four sides of the structure.

. An all-weather, hard surfaced, covered

outdoor rear patio area of not less than
one hundred and eighty (180) square feet
shall be provided for any lot with an area
not exceeding eighteen thousand
(18,000) square feet. The rear patio shall
be design to be integrated with the
architecture of the home and be
appropriately related to open areas of the
lot for the purpose of providing suitable
outdoor living space to supplement the
limited interior spaces. (*Z)

. The building matenials of the project

shall be durable and require low
maintenance. (*Z)

TOWN OF QUEEN CREEK, ARIZONA
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City of Surprise

14

REQUIREMENTS

As part of allHome Product Lines submitted for Design Review, Homebuilders
are presented two options for meeting the requirements for the City of
Surprise; Option A & B. Each posses a unique base requirement as well as
required additional features listed under Point Options Lists.

The following lists, Option A & B, establish the minimum requirements for all
Product Lines submitted to the City of Surprise. In addition to the minimum
requirements, 100 points must be accumulated from the Point Options List.

Option A

Minimum Requirements

-

75% of plans submitted must be Non-Garage Dominant Architecture;
At minimum, three (3) distinctly different elevations;

Itis the City’s desire fo establish the above requirement such that the distinction
between each elevation shall not be cost related. It is understood that certain
elements that create character differences share difference in cost (i.e. Gable
roofs vs. Hip roofs). However, elevations establishing specific architectural
themes should comprise substantial arficulation for each theme such that
‘elevation ‘A’ does not cost less than ‘B, which costs less than elevation T,
etc., efc.

Multiple roof truss configurations for each plan with each elevation to include:
Gable, Hip, Clipped-Hip, Shed, Flat, or a combination thereof, etc;

Multiple roofing matenal styles: Flat tile, Barrel (S) tile; etc;

Four-sided Architecture: Door and Window-casing freatments (pop-outs)
located on front elevations must be continued to all subsequent elevations for
all plans;

Horizontal Bands, Wainscots, columns and/or Pilasters, or any other
architectural element and decorative materials applied to any front building
elevation must wrap around (comers) onto adjoining walls of the structure to a
visually appropriate terminating point (all horizontal elements will be assesed
at the time of submittal and type of architecture as to what the recommended
termination point must be);

Rear covered patio that integrates architecturally with the home;
Cne (1) Elevation per plan must include a Front Porch or Covered Entry-Way

as standard. Required Front Porches and Covered Entry-Ways must be at
minimum 5" X 8' clear of obstructions;

single-family residential home product design guidelines
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City of Casa Grande

3. Provide significant architectural features, such as dramatic covered
front entries, large covered front porches, bay windows, and /or
dormers as standard features on all homes.
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City of Chandler

Residential Development Standards

]

6.

This front

Prohibit the same front elevation on adjoining homes or
homes located directly across the street.

Standard feature stone. brick or other accent facade
material on at least one (1) elevation for each floor plan
available, offered as a standard feature. not an option.

. Provide distinctive architectural details on all elevations.

e.g.. covered front enfries. covered front porches. door and
window details, roof features. parapet walls with cap
features, eave details. front door styles. dormers, etc.

Provide screening or other accommodation for trash
containers, recycling bins, household tools and equipment.

Incorporate standard front porches. defined courtyards or
other defined front vard outdoor living spaces on at least
one (1) elevation for each floor plan available.

a functional

courtyard defines
outdoor livine snace.

Limit the amount of two-story homes along arterial and
collector streets fo no more than every third lot. Two-story

homes shall be prohibited from backing up to the Price and
Santan Freeways.

Break up the main ridgeline on roof slopes. whereby at
least 25% of the ridgeline includes multiple roof elevations
or plane changes. unless precluded by a specific
architectural style.

Prohibit a series of roof slopes visible from the arterial that
are all parallel with. or all perpendicular to. the arterial
street by limiting identical rear elevation roof lines fo no
more than two (2) adjacent lots.
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A variation in roof slopes between homes
promotes a more diverse sreefscape.
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City of Goodyear

City of Goodyear Design Guidelines Chapter 2 - Single-Family Residential
_________________________________________________________________________________________________|

——

e
e
!

500 A - Mactends - Color Schamwe |
Feoni Bevatioe

Tromt Hevs o

Elevations shail be structurally different with different roof types facing the street

(f) Atleast three (3) significantly different architectural styles shall be
provided for each floor plan. Elevations shall be structurally different
with different roof types facing the street.

(g) Useable front porches are highly encouraged. Front porches should
match the scale and architectural detail of the home.

(h) Provide a variety of roof forms and ridgelines. Elevations should be
structurally different, with different roof types facing the street.

(i) Deep-set or pop-out windows and doors along with other
architectural projections and recesses shall be used to provide
individuality of units.

(i) Courtyard walls a maximum of three feet (3') in height in the front

yard (or side yards) adjacent to the driveways areas are encouraged
to create useable gathering areas.

Chapter 2: Page 17 of 24
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Town of Queen Creek

Residential Arehitecural Design Standards

I1.J, K — Front Porch Projection I At lesst 40% of front elevations shall

incorporate a porch, courtyard, or
combination thereof with a minimmem
area of 120 square feet, a depth no less
. than 8 feet, and a width equal to or
T erkFst. | N 4 mmgdﬂm v
U ’ requirement does not apply to the R1-18
L1 AL, . L t] I ‘| sl::i.':

Covered front porches meeting minimmm
ordinance requirements may be allowed
to encroach into the front yard setback up
to 5 feet. (*Z)

Smgle-story story houses built m the R1-
6, R1-7, R1-8, and R1-9 single family
residential districts will be allowed an
increase in lot coverage to 45% where
fromt porches are provided that are a

Maximmm fi 7 mumnmm of 120 square feet and 8 feet in
um front Gepth (°Z)

yard ener oachment
of 5T,

Single-story hounses bult in the R1-12
single-family residential district wall be
allowed an increase in lot coverage to
40% where front porches are provided
that are a mnmmm of 120 square feet
and 8 feet m depth (*Z)
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City of Mesa

MESA ZONING ORDINANCE Chapter 5 Residential Disiricts

b Sete Desipn Elemresty.

i

iv.

.

Alley-Aeersed Parking Partking for at least 50 percent of lots in the
development 1= accessed from the rear of the lots via an slley or alleys.

Shared or Clurtered Divivenigys. Driveways are paired so that there is a single
cngh-cut providing access to 2 houses, and the total width for the paired
doveway is not more than 15 feet Altermatively, doveways may be
clustered (but need not share the same curb ent) so that there 15 at least
36 feet of muntermpted curh between the chistered dorewrays.

T ariahle Front Yards. Mo more than 50 percent of homes will be set back
the same distance from the front lot Lne, and at least 30 percent of the
homes will be set back at least 2 feet farther than the minimmem. This
element may be accomplished by recording “build-to™ lines on the final

subdiTision map.

Tamety of Lst Wadthr, Vaneties of lot wudths are promded to
accommaodate a variety of home styles, sethacks, and garage placements.
At least 30 percent of the lots vary from the predominate/mode) lot
width in the development br at least 20 percent.

Buldnng Desepn Bilemewds.

i Garape Sefbacks. All garages will be set back at least 3 feet belind
the primary front facade of the duelling.

i Vanahle Garape Ewimer. The development plan includes

provisions for vanable location of garage entries. At least 35
percent of the lots will have garages that are side-loaded, or set
entirely in the rear half of the lot in a detached garage.

i Ewiries and Porches. At least 30 percent of the homes inclnde
entries and covered porches extending along a aumiomim of 50
percent of the width of the homes™ front facades, excluding the
width of garages. Porches meeting this requirement shall have a
minimm width of 8 feet and a mintmmm depth of 4 feet.

iw. ~Arhiecural Divernfy. Projects with 20 or fewer lots have a
mumimnm of 3 nmgque elevations. For each additonal 20 lots, or
portion  thereof, an additional elevation shall be required.
[Example: A 100 lot svbdmision would require 7 nnigue
elevattons (100-20),/20 = 4; 4 + 3 (for the first 20 lots) = 7]
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City of Surprise

14

REQUIREMENTS

As part of allHome Product Lines submitted for Design Review, Homebuilders
are presented two options for meeting the requirements for the City of
Surprise; Option A & B. Each posses a unigue base requirement as well as
required additional features listed under Point Options Lists.

The following lists, Option A & B, establish the minimum requirements for all
Product Lines submitted to the City of Surprise. In addition to the minimum
requirements, 100 points must be accumulated from the Point Options List.

Option A

Minimum Requirements

-

T5% of plans submitted must be Non-Garage Dominant Architecture;
At minimum, three (3) distinctly different elevations;

It is the City’s desire to establish the above requirement such that the distinction
between each elevation shall not be cost related. It is understood that certain
elements that create character differences share difference in cost (Le. (Gable
roofs vs. Hip roofs). However, elevations establishing specific architectural
themes should comprise substantial arficulation for each theme such that
“elevation ‘A’ does not cost less than ‘B, which costs less than elevation ¢
etc., efc.

Multiple roof truss configurations for each plan with each elevation to include:
(zable, Hip, Clipped-Hip, Shed, Flat, or a combination thereof, etc;

Multiple roofing matenal styles: Flat tile, Barrel (S) tile; efc;

Four-sided Architecture: Door and Window-casing treatments (pop-outs)
located on front elevations must be continued to all subsequent elevations for
all plans;

Hornzontal Bands, Wainscots, columns andfor Pilasters, or any other
architectural element and decorafive materials applied to any front building
elevation must wrap around (comers) onto adjoining walls of the structure to a
visually appropnate terminating point (all horizontal elements will be assesed
at the time of submittal and type of architecture as to what the recommended
termination point must be);

Fear covered patio that integrates architecturally with the home;
One (1) Elevation per plan must include a Front Porch or Covered Entry-Way

as standard. Required Front Porches and Covered Entry-Ways must be at
minimum 5 X 8 clear of obstructions;

single-family residential home product design guidelines
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A | B | C | D | E | F | G | H | | | J | K L
Comparison of Residential Diversity Standards & Design Guidelines of Municipalities
5 USED TO ACHIEVE CREATIVITY, DIVERSITY AND DESIGN INNOVATION AND TO AVOID SAMENESS
3
PROPOSED GUIDELINES FOR
COMPARISON ITEM CWW MARICOPA FOR TASK FORCE BUCKEYE CASA GRANDE CHANDLER GILBERT GOODYEAR MESA PEORIA PHOENIX QUEEN CREEK

CONSIDERATION

NOT IN ZONING CODE - IN
DEVELOPMENT MANUAL UNDER
SECTION 4. PLANNING POLICIES, ITEM
3. "RESIDENTIAL DEVELOPMENT
STANDARDS" ALSO REFERRED TO AS

NOT IN ZONING CODE - IN
RESIDENTIAL DESIGN AND
DEVELOPMENT GUIDELINES - GILBERT
ALSO HAS GUIDELINES FOR MEDIUM

ADDED TO ZONING CODE IN 2003 - IN
SEPARATE SECTION CALLED "RESIDENTIAL
DESIGN STANDARDS FOR PLANNED AREA
DEVELOPMENTS" NO ILLUSTRATIONS

CURRENTLY IN ZONING CODE BUT
PHOENIX DEVELOPMENT ADVISORY
BOARD IN THE PROCESS OF REMOVING
FROM CODE AND CREATING DESIGN

IN ZONING CODE OR
SEPARATE GUIDELINES
OR STANDARDS FROM

NOT IN ZONING CODE - IN DESIGN REVIEW
MANUAL - CALLED DESIGN PRINCIPLES AND
GUIDELINES (see also attached chapter 1

IN ZONING CODE & SEPARATE AND
DEVELOPED FOR SPECIFIC PLANNING
AREAS

GUIDELINES - NOT IN ZONNG

IN ZONING CODE IN ZONING CODE ARTICLE 5 SEPARATE DOCUMENT IN ZONING CODE

ZONING CODE GUIDELINES GRAPHICS AND HIGH DENSITY DEVELOPMETN (4-8 Administration)
PROVIDED. PICTURES ARE PROVIDED TO UNJAC) REVIEW GUIDELINES
FURTHER EXPLAIN THE INTENT
YES - THERE ARE MANDATURY AND
MANDATORY VES NI, CRTERIAAND OPTIONAL CRITERIA.
REQUIREMENTS YES ALTERNATIVE COUN LAY BE YES YES - SOME YES - SOME YES-SOME YES - SOME YES YES-SOME "R" REQUIREMENTS- GUIDELINES THAT YES
YESINO; ARE NOT DISCRETIONARY AND CONTAIN
( ) APPROVED BY ZA TLIC \WWADNS '"WALIQT! AND 'QLIALLY
REQUIREMENTS "R’ & "R*" AND
COMBINATION OF HAVE MINIMUM REQUIREMENTS PRESUMPTIONS "P" ARE INCLUDED IN
AND OPTIONAL OR ENCOURAGED THE MANDATORY/REQUIRED SECTION
op?ﬁ)%lﬁ?i,gﬁ&sl A&OR REQUIREMENTS ONLY WITH FLEXIBILITY TO CONSIDER NO BOTH BOTH R RS A i (COURAGED BOTH R RS N oo (COURAGED OF THIS MATRIX. CONSIDERATION "C * YES
ALTERNATIVE PROPOSALS BY ARE INCLUDED IN THE
GUIDELINES APPLICANT OPTIONAL/ENCOURAGED SECTION OF

THIS MATRIX.

RESIDENTIAL ARCHITECTURE DIVERSITY STANDARDS OR REQUIREMENTS

ON ALL HOUSES LESS THAN OR EQUAL
TO 59 FEET IN WIDTH PROVIDE AT LEAST
3 STANDARD FLOOR PLANS FOR
SUBDIVISIONS W/ 50 OR FEWER LOTS
AND 6 FOR THOSE W/ GREATER THAN 50
LOTS. "R*" PROVIDE EXTERIOR
DETAILING ON ALL ELEVATIONS VISIBLE
FROM PUBLIC STREETS, SUCH AS
STUCCO RECESSES, POP-OUTS,

10-49 LOTS - MIN 3 ROOF COLORS,
MIN. 2 ROOF STYLES, MIN. 2
DIFFERENT ROOF MATERIAL

TYPES, MIN. 2 STANDARD FLOOR

PLANS & A MIN OF 3 ELEVATIONS IS

REQ'D PER FLOOR PLAN

50-99 LOTS - MIN. 4 ROOF COLORS,

THE NUMBER OF FLOOR PLANS FOR A
PARTICULAR SUBDIVISION (PARCEL) IS
NOT PRESCRIBED AND SHOULD BE
DEPENDENT UPON THE EXECUTION
OF THE OBJECTIVES OF THE
DIVERSITY STANDARDS.

1. PROVIDE FOUR SIDED

ELEVATIONS - FOR ARCH
.DIVERSITY - PROJECTS WITH 20
OR FEWER LOTS REQUIRE A MIN.
OF 3 UNIQUE ELEVATIONS,
PROJECTS OF 21 OR MORE LOTS
REQUIRE A MIN. OF 4 ELEVATIONS,

FLOOR PLANS & ELEVATIONS - MIN 5§ HOME
FLOOR PLANS EACH W/ 3 DISTINCT
ELEVATIONS & 5 DISTINCT HOME COLOR

ALL PLANS FOR R1-15 DISTRICTS AND
SMALLER SHALL SUBMIT 4 SIDE
ELEVATION DRAWINGS FOR EACH

10-49 LOTS - MIN 3 ROOF COLORS, MIN. 2
ROOF STYLES, MIN. 2 DIFFERENT ROOF
MATERIAL TYPES, MIN. 2 STANDARD FLOOR

At least three (3) significantly different
architectural styles shall be provided for

AT LEAST 50% OF THE HOMES
MUST INCLUDE ENTRIES AND
PORCHES EXTENDING ALONG A

MIN. OF 50% OF THE WIDTH OF THE

MIN. 2 DIFFERENT ROOF STYLES,
MIN. 2 ROOF MAT'L TYPES, MIN. 3
FLOOR PLANS & A MIN OF 3
ELEVATIONS IS REQ'D PER FLOOR

SCHEMES W/IN EACH HOUSING PRICE
RANGE OR PRODUCT TYPE. SAME HOME
ELEVATION OR COLOR SCHEME ON
ADJACENT LOTS OR ACROSS THE STREET

ARCHITECTURE ON ALL PORTIONS OF
THE BUILDING VISIBLE FROM AN
ARTERIAL STREET, UNLESS
PRECLUDED BY A SPECIFIC ARCH.

STANDARD PLAN W/ COLOR BOARDS,
MATERIALS AND FINISH SCHEMES
PROPOSED FO ROOF, WALLS, AND

ANY OTHER ARCHITECTURAL DETAILS.

each floor plan. Elevations shall be
structurally different with different roof
types facing the street.The entry should be
the focal point of the home through the use

PLANS & A MIN OF 3 ELEVATIONS IS REQ'D
PER FLOOR PLAN.
50-99 LOTS - MIN. 4 ROOF COLORS, MIN. 2

DIFFERENT ROOF STYLES, MIN. 2 ROOF MAT'L

ACCENT MATERIALS OR CORBELS. "R*"
HOUSES 50 FEET IN WIDTH OR LESS
PROVIDE - AT LEAST 3 DISTINCT
ELEVATIONS FOR EACH FLOOR PLAN

Repetitious elevations shall be
avoided. The same
elevations shall not be utilized across
from or adjacent to

HOMES' FRONT FACADE, NOT
COUNTING GARAGE WIDTH.

PLAN. 100-199 LOTS -
MIN. 4 ROOF COLORS, MIN. 2
PORCHES MUST HAVE MIN WIDTH | DIFFERENT ROOF STYLES, MIN. 2
OF 8' & MIN. DEPTH OF 4'. ROOF MAT'L TYPES, MIN. 4 FLOOR
DRIVEWAYS SHALL BE PAIRED & AT|PLANS & A MIN OF 3 ELEVATIONS IS
LEAST 36' OF UNINTERRUPTED REQ'D PER FLOOR PLAN
CURB BETWEEN PAIRED 200 PLUS LOTS - MIN. 5 ROOF
DRIVEWAYS. NO MORE THAN 50% | COLORS, MIN. 2 DIFFERENT ROOF
OF HOM ES SHALL BE SETBACK [ STYLES, MIN. 2 ROOF MAT'L TYPES,
THE SAME DISTANCE FROM THE | MIN. 5 FLOOR PLANS & A MIN OF 3
FRONT LOT LINE. ATTRACTIVE ELEVATIONS IS REQ'D PER FLOOR
OUTDOOR LIGHTING FIXTURES PLAN.
REQUIRED. ALL PEDESTRIAN FRONT ENTREIS, PORCHES,
AREAS TO BE SHADED. COURTYARD REQUIREMENTS
BELOW

ARE PROHIBITED. NO MORE THAN 3
CONSECUTIVE SIMILAR REAR HOME
ELEVATIONS FOR HOMES BACKING ONTO
ARTERIAL AND COLLECTOR STREETS.
FRONT ELEVATIONS EMPHASIZED W/
COVERED FRONT ENTRIES, COVERED
FRONT PORCHES, BAY WINDOWS OR OTHER
FRONT ELEVATION FEATURE. WINDOWS
REQUIRE ARCHITECTURAL
EMBELLISHMENTS, SUCH AS POP-OUTS,
WINDOWSILLS AND RECESSED WINDOWS.

STYLE
3. ALLOW FRONT DOOR OR
COURTYARD ENTRY TO BE VISIBLE
FROM STREET SO THAT MAIN
ENTRANCE IS NOT HIDDEN.

5. PROVIDE ENHANCED REAR
ELEVATIONS ALONG ARTERIAL AND
COLLECTOR STREETS AND OPEN
SPACES, I.E. VARY ROOFLINES AND
AVOID UNBROKEN ROOFLINES BY
USING PROJECTIONS OR DIFFERENT
ROOF FEATURES.

7. PROVIDE DURABLE EXTERIOR
MATERIALS & FINISHES (BRICK,
MASONRY, STONE, STUCCO FACADES.

of roof elements, columns, porticos,
recesses or pop-outs, and/or other
architectural features. Each front door or
entryway shall be clearly visible from the
front of the lot. Front doors on the side of
the house, whether or not visible from the
front of the lot, shall not be allowed.
(e) The front door of the home shall be
clearlyvisible from public view (i.e. from the
front portion of the lot).

W/IN THE SUBDIVISION, PROVIDE AT
LEAST 3 BODY COLORS PER
SUBDIVISION WITH 50 OR LESS HOMES
AND 6 BODY COLORS FOR
SUBDIVISIONS WITH MORE THAN 50
HOMES AND PROVIDE 3 ALTERNATIVE
ROOF MATERIALS, SHAPES AND/OR
COLORS."R"

HOUSES 59 TO 51 FEET IN WIDTH
PROVIDE AT LEAST 3 DISTINCT
ELEVATIONS FOR EACH FLOOR PLAN
W/IN THE SUBDIVISION, PROVIDE AT
LEAST 3 BODY COLORS PER
SUBDIVISION WITH 50 OR LESS HOMES
AND 6 BODY COLORS FOR
SUBDIVISIONS WITH MORE THAN 50
HOMES. "R"

each other. Repetitive use of standard
plans shall be
avoided. A minimum of four (4) floor
plans, three (3) of
which must have two (2) distinct
elevations, shall be
required for all tract home
subdivisions.

+20 ACRE PROJECTS REQUIRE MIN
OF 3 MODELS WITH 3 ELEVATIONS
PER MODEL

SINGLE-STORY HOMES SHALL BE
ARCHITECTURALLY TREATED ON ALL
ELEVATIONS FACING PUBLIC VIEW.
ON 2-STORY HOMES PROVIDE
ARCHITECTURAL DETAIL ON FRONT
ELEVATIONS AS WELL AS SIDE AND
REAR.

ALL ENTRYWAYS SHALL BE WELL LIT
AND SHALL BE VISIBLE FROM THE
STREET.

TYPES, MIN. 3 FLOOR PLANS & A MIN OF 3
ELEVATIONS IS REQ'D PER FLOOR PLAN.
100-199 LOTS - MIN. 4 ROOF COLORS, MIN. 2
DIFFERENT ROOF STYLES, MIN. 2 ROOF MAT'L
TYPES, MIN. 4 FLOOR PLANS & A MIN OF 3
ELEVATIONS IS REQ'D PER FLOOR PLAN.
200 PLUS LOTS - MIN. 5 ROOF COLORS, MIN.
2 DIFFERENT ROOF STYLES, MIN. 2 ROOF
MAT'L TYPES, MIN. 5 FLOOR PLANS & A MIN
OF 3 ELEVATIONS IS REQ'D PER FLOOR PLAN.

ELEVATION AND FLOOR
PLANS

The maximum width of front-
loaded garages, including the
garage door and
architectural elements on each
side of the garage door, shall not
exceed 30
percent of the overall building
facade width on lots of 10,000
square feet or

DRIVEWAYS FOR 3 CAR GARAGES OR
LARGER FORWARD FACING GARAGES SHALL
INCORPORATE ATERNATIVE PAVING DESIGN

ELEMENTS, SUCH AS ROCK SALT FINISHES,
BROOM, FLOAT AND TROWEL FINISHES,
STAMPED CONCRETE, CONCRETE COLORED
OR STAINS, DRAWED AND GROOVED
PATTERNS, AND CONCRETE PAVERS TO
SOFTEN THE APPEARANCE. FORWARD
FACING ELEVATIONS OF A SIDE GARAGE

SHALL APPEAR AS LIVABLE AREA BY

UTILIZING WINDOES, WAINSCOT, OF OTHER
COMPATIBLE DESIGN ELEMENTS. FRONT-
FACING GARAGES SHALL BE OFFSET NO
LESS THAN 4 FEET FROM THE PLANE OF A
LIVING AREA OR OTHER PRINCIPAL
STRUCTURE (PORCHES) AND THE 3RD OR 4TH
GARAGE SHALL BE SETBACK A MIN. OF 2
FEET BEHIND THE MAIN GARAGE PLANE. tHE
INTENET IS TO SOFTEN GARAGE DOMINANCE
AND PROVIDE HORIZONTAL ARTICULATION.
GROUPED DRIVEWAYS SHALL BE SEPARATED

a) Garages should be designed and
located to reduce the visual impact of
garage doors along street frontages. A

FRONT FACE GARAGE CANNOT mix of garage orientations (i.e
EXCEED 50% OF WIDTH OF HOUSE, significantly recessed front facing, side-
50% CAN ONLY BE EXCEEDED IF entry, Ian‘dem) shall be provided.
LIVING AREA OR ARCH. FEATURES | (P) Regarding forward facing garage
ARE FORWARD OF GARAGE PLANE. plans, the garage portion of the house
GARAGES TO BE MIN 5' BEHIND shall not extend out from the livable
PRIMARY WALL FACING THE portion(s) of the home by more than six
STREET. GARAGES WITH 3 OR ~ (6)feet.
MORE DOORS SHALL HAVE AT If front facing garages project out from
LEAST 1 GARAGE FRONT the porch or livable areas of the home,
SEPARATED OR OFFSET AT LEAST the plan shall include portals, low
2' FROM REMIANING GARAGES. ON courtyard walls with pilasters, or other
2-STORY HOMES, GARAGE DOOS de-emphasizing techniques approved
TO BE RECESSED MIN. OF 3' FROM by the City, that extend out from the
UPPER STORY OR 6" FROM front of the garage face.

ADJACENT BUILDING WALL. (c) Homes with three-car garages shall
AC v G be designed so that the third car

garage is architecturally separated and
offset a minimum of two (2) feet farther
from the other garage door. The intent
is to soften the garage dominance and
provide for horizontal articulation.
Alternative driveway paving design
elements are highly encouraged in

2. DE-EMPHASIZE GARAGE FRONTS BY
INCORPORATING SIDE ACCESS
GARAGES, 'IN-LINE' GARAGES, L-
SHAPED FLOOR PLANS, ETC. GARAGE

GARAGES - ON 65' & WIDER LOTS AT LEAST
ONE FLOOR PLAN PER PARCEL OR
PRODUCT TYPE TO HAVE SIDE ENTRANCE

reater: 40 percent of the fagade | GARAGE. FRONT LOAD GARAGES CANNOT
g P 8 | EXTEND MORE THAN 10 FORARD OF HOME'S| FORWARD FACING PLANS SHALL

idth on lots of bet n
width on lots of between 6,000 LIVABLE AREA OR FRONT PORCH. ONE ENCOMPASSA MAX OF 1/3 OF THE
and STREET FRONT ELEVATION OR NOT
FLOOR PLAN PER PARCEL OR PRODUCT | 230t /T FROM THE MAIN BODY
10,000 square feet; and 50 | TYPE SHALL HAVE LIVABLE AREA OF HOME OF THE H(;JUSE BY N=MORE THAN 8
percent of the fagade width on FORWARD OF THE GARAGE. FRONT
FEET OR INCLUDE LOW COURTYARD
lots of less than LOSDED GARAGE DOORS SHALL NOT
WALLS THAT EXTEND OUT FROM THE
6,000 square feet. EXCEED 50% OF THE HOUSE WIDTH. GARAGE FACE OR OTHER DE-
S ) WHERE FLOOR PLAN HAS MORE THAN A
Diversity of Garage Location EMPHASIZING TECHNIQUES.
y O odre TWO CAR FRONT ENTRY GARAGE, THE
In all zoning districts except for ADDT'L GARAGE BAYS TO BE STﬁggggg‘?AgigggﬂlﬁsE Q?‘EDNSD'DE
SF-43, a dnslgrlzléy of garage ARCHITECTURALLY DESIGNED TO APPEAR | L jorviee e oM THE MAIN BODY OF
is required. Diversity shall be BY NO LESS THAN 12 INCHES, WHEN

SEPARATE & DISTINCT FROM THE
THE HOUSE AT A REDUCED BUILDING
REMAINDER OF THE GARAGE. SETBACK.
achieved by providing a variety GROUPED DRIVEWAYS CANNOT BE UTILIZED,
of CONSIDER THE USE OF ALTERNATIVE

the following garage locations: GARGAE TYPES SUCH AS, TANDEM, SIDE
(i) Alley-loaded garage; ENTRY OR REAR LOADED.
(i) Side-loaded garage;
(iii)Garage recessed a minimum

v) A minimum of two (2) coach lights
should be placed at the front face of the
garage or other appropriate location for

security.

(w) All visible elevations of a side entry
garage shall appear as livable area by
utilizing windows, wainscot or other design
elements compatible with the design of the
structure.

(x) Garage service doors should be
provided as standard features to help
break up facades.

The front elevation shall feature a
pedestrian scaled entry
which is clearly visible when standing
at the front property
line. Mechanical equipment, electrical
meter and service
components, and similar utility
devices, whether ground
level, wall mounted or roof mounted,
shall be screened and
designed to appear as an integral part
of the building.

THE GOAL OF GARAGE TREATMENT IS
TO ENCOURAGE AN IMPROVED
STREETSCAPE APPEARANCE WHICH IS
NOT DOMINATED BY GARAGE DOORS BY
MINIMIZING THE IMPACT OF THE
GARAGE. LOTS GREATER THAN 65 FEET
IN WIDTH ARE EXEMPT.

ON ALL HOUSES LESS THAN OR EQUAL
TO 59 FEET IN WIDTH PROVIDE
ELEVATIONS W/ GARAGE DOORS NOT
EXCEEDING 50% OF THE HOUSE WIDTH
FOR 2-CAR GARAGES AND 55% OF THE
HIOUSE WIDTH FOR 3 OR MORE CAR
GARAGES. "R*" ON HOUSES
50 FEET IN WIDTH TO 40 FEET IN WIDTH
PROVIDE HOUSE DESIGNS WHERE THE
FRONT PLANE OF THE GARAGE
PROJECTS NO MORE THAN 10 FEET
BEYOND THAT OF THE LIVING AREA,
COVERED PORCH, OR ARCHITECTURAL
STRUCTURE FOR 75% OF THE LOTS.

GARAGE & DRIVEWAY




A B C D E F G H | J K L
PROPOSED GUIDELINES FOR
COMPARISON ITEM CURRENTLY PROPOSED BY. MARICOPA FOR TASK FORCE BUCKEYE CASA GRANDE CHANDLER GILBERT GOODYEAR MESA PEORIA PHOENIX QUEEN CREEK
CONSULTANT FOR MARICOPA
4 - CONSIDERATION
oo = - e
TREATMENT Driveways for three (or more) car of four feet behind the front PROJECT MORE THAN 10 FEET MUST BE
forward-facing garages shall fagade of the dwelling portion of LOCATED ON EITHER CORNER LOTS,
incorporate alternative paving design the structure; NEXT TO OPEN SPACE, OR PAIRED SUCH
elements including, but not limited to, | (iv)Garage that protrudes no THAT THE FRONT ENTIRES ARE
stamped concrete, concrete engraving, more than five feet in front of the LOCATED ADJACENT TO A COMMON LOT
concrete stains, concrete pavers, and ||y - ion of the struct LINE. (R*)
colored concrete to soften the welling portion of the structure, ON HOUSES 59 TO 51 FEET IN WIDTH
appearance of large impervious if accompanied by a porch THE GARAGE PROJECTION CRITERIA IS
surfaces. that extends to the same plane NOT REQUIRED, RATHER IT IS
(f) There shall be a minimum distance or further; OPTIONAL.
of 20 feet between the garage door and (v) Garage that is recessed a ON HOUSE WIDTHS 41 TO 59 FEET FOR 3
the sidewalk to accommodate L CAR GARAGES, SEPARATE STALLS SUCH
adequate off-sireet parking. Utiizing | Minimum of two feet beneath a THAT NO MORE THAN 2 STALLSARE IN
“carriage-style” and other non- second-floor bay; and THE SAME VERTICAL PLANE OR
conventional sectional garage door (vi)Garage flush with the ADJACENT TO EACH OTHER (1.E.
styles is recommended to provide dwelling portion of the building. PROVIDE A 2-FOOT OFFSET W/
aqdilicna.l diversity and to better tie in Three-Car Garage Orientation ARCH.TRIM FO AT LEAST 1 SALL OR
with architectural themes.Side-loaded The third bay of any three-car PROVIDE 1 STALL IN A SIDE-ENTRY OR
garages shall provide windows or other Yy y TANDEM CONFIGURATION). "R*" NOTE 3
architectural garage, except a side-loaded CAR GARAGES ON HOUSE WIDTHS 40
details that mimic the features of the | garage, shall not have the same FEET OR LESS ARE NOT ALLOWED.
living portion of the dwelling orientation as the first two or
on the side of the garage facing the shall
front street. nO MORE THAN 60% OF be offset by two feet wh
HOMES ON A BLOCK FACE SHALL € ofiset by two feet when
HAVE A GARAGE FORWARD OF having the same orientation.
LIVABLE OR COVERED PORCH c. Side-Loading Garages
Side-loaded garages shall
provide windows or other
architectural
11 details that mimic the features of
THE GOAL OF COMMUNITY SAFETY IS TO
ENCOURAGE AN ENHANCED SENSE OF
SAFETY BY CREATING A VISUAL
RELATIONSHIP BTWN THE FRONT OF
THE HOUSE AND THE PUBLIC STREET.
LOTS GREATER THAN 65 FEET IN WIDTH
ARE EXEMPT.
COMMUNITY SAFETY ALL FRONT DOORS VIUSIBLE TO YES - CPTED
FRONT OR STREETSIDE LOT LINE ENTRIES (WHICH MAY INCLUDE
SECURITY GATES) THAT ARE VISIBLE
FROM THE STREET OR ADJACENT OPEN
SPACE FOR A MIN. OF 90% OF THE
HOUSES. "R*" PROVIDE AN ARCH.
FEATURE WHICH CLEARLY DELINEATES
THE FRONT ENTRY OF THE HOME SUCH
AS A FRONT PROCH, ENTRY PASTIO,
COURTYARD OR ARCHWAY. "R*"
12
ADD- CORNER LOTS SHALL
PROVIDE SINGLE-STORY OR .
COMBINATION ONE AND TWO- Single slog1hgusRe158bu£ |g the R1-6,
STORY HOMES ON CORNER LOTS, and R1-12 Single Family Residentil
WITH THE TWO-STORY POTION 4, PROVIDE SINGLE-STORY OR Districts will be
ENCOMPASSING A MAX. OF 75% OF ) ) )
THE BUILDING FOOTPRINT AND COMBINATION ONE AND TWO-STORY Two-story houses should have a single- allowed a five percent (5%) increase in
ORIENTED FURTHEST AWAY FROM HOMES ON CORNER LOTS, WITH THE story element closest to the front of the lot coverage to
THE SIDE YARD STREET SIDE TWO-STORY POTION ENCOMPASSING house and/or next to the street. If through forty-five percent (45%) where front
A MAX. OF 75% OF THE BUILDING architectural diversity a housing series porches are provided
ON 2-STORY HOMES ON CORNER | ALL OTHER 2 STORY - Two-story N ; ! A e
FOOTPRINT AND ORIENTED FURTHEST creates neighborhood variety, the first story that are a minimum of one hundred
LOTS CAN ONLYHAVE A MAXIMUM | houses should have a single-story AWAY FROM THE SIDE YARD STREET element may be waived by the Communit and twenty (120)
ADDT'L 2-STORY HOME | 20 FOOT CONTINUOUS WALL element closest to the front of the SIDE Developmeynl Director orydesignee jivind square fest and e%gm (®) fectin
CRITERIA T oD STORYIWIOUT | house andiornex to the street. I 8. BOX-ON-BOX (2-STORY) HOMES TO architectural diversity may include varying depth.Single family houses built in the
B , rough architectural diversity a g N .
OR RECESS. - KEEP housing series creates neighborhood INCLUDE A SINGLE-STORY ELEMENT front setbacks due to locating the garage to R1-12 Single Family
) variety. the first story element may be ON REAR ELEVATIONS OR SECOND the rear of the lot, adding useable Residential District will be allowed an
e b the Commani Y STORY PLAN CHANGES OR MULTIPLE courtyard area and/or using building increase in lot
Develo, menlyDlreclor or desnynee ROOF DESIGNS. placement to create private outdoor coverage to forty percent (40%) where
P! 9 9. PROVIDE STANDARD COVERED spaces. front porches are
Such architectural diversity may . o
REAR PATIOS ON ALL FLOOR PLANS. provided that are a minimum of one
include varying front setbacks due to
hundred and twenty
locating the garage to the rear of the y .
| (120) square feet and eight (8) feet in
ot, adding useable courtyard area
h depth.
and/or using building placement to
create private outdoor spaces.
13

VARIATION OF
ELEVATIONS,
ROOFLINES&
ARCHETECTURAL
DETAILS

REQ'D MIN. ROOF PROJECTION OR
RECESS AT BUILDING ENTRANCE
OF 5' AND HORIZONTAL AREA OF

50#. - KEEP

ADD - Provide a variety of roof forms
and ridgelines. Elevations should be
structurally different, with different roof
types facing the street.Deep-set or pop-
out windows and doors along with
other architectural projections and
recesses shall be used to provide
individuality of units.

ON ADJACENT LOTS NO SIMILAR
FRONT OR REAR ELEVATIONS,
ROOFLINES AND ARCH. DETAILS
WHEN VISIBLE FROM PUBLIC
STREETS.

Provide a variety of roof forms and
ridgelines. Elevations should be
structurally different, with different roof
types facing the street.Deep-set or pop-out
windows and doors along with other
architectural projections and recesses shall
be used to provide individuality of units.

NO MORE THAN 2 CONSECUTIVE LOTS

(ADJACENT SIDE LOT LINES) SHALL SHARE
THE SAME FLOOR PLAN AND ELEVATION.

ELEVATIONS TO INCLUDE FAGCADE

ARTICULATION, VARIABLE BUILDING ANGLES,
EAVES, PARAPETS, AND THE STRATEGIC
PLACEMENT OF WINDOWS AND DOORS.

EACH ELEVATION SHALL INTEGRATE
ARCHITECTURAL EMBELLISHMENTS

INCLUDING, BUT NOT LIMITED TO, RECESSED
WINDOWS OR WINDOW PROJECTIONS,
ARTSICULATED FACADES AND DECORATIVE
MOLDINGS, OR PILATERS FOR THE PURPOSE
OF CREATING SHADOW LINES. NOT MORE
THAN 60% OD ANY FRONT ELEVASTION SHALL
OCCUR ON THE SAME PLANE. PLANS W/ 2
PLANES IN THE FRONT ELEVATION SHALL
PROVIDE A MIN. UNDULATION OF 4 FEET
BTWN SAID PLANES; PLANS W/ 3 OR MORE
PLANES IN THE FRONT ELEVATION SHALL
PROVIDE A MIN. UNDULATION OF 2 FEET
BTWN SAID PLANES. TO DEMONSTARTE
COMPLIANCE W/ THIS SECTION, A FACADE
ARTICULATION EXHIBIT SHALL BE SUBMITTED
WITH THE DESIGN REVIEW SUBMITTAL.

Monotonous, uniform roof forms shall
be avoided. Roof
forms shall be varied by incorporating
different building
heights and/or ridgeline orientation.
Also, see above Roof material and
colors in new subdivision
developments,
shall provide a minimum of seven (7)
distinct color varieties
and materials. There shall not be a
predominant singular
color.
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CONSULTANT FOR MARICOPA
4 - CONSIDERATION
PATIO COVERS - ALL HOMES Canopies and awnings may be
REQUIRE A REAR OR SIDE YARD attached to any home and
COVERED PATIO OR A COVERED PATIO COVERS - ALL HOMES REQUIRE A may be enclosed and used for
COURTYARD. COVERED PATIOS REAR OR SIDE YARD COVERED PATIO OR A COVERED PATIOS SHALL BE COMPATIBLE TO recreation or sun room
COVERED COURTYARD. COVERED PATIOS purposes. When enclosed for living
SHOULD BE INCORPORATED INTO THE PRINCIPAL BUILDING IN TERMS OF
COVERED PATIOS SHOULD BE INCORPORATED INTO HOME purposes, such shall
HOME ARCHITECTURE. PATIO COLOR AND MATERIALS. ROOFING .
COLUMNS AND ROOFS TO BE ARCHITECTURE. PATIO COLUMNS AND MATERIALS ARE NOT REQUIRED TO MATCH be considered as part of the home and
CONSTRUCTED OF SAME ROOFS TO BE CONSTRUCTED OF SAME ) a permit required,
MATERIALS AS REST OF HOME. issued by the administrator, before
MATERIALS AS REST OF HOME
INCLUDING ROOF TILE. such enclosure can be
used for living purposes.
15
ADDITIONS & MODIFICATIONS - ALL
ADDITIONS OF HOMES TO BE
ADDITIONS TO PRINCIPAL CONSTRUCTED OF SAME BUILDING
ADDITIONS TO EXISTING BUILDINGS SHALL UTILIZE LIKE MATERIALS AND COLORS. GARAGES SHALL U;'\I'IIJIRIZE?_:\‘KSETCOOESIQSCII\PA/:I:I'EEII/I;[L)ISNAGI\ISDS::IC_:;
HOMES COLORS, MATERIALS AND ARCH. NOT BE CONVERTED FOR OTHER USES. ST’YLE )
STYLE. ACCESSORY BUILDINGS OVER 200# IN AREA )
SHALL MATCH OR COMPLEMENT THE HOME
18 BUILDING MATERIALS & COLORS.
ADDITIONAL ELEMENTS FOR ARCHITECTURAL DIVERSITY
17
CREATE INTEREST IN BUILDING
ELEVATIONS BY STEPPING BUILDING
MASSING HORIZONTALLY &
VERTICALLY, RECESSINGWINDOWS, Long, unbroken facades are prohibited.
All home model designs shall provide a | All home model designs shall provide a PROVIDING POPOUTS AROUND ALL 2- [ Building masses broken up by stepping
4-SIDED ARCHITECTURE similar level ofarchitectural detailing on similar level of 12. F’TT—(??\QB(E}:C?SDTESUETDIC\;:;S?\ITURE STORY WINDOWS ON HOMES back from front and rear minimum
all sides. architectural detailing on all sides. : ADJACENT TO A STREET OR OPEN setbacks, fenestration or by using similar
SPACE, VARY ROOF PROFILES, architectural treatments is encouraged.
MATERIALS, DISTINCTIVE COLORS
BTWN ADJACENT HOMES AND NOT
18 MERELY TONES OF THE SAME COLOR.
The Neignt, mass, ana or TNe DUNAING Materiars of a project
residential units should include some shall be durable and
variation to provide visual interest to the require low maintenance. The use of
streetscape. T1-11 siding (rough
(n) Standard feature stone, brick or other sawn plywood siding with vertical
significant accent facade material shall be grooves at 4" or 8" O.C.)
provided as a standard feature (i.e. not as shall be avoided. A minimum of three
an option) on at Ieas‘t one (1) e\evat\gn for HOUSES 50 FEET IN WIDTH OR LESS (3) exterior paint colors per elevation
each floor plan available.Use materials, shall be required to further promote
! d oth hitectural treat s t PROVIDE 1 OF THE FOLLOWING 2 1 int t Roof material shall b
color, a'n of e:' a”':t i ecdura ‘(;eafr?e;‘s o OPTIONS - OFFER AN EXTERIOR OPTION wsdua |br:eresd.‘ 00f m':\ erial shal ; e
cre:e ws‘ua élntl y an a:\ Ive‘n i |ad e OF ACCENT MATERIALS (BRICK, STONE, | _ x‘JIra e ar: 'ow ma\ﬂn e?ance atn ”
I;artac elr;j QX‘TNDLdeena s aln . MASONRY) -OR- OFFER AN OPTION OF | Shall consist to norlx-re :3 vae material
N - " (SPANISH LACE, CRISS-CROSS, SANTA L '
STSEE";&?@:&%?&E’??FZEDE 1. ON AT LEAST ONE ELEVATION PER 3. PROVIDE STANDARD FEATURE (©) ’Tcgeﬁ:?b:(e exterior b“"td'"g "‘ad‘ega's FE, ETC.)"R" not "'"“I"ed to, the
VARIATION IN BUILDING VIATERIAL ON AT LEAST f FLOOR PLAN INCORPORATE A VARITEY OF | STONE, BRICK OR ACCENT FAGADE o e H S e e ot oo HOUSES 59 TO 51 FEET IN WIDTH fiberalass ahinoles (estat
MATERIALS ELEVATION FOR EAGH FLOOR MATERIALS & FINISHES, SUCH AS BRICK OR | MATERIAL ON AT LEAST 1 ELEVATION s O”Q:S"a ‘“:Zgo'mi:;e"’:";te:a:‘is:rf’mwm PROVIDE 1 OF THE FOLLOWING 3 a [;;;?:5;;(':'9 :SO(:IS),E e
STONE VANEERS OR MASONRY. FOR EACH FLOOR PLAN P! OPTIONS - PROVIDE 3 ALTERNATIVE >lop! ype only):
PLAN encouraged. b. shake shingles (estate development
N ROOF MATERIALS, SHAPES AND/OR ©
(c) Use of wood as trim or accent material type only);
i COLORS -OR- OFFER AN EXTERIOR .
is encouraged. Wood products should be c. asphalt shingles (estate
: N OPTION OF ACCENT MATERIALS (BRICK, .
of sufficient quality and should be development type only);
o : STONE, MASONRY) -OR- OFFER AN " )
substantial in proportion and appearance. d. standing seam; or
. . OPTION OF ALTERNATIVE STUCCO " .
(d) Acceptable pitched roof materials e. clay or concrete tile The dwelling
. " " TEXTURES (SPANISH LACE, CRISS- .
include clay tile, slate, or flat concrete tile. CROSS, SANTA FE, ETC.) "R" shall be covered by an exterior
(e) Roof materials should exhibit muted ’ g . material of a
earth tone colors. The roof material palette color, material, and appearance that is
should contain more than one color to compatible with
achieve a multicolored appearance those of existing single-family
throughout the subdivision. A wide variety dwellings including, but not
of roof materials throughout the limited to, the following:
neighborhood is encouraged. a. residential horizontal aluminum lap
19 16\ Evnncad nuttare and e chould sidinn:
ELEVATION ON ADJOINING HOMES street from one another (i e. Plan 1
OR ACROSS THE STREET; NO Elevation A shall not be built‘néxt door to,
MORE THAN 3 SINGLE STORY No home model elevation, including or across the street from Plan 1 Elevatior;
ADJACENT LOTS PLANS SHALL BE BUILT IN A ROW garage elevation, shall be 2. PROHIBIT THE SAME FRONT A)
VARYING ELEVATIONS AND NO MORE THAN THREE TWO | located adjacent to the same home ELEVATION ON ADJOINING HOMES OR (p) Homes with the sa‘me Plan (i.e. Plan 1 yes, required
STORY PLAN SHALL BE BUILT IN A model elevation or garage ACROSS THE STREET P . I
N Elevation A, and Plan 1 Elevation B or C)
ROW., ELEVATIONS SHALL elevation. that are proposed to be built next door to
INCLUDE COACH LIGHTS. MINIMUM or acrosspthgstreet from one another sha’\l
3 SEPARATE COLORS PER utilize a different paint scheme and roof tile
ELEVATION. P
style or color.
20
PROVIDE AT LEAST 3 SIGNIFICANT
VARIATION IN ARCHITECTURAL STYLE PZA;?)gl\_/éDgFU:‘EA%E ’S“LCJ)(";/IF%ASSTELR%QE?SRM%I\II_ 1. PROVIDE AT LEAST 3 SIGNIFICANT
DIFFERENCES. - CAN ADD TO ' ' ARCHITECTURAL STYLE NO DISTINCT NECESSARY yes, required
ARCHITECTURAL STYLE "ELEVATIONS AND Floor plans” PRAIRIE, TERRITORIAL, RANCH, TUDOE, DIFFERENCES
P MISSION OR PUEBLO. .
21 element
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CONSIDERATION
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ARCHITECTURAL
FEATURES (PORCHES,
ENTRYWAYS,
COURTYARDS, BAY
WINDOWS, DISTINCT
DOORS)

Orientation of Dwellings to the Street
Each residence shall have at least one
primary pedestrian doorway for
access to the dwelling located on the
elevation of the dwelling facing
the front lot line of the property, and
clearly visible from the street or
public area adjacent to the front lot line.
On corner lots, such
pedestrian doorway may be located
facing any adjacent street.

MIN. 35% OF HOMES ON A BLOCK FACE
SHALL HAVE A USEABLE FRONT
PORCH, DEFINED COURTYARD OR
COMBINATION
FRONT/STREETSIDE/SIDE YARD
OUTDOOR LIVING SPACE, INCLUDING
LOT LINES ABUTTING OPEN SPACE
TRACTS OF LAND. FRONT YARD OR
COMBINATION
FRONT/STREETSIDE/SIDE YARD
OUTDOOR LIVING SPACES ARE HIGHLY
ENCOURAGED FOR ALL HOMES.
FRONT PORCHES AND COVERS
SHOULD MATCH THE SCALE AND
ARCHITECTURAL DETAIL OF THE
HOME. COURTYARD WALLS A
MAXIMUM OF THREE FEET (3.5') IN
HEIGHT IN THE FRONT YARD (OR SIDE
YARDS) ADJACENT TO THE DRIVEWAYS
AREAS ARE ENCOURAGED TO CREATE
USEABLE GATHERING AREAS. DEEP-
SET, POP-OUT OR DISTINCT WINDOWS
AND DOORS ALONG WITH OTHER
ARCHITECTURAL PROJECTIONS AND
RECESSES SHALL BE USED TO
PROVIDE INDIVIDUALITY OF UNITS
FRONT PORCH COVERS MAY
ENCROACH UP TO 25% OF THE FRONT
YARD OR STREET-SIDE SETBACK AND
MAY BE EXCLUDED FROM LOT
COVERAGE IF ARCHITECTURALLY
ENHANCED.

New development shall be constructed
to be generally compatible in
appearance with other existing
structures on the block that comply
with
this Development Code. This provision
shall be satisfied by constructingthe
proposed building so that at least three
of the following features
are substantially similar to the majority
of other buildings on the same
and facing block:

a. Roof material;

b. Roof overhang;

c. Exterior building material;

d. Shape, size, and alignment of
windows and doors;

e. Front porches or porticos;

f. Exterior building color; or
g. Location and style of garage/carport.

3. PROVIDE SIGNIFICANT ARCHITECTURAL

FEATURE SUCH AS COVERED FRONT
ENTRIES, LARGE COVERED FRONT
PORCHES, BAY WINDOWS AND/OR

DORMERS AS STNDARD FEATURE ON ALL

HOMES.

4. PROVIDE DISTINCT ARCH. DETAILS
ON ALL ELEVATIONS; COVERED
FRONT PORCHES, COVERED FRONT
ENTRIES, DOOR & WINDOW DETAILS,
ROOF FEATURES, ETC.

6. PROVIDE STANDARD FRONT

PORCHES, DEFINED COURTYARDS, OE

OTHER DEFINED FRONT YARD

OUTDOOR LIVING SACES ON AT LEAST

ONE ELEVATION FOR EACH FLOOR
PLAN.

EMPHASIZE FRONT ENTRYWAYS, NOT

GARAGE DOORS BY VARYING GARAGE

DOOR DESIGNS ON EACH ELEVATION,
ENCOURAGE THE USE OF SIDE
ENTRANCE GARAGES W/ 25% OF
FRONT FACING WALL AREAS
ARCHITECTURALLY DETAILED. ANGLE
THE GARAGE AND PLACE IT FURTHER
BACK ON THE LOT, RECESS GRAGE
DOORS 12 TO 18 INCHES, LIMIT THE
AREA OF THE FRONT ELEVATION
USED AS A GARAGE TO 40% OF THE
FRONT ELEVATION PLANE & RECESS
3RD GARAGE PLANE & PROVIDE ARCH.
DETAIL AROUND GARAGE OPENINGS.
ENHANCE DRIVEWAYS BY USING
COLORED, STAMPED OR TEXTURED
PAVING. CONSDIER ATTACHED /
DETACHED GARAGES TO REAR OF
HOUSE.

Useable front porches are highly
encouraged. Front porches should match
the scale and architectural detail of the
home.Deep-set or pop-out windows and
doors along with other architectural
projections and recesses shall be used to
provide individuality of units.Courtyard

walls a maximum of three feet (3') in height

in the front yard (or side yards) adjacent to
the driveways areas are encouraged to
create useable gathering areas.

At least forty percent (40%) of front
elevations shall
incorporate a porch, courtyard or
combination thereof with
a minimum area of 120 square feet, a
depth of eight (8)
feet and a width equal to or greater
than the depth. **This
requirement does not apply to R1-18
Zoning Districts

23

GARAGE TREATMENT

see Module 3

see garage variation above

4. REDUCE NUMBER OF STANDARD FRONT
LOAD GARAGES, BY PROVIDING AT LEAST

ONE FLOOR PLAN PER PARCEL OR
PRODUCT TYPE W/ GARAGE LOCATED

TOWARDS REAR OF HOME AND INCREASE
NUMBER OF FLOOR PLANS W/SIDE-LOADED

GARAGES.
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2-STORY RESTRICTIONS

LIMIT THE AMT. OF 2-STORY
HOMES ALONG ARTERIAL AND
COLLECTOR STREETS TO NO

MORE THAN EVERY fourth LOT, NO
2-STORY LOTS BACKING ONTO
EXISITNG state routes

7. LIMIT THE AMT. OF 2-STORY HOMES

ALONG ARTERIAL AND COLLECTOR
STREETS TO NO MORE THAN EVERY
THIRD LOT, NO 2-STORY LOTS
BACKING ONTO EXISITNG FREEWAYS.

a) Garages should be designed and
located to reduce the visual impact of

garage doors along street frontages. A mix

of garage orientations (i.e. significantly
recessed front facing, side-entry, tandem)
shall be provided.

(b) Regarding forward facing garage plans,

the garage portion of the house shall not
extend out from the porch or livable

portion(s) of the home by more than six (6)

feet.

If front facing garages project out from the
porch or livable areas of the home, the
plan shall include portals, low courtyard

walls with pilasters, or other de-
emphasizing techniques approved by the
City, that extend out from the front of the
garage face.

(c) Homes with three-car garages shall be
designed so that the third car garage is
architecturally separated and offset a
minimum of two (2) feet farther from the
other garage door. The intent is to soften
the garage dominance and provide for
horizontal articulation. Alternative
driveway paving design elements are
highly encouraged in production home

subdivisions. Driveways for three (or more)

car forward-facing garages shall
incorporate alternative paving design
elements including, but not limited to,
stamped concrete, concrete engraving,
concrete stains, concrete pavers, and
colored concrete to soften the appearance
of large impervious surfaces.

(e) Single-family residential developments
shall have a minimum of two enclosed off-
street parking spaces per dwelling unit.
(f) There shall be a minimum distance of
20 feet between the garage door and the
sidewalk to accommodate adequate off-

street parking. Utilizing “carriage-style” and

other non-conventional sectional garage
door styles is recommended to provide
additional diversity and to better tie in with
architectural themes.

ON HOUSE WIDTHS 40 FEET OR LESS
PROVIDE 1 OF THE FOLLOWING 3
OPTIONS AND ON HOUSE WIDTHS 41
TO 59 FEET PROVIDE 2 OF THE 3
FOLLOWING OPTIONS- PROVIDE
ALTERNATIVE GARAGE LOCATIONS
(REAR OR SDE ENTRY, OFF A PRIVATE
LANE, ETC) FOR 10% OF THE HOUSES
-OR- PROVIDE3 GARAGE DOORS W/
WINDOWS, RAISED OR RECESSED
PANELS, ARCH. TRIM, AND/OR SINGLE
GARGAE DOORS -OR- PROVIDE AN

ARCH. TREATMENT ABOVE THE GARAGE

DOOR, SUCH AS WINDOWS OR
BALCONIES, TO CREATE VISUAL
INTEREST. "R"

Required , The dwelling unit shall have
a garage with roofing and
siding identical to the primary
structure. The Administrator
may require an attached garage where
such is consistent
with the predominant construction of
immediately
surrounding dwellings. Front loaded
garages shall be recessed a minimum
of five
(5) feet from the front plane of the
living area to provide
interest and relief from the street. The
width of front loaded garages (from
outside of return to
outside of return) shall not exceed forty
percent (40%) of
the width of the front fagade of the
house.Provide a minimum of three (3)
distinctly different garage
door designs as a standard feature for
all homes

25

VARYING WINDOW
SHAPES & SIZES

PLACE ADDITIONAL EMPHASIS ON
WINDOWS BY PROVIDING VARIETY
OF WINDOW SHAPES, SIZES &
ARRANGEMENTS

6. PLACE ADDITIONAL EMPHASIS ON
WINDOWS BY PROVIDING VARIETY OF

WINDOW SHAPES, SIZES & ARRANGEMENTS

Provide window detailing that
replicates traditional

construction methods, such as wood
trim and sills or

recessed windows, rather than false
pop-outs or other

artificial applications.
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Article 510 Planned Area Development

Procedure
Sections:
510.01 Purpose
510.02 Applicability
510.03 Procedures
510.04 Required Findings
510.05 Conditions
510.06 Expiration and Renewal
510.07 Amendments of Approved Plans
510.08 Planned Area Development Plan Review
510.09 Failure to Comply with Conditions
510.10 Revocation or Modification of Planned Area Development
510.01 Purpose

In accordance with Article 207 of this Code, the Planned Area Development (PAD) District is
intended to support the Subdivision Ordinance and accommodate both Planned Atea
Development and Master Planned Development subdivisions, which conform to the guiding
principles, general provisions, and specific requirements for such development established in the
Subdivision Ordinance. Where PAD zoning is deemed appropriate or necessary, traditional zoning
rcgulations ate modified, integrated with, or replaced by form-based or performance
considerations to fulfill the objectives of the General Plan. Individual PAD Districts may be
tailored to meet the specific development representations of an application. Hence, one PAD
District may vary considerably from another District. This Article provides ptocedures for
establishing a PAD District to facilitate orderly development of larger sites in the City consistent
with the General Plan.

510.02 Applicability

PAD Districts may be applied to undeveloped or underdeveloped land in the City, including land
proposed for redevelopment, and shall be processed as a Zoning Map amendment under the
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500 SERIES: ADMINISTRATION AND PERMITS

provisions of Article 509. The procedures in this Article shall apply to all proposals to establish a
new PAD District and to all proposals to medify—theamend specific provisions of pre-existing
PAD _Overlays approved under the prior Code, in which case the procedures in this Article shall

apply to the specific provisions being modified. Properties covered by a recorded Development
Agreement shall pot require compliance with provisions of this Zoning code, if the provisions are
superseded by the Development Agreement.:

510.03
A.

Procedures

Decision-Making Body. A PAD District must be adopted by the City Council in
accordance with the public notice and review procedures of Section 509.03 of this Code.
A public heating before the Planning & Zoning Commission and City Council is required,
and the Planning & Zoning Commission shall make a recommendation to the City
Council prior to City Council consideration.

Review Procedures.

1. Rezoning. An application for rezoning to a PAD District shall be processed as an
amendment to the Zoning Map and shall include a PAD Plan.

2. PAD Plan. The PAD Plan shall be accepted and processed as a patt of and in the
same manner as an amendment to the Zoning Map, although additional
information is required to be submitted in order to determine that the intent of
this Code, the Subdivision Otrdinance, and the General Plan will be fulfilled. A

PAD Plan is defined as the documents accompanying a PAD rezoning application
and may include, but not limited to land use plans and maps, development
schedule and phasing plan, a landscape, opens space, and trails plan, engineering
documentation and repotts, a narrative explaining the proposal and expressine the
design and character of the proposed development, development standards and
uses, and any other documentation and imagery intended to suppott the proposed
development being requested as identified in Section 510.03D. Once approved,
the conditions of approval become a part of the PAD Plan, unless otherwise
specified.

3. Preliminary Subdivision Plat. A PAD may be submitted, processed, and
reviewed prior to or concutrently with the submission of a preliminary subdivision
plat application pursuant to Chapter 14 of the City Code, but no permits may be
issued unless and until a final plat has been approved and recorded with the Pinal
County Recordet’s Office.

Initiation. An amendment to reclassify property to a PAD District shall be initiated by a
propetty owner or authorized agent or a motion of the Planning & Zoning Commission
ot the City Council. If the property is not under a single ownership, all owners must join
the application, and a map showing the extent of ownership shall be submitted with the
application.
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Application Content. An application for 2 PAD, made on the prescribed form, shall be
filed with the Development Services Department, accompanicd by the required fee.
Applications shall contain all of the following:

1.

Legal Description. A legal description of the site and a statement of the number
of acres, or square feet if less than one acre, contained therein.

Tide Report. A title report not mote than 60 days old verifying the description
and the ownership of the property.

Project Natrative. A generalized narrative describing the location of the site, its
total acreage, and the cxisting character and use of the site and adjoining
properties; the concept of the proposed development, including proposed uses
and activities, proposed residential densities if appropriate, and physical land
alteration required by the development; and the relation of the proposed PAD to
the General Plan.

Development Schedule. A development schedule, including anticipated timing
for commencement and completion of each phase of development, tabulation of
the total number of acres in each separate phase and percentage of such acreage
to be devoted to particular uses, and an indication of the proposed number and
type of dwelling units by phase of development, if applicable.

Maps and Diagrams. Maps, diagrams, and other graphics necessaty to establish
the physical scale and character of the development and demonstrate the
relationship among its constituent land uses, buildings and structures, public
facilities, and open space. These graphics shall at 2 minimum indicate:

a. A map showing the perimeter boundaries of the project site, the petimeter
of the ownership, the location and dimensions of any existing property
lines and easements within the site, and all uses and structures within a
300-foot radius of the project area boundaries;

b. Demonstration that development is in conformity with the Parks, Trails
and Open Space Master Plan, the City’s most current adopted
transportation plans, and the General Plan, including but not limited to
circulation of proposed movement of vehicles, goods, and pedestrians
within the district and to and from adjacent areas, streets and driveways,
sidewalks and pedestrian ways, transit stops, and off-street parking and
loading areas;

c. A site plan indicating existing and proposed uses, location and dimension
of buildings and structures, gross floor area of existing and proposed
structures, identification of structures to be demolished or removed;
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510.04

APAD
made:

A,

d. A detailed tabulation of the proposed lot dimensions, numbert of dwelling
units, building coverage including height(s), setbacks, paving coverage,
landscaped areas, and parking dedication;

e. A “Master Outdoor Lighting Plan” for all areas of the proposed
development, including but not limited to pedestrian travel areas; and

f. A “Master Signage Plan”, including the size and location of all proposed
signs.

6. Open Space and Landscaping Plan. An existing and proposed open space and
landscaping plan including landscape concept and type of plant materials,
recteation area, parking, service and other public areas used in common on the
propetty and a description of intended improvements to and maintenance of the
open area of the property.

7. Other Information. All matetials required by Article 14-5 of the Subdivision
Ordinance and any other information deemed necessary by the Zoning
Administrator to ascertain if the project meets the required findings for a PAD
Plan and re-zoning.

Required Findings
Plan and re-zoning PAD District shall only be approved if all of the following findings are

The ptroposed development is consistent with the General Plan, the Subdivision
Otdinance, and any applicable specific plan or master plan, including the density and
intensity limitations that apply;

The subject site is physically suitable for the type and intensity of the land use being
proposed,

Adequate transportation facilities and public services exist or will be provided in
accordance with the conditions of PAD plan approval, to serve the proposed
development and the approval of the proposed development will not result in a reduction
of traffic levels of setvice or public setvices so as to be a detriment to public health, safety,
ot welfare;

'The proposed development will not have a substantial adverse effect on sutrounding land
uses and will be compatible with the existing and planned land use character of the
surrounding area;

The development complies with applicable adopted design guidelines; and

The proposed development carries out the intent of the Planned Area Development
provisions by providing a more efficient use of the land and an excellence of architecture
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and site design greater than that which could be achieved through the application of the
base district regulations.

510.05 Conditions

In apptoving a PAD Plan and re-zoning, the City Council may impose reasonable conditions
deemed necessary to:

A Ensure that the proposal conforms in all significant respects with the General Plan and
with any other applicable plans ot policies that the City has adopted;

B. Achieve the general purposes of this Code or the specific purpose of zoning regulations
for specific uses proposed;

Achieve the findings listed in Section 510.04;

D. Mitigate any potentially significant impacts identified as a result of review of the proposed
PAD Plan; or

E. Any other conditions that are found to be necessaty to ensure that the provisions of the
General Plan and this Code ate met.

The City Council may require reasonable guarantees and evidence that such conditions are being,
or will be, complied with.

510.06 Expiration and RenewsalExtension

A. Expiration. A PAD Plan adopted under this Code shall be effective on the same date as
the Otdinance creating the PAD District for which it was approved. The City Council
may rescind or amend the PAD Plan shall-expire-two years after the effective date in
accordance with ARS 9-462.01E unless actions or development milestones specified in the
conditions of approval have been taken, an extension is requested, or a building permit
has been issued and construction diligently pursued. An approved PAD Plan may specify
a development phasing program exceeding two years.

B. RenewalExtension. If the City Council determines that the actions or development

milestones specified in the conditions of approval of as PAD Plan adopted under this
Code thathashave not been ezereised-met, the PAD Plan may be extended renewed-for a
two-year-petiod oif time commensurate with the size of the project. Such extension shall
be approved by the City Council after a duly-noticed public hearing. Application for
renewsal-extension shall be made in writing between 30 and 120 days prior to expiration of
the original approval. The City Council may resew—extend a PAD Plan if it finds the
rerewal-extension consistent with the purposes of this Article.
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510.07
A.

Amendments of Approved Plans

Changed Plans. Amendments to a PAD District or PAD Plan may be requested by the
applicant or its successors. Amendments to the approved Phasing or PAD Plan shall be
classified as major or minor amendments. Upon receipt of an amendment application, the
Zoning Administrator shall determine if the proposed amendment constitutes a major or
minot amendment.

Major Amendments. Any major amendment to the PAD shall be reviewed by the
Zoning Administrator to determine if the proposed changes will be processed as a new
application, or an amendment to the existing plan tequiring modifications to only portions
of the PAD Plan. An amendment will be deemed major if it involves one or more of the
following changes:

1. A change in the exterior boundaty of the PAD District;

2. An increase or decrease in the number of dwelling units for the PAD District that
is no more than 10 percent greater than the maximum or 10 percent less than the
minimum stated in the PAD Plan;

3. An increase or decrease in the floor area for any non-tesidential land use that
results in the floor area exceeding the minimum or maximum stated in the PAD
Plan by 10 petcent or more;

4, Any change in parks, public recreation areas, or school sites that is likely to
negatively impact or burden the City’s ability to provide parks and recreational
facilities ot the school district’s ability to serve the futute school-age population;

5. Any change in phasing or timing that would have a significant impact on the
completion of infrastructure improvements, parks, public recreation areas or
school districts;

6. Any change in land use or density that is likely to have a negative impact or create
a burden on public facilities and utilities infrastructure;

7. Any change resulting in a 10 percent or mote increase in the allowable height of
buildings, or increase to the number of stories allowed,

8. Any change in land use or density that is likely to negatively impact or burden
dirculation adjacent to the PAD District or the overall majot strect system, as
determined by the City Engineer; or

91 Any other proposed change to the PAD Plan or the conditions of apptoval that
substantively alters one or more of its components with potentially significant
adverse consequences, as detetmined by the Zoning Administrator.

Minor Amendments. Amendments not meeting one or more of the criteria listed in
Subsection (B} above shall be considered minor if they are consistent with the original
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findings and conditions of approval. Minor Amendments may be approved by the Zoning
Administrator. The Zoning Administrator may, at his/her discretion, refer any request for
an amendment to a PAD Plan that may generate substantial public interest to the Planning
& Zoning Commission for a decision. The following modifications to an approved PAD
are considered minor and may be approved by the Zoning Administrator:

1. Changes in phasing, including the size and number of housing units in individual
development units provided there is not a significant change in the overall
development program that results in an increase in the number of units and/or
non-residential floot area.

2. Changes in the location of a school site provided the appropriate school district
approves such a change in location.

3. Changes in the location and size of individual park sites provided the total park
acres is not reduced and City standards for patk service areas continue to be met
with such changes.

4, Changes in the location or alignment of proposed roadways and other plan
modifications to comply with adopted City policies. Should the proposed changes
potentially impact surrounding uses, the Zoning Administrator shall determine if
the request is processed as a Major or Minor Amendment.

510.08 Planned Area Development Plan Review

Plans for a project in a2 PAD District shall be accepted for planning and building permits or
subdivisions only if they are consistent with an approved PAD Plan and any conditions of
approval. No project may be approved and no building permit issued unless the project, alteration
or use is consistent with an approved PAD Plan.

510.09 Failure to Comply with Conditions

Failute to comply with any PAD permit condition or development schedule is a violation of this
Atticle and subject to Article 512, Enforcement. The Planning & Zoning Commission ot City
Council may initiate revocation proceedings under this Code, or suspend the applicant’s permit
until such time as the applicant conforms to the conditions thereof.

510.10 Revocation or Modification of Planned Area Development
Zoning Approval

An approved PAD District zoning approval may be rescinded or modified as provided by Section
502.12, Modifications, or 502.13, Revocation of Permits and Approvals_and in accordance with
ARS 9-462.01F.
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