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PHX Land Reuse Strategy (PHX LRS) 
Neighborhood Quality Technical Advisory Committee Meeting 

 

Summary of the September 24, 2018 PHX Land Reuse Strategy (LRS) Neighborhood Quality Technical Advisory 
Committee (TAC) Meeting held at Gateway Community College, Phoenix. 

 

Meeting Objectives & Themes:  This meeting was held to introduce the TAC members to various 
redevelopment scenarios for each of the Spark Areas.  Overall, committee members felt for the 
spark area scenarios that there would be a need to consolidate parcels and to consider the 
messaging related to the scenarios and the mechanics of how they will work. More importantly, 
the members conveyed that it’s important to remember the existing community needs to be an 
integral part of redevelopment, so opportunities for employment and development should include 
them.   

 
Neighborhood Quality Technical Advisory Committee Includes the Following Representation: 

• Booker T Washington Neighborhood Association 
• Central Area Resident 
• Central City Village Planning Committee 
• City of Phoenix Neighborhood Services 
• City of Phoenix Parks & Recreation  
• City of Phoenix Planning & Development 
• City of Phoenix Police  

• Eastlake Park Neighborhood Association 
• Habitat for Humanity 
• LISC Phoenix 
• Nuestro Barrio Unidos Neighborhood Association 
• Porter Barn Wood 
• Silvestre S. Herrera Elementary School 

 
Neighborhood Quality Technical Advisory Committee Members Attending: 

• Roberto Frietz, City of Phoenix Neighborhood Services 
• Veronyka Lockhart, Eastlake Neighborhood Association 
• Carlos Avila, Nuestro Barrio Unidos Neighborhood Association 
• Craig Suiter, Porter Barn Wood 
• Kevin Sotomayor, Silvestre S. Herrera Elementary School 
• Courtney Carter, City of Phoenix Aviation  

 
PHX LRS Implementation Team Members Attending: 

• Nate Cherry, CRTKL 
• Jie Miao, CRTKL 
• Chris LeTourneur, MXD Development Strategists 
• Cate Flanagan, MXD Development Strategists 
• Eva Olivas, Phoenix Revitalization Corp (PRC) 

• Jessica Bueno, PRC 
• Rick Merritt, Elliott Pollack & Company 
• Jim Schuman, CK Group 
• Teresa Makinen, MakPro 
• Macey McRae, MakPro 

 
Observers: 

• James Bennett, City of Phoenix Director of Aviation Services 
• Alyssa Valley, ASU Walter Cronkite School of Journalism 
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WELCOME & INTRODUCTIONS 

Courtney Carter, City of Phoenix Aviation Department and LRS Implementation Phase Project Manager, welcomed the participants 
and provided today’s agenda and a short background of the project. He stated that in an earlier TAC meeting, a member provided 
clarification to one of the slides, and asked the member to provide that information to this TAC. 

 

He stated that for the sound mitigation number of 1,705 from the slide, people in that area were not eligible to receive sound 
mitigation. So, we’ve been trying to get back some of the sound mitigation for the community. 

 
 

SPARK AREA PRESENTATION 

Nate Cherry presented information on each of the Spark Areas and their scenarios and after each Spark Area, asked the participants 
for their comments or questions. For questions or comments that were responded to by the consultant team or staff, the response is 
italicized.  The following questions/comments were provided by those in attendance. 

 
SPARK AREA 1 DISCUSSION: 
Could Scenario C be done in two phases? 
Yes, it would probably have to be done in two phases. 
 

Can we talk about sale versus lease potential? I understand it’s more of a local decision and the FAA does allow it. 
The FAA does allow for sale of noise land but it is a local decision for a long-term lease. 
 

Do you see that as a long-term problem for development? 
We don’t know at the moment and remember, none of this is a done deal. Never has the FAA approved a residential area like this before. 
 

This has never been done because this is a unique circumstance that has never happened before, so the FAA is faced with a choice 
they’ve never had to make before. 
 

Does the airport have the authority to make it so that part of the land is leased by the airport and part is owned by 
organizations? How will that work? 
I’ll have to take that question back [to get an answer]. 
 

You’ll have a unique hodge podge where part of the development is lease and part is owned by private developers. 
 

In regard to this phase and the next community meeting, this will be the most difficult part because the residents were told they 
would buy the properties, now they are being told they won’t be bought, but instead may be leased, and now what we are being told 
is that the City will do what it wants on a case by case basis. When we talk to businesses, they don’t want to lease land, they’ll move. 
What goes up there [in the future], impacts the neighborhood. In regard to sale or lease, that will be heavily talked about. 
The variables are ours to determine, we are just packaging those variables. It’s important to talk about the terms that are palatable to 
the community. What we’re presenting are the conditions under which we feel the market would respond to this opportunity. So what 
terms would the community be comfortable with? Maybe we need to talk about how we frame the questions and present the material 
to the community. 
 

The community comments will be why would I want to lease? 
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The airport has a big hodge podge of parcels, you’ll need to consolidate. Could acquire and swap, so the airport maintains, but still be 
able to consolidate. 
That is a strategy. 
 

But it won’t be a priority. Have to be careful on how and where you’re land swapping. People will look at that differently. 
Agreed. Not all parcels have equal value. 
 

In Spark Area 1, by overdeveloping that site, did you consider if the infrastructure can accommodate it? You’re looking at all those 
amenities? 
Absolutely, this is the easy one. 
 

Land-swapping might not be important from a City’s perspective, but it could be from the community’s perspective. 
You are right, but development creates more opportunities to swap land. 
 

Avoid the blocks that could block larger opportunities. 
 

With these scenarios we are adding 10,000 new jobs, people need to be retrained for these jobs that they would have never had 
before. 
 

The light rail required a lot of utility relocation, are you looking at all of the construction needs that this will require? 
Yes, though that type of specific utility relocation is part of the development cost. 
 

We understand, but with others in the community they don’t have the same understanding. We have the background. 
Agreed. We need to be mindful of how we present these concepts. 
 

When we really get into this, there are going to be a lot of people who don’t understand this - this all needs to be easier to 
understand and simplified. 

 
SPARK AREA 2 DISCUSSION: 
In the interviews earlier this year, my thoughts were a partnership with ASU, has that been discussed? 
They need more information before they can make a decision, but we are still talking. 
 

A lot of that area is not serviced with sewer or water, so the cost will be high. 
 

Resident’s general perspective is that ASU is the reason why there are no neighborhoods downtown, I’m not sure if they would 
respond positively to ASU. All of these presentations need to say how the biggest benefit and asset to this community are the people 
- how can you put these people first? 
More jobs in the area creates opportunities for people to get ahead. We can require certain hiring practices that ensure jobs are filled by 
qualified locals. 
 

Need to say that one of the assets of the community is the people. There is zero conversation about people. How can they be first 
in line? 
 

People’s first question will always be, how will this affect me? We need to direct this to them and show them how it will impact 
them. 
 

The community outlook is you are slowly developing without the community and they can’t get things they have been pushing for 
for a long period of time. You’ll get opposition from the community, they’ve been at it 18 years and still can’t get some of the things 
we’ve talked about. These residents will look at that. 
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No doubt we need all of this, it just doesn’t feel like you’re going hand and hand with the community. We make a big 
contribution to the area and some felt we were pushing them out of an area they helped build. 
 

The job is to convince the community a rising tide helps everybody, and we don’t want anyone to drown. 
 

Is the demand even there to fill up these proposed business facilities? 
We feel there is, but it will take time. This is why we are paying very close attention to all the different marketing factors to monitor that.  
 

A major transportation system is a plus. 
 

Did you consider the Diamondbacks possible move? 
 
SPARK AREA 3 DISCUSSION: 
You could put a stipulation on the RFP for a percent of employees being local. 
 

When you come to the park issue, don’t use the words “give up” the park, I’d say something like, “building up” their other park, 
or “reinventing it”. As far as the mitigation of the traffic, how will you keep traffic from going into the neighborhood, because that 
is bound to happen. 
 

You also don’t want to compete with what is going on at I-17 with the $7 million going in; we don’t want to compete for 
industrial. Though there’s no hotel near the car rental facility so that does make sense. 
 

The hotel has how many rooms? How could they get to the hotel? 
150-250 rooms, likely. Currently, there would not be access on the back side of the rental car center. We are thinking about possible 
connections to the hotel from the airport. 
 

The area you’re talking about, they’re talking about relocating the Police Yard. Is that airport owned? 
Yes. 
 

It seems like a lot smaller space, and the renderings do not seem to scale, can it actually fit? The school was built half 
underground due to sound mitigation, would that cost more? 
 

Nowadays there are sound mitigation measures. Is the city allowed to do tax abatement for development? 
It’s a tool the City is not inclined to use. 
 

This has been going on for so long and now that we’re getting to it, there’s an acceleration of change. I think it will be hard for some 
people in the community. From this perspective, land reuse, we’re trying to get $1 to put in this community. It’s not what’s 
presented and where it’s going, it’s where is the community? This area could not get sound mitigation until VARS closed, which was 
2015 or 2016 and still haven’t seen it. 
Yes, however the message that “nothing is happening” is worse than a message that “this is happening too fast.” The risk that you run 
here is fighting the wrong battle. Does sound mitigation for your house have to happen? 
 

Yes. 
But, you’re kids also need training and skills for future economic opportunities. 
 

The proposal for the community shows they are outside the noise contours. You took that option away from me and now you tell 
me I have to wait. I understand, but they don’t. 
This is a concept idea, so we need to craft the presentation to get the point across more clearly.  
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If someone can do a video as a walkaround or a visual, perhaps that would give a better feel of what this all would actually look like. 
We need to be sure we are framing the questions correctly when we present this to the community. 
 

Is it possible to tell the community what their potential property value would rise to if we were to choose one of these 
scenarios? 
 

May want to say at the property owner meetings, if this comes to fruition, historically your property values go up. 
 

I like most of what I’ve heard. It’s not for me, it’s for who’s coming behind me and them. 
 

I just want you to be prepared for the opposition you will face with the community, though I liked most of what I have heard. 
 
 

QUICK HITS UPDATE 

Courtney Carter provided an update on the quick hits stating that back in March, the community helped us prioritize those, and PRC 
can provide an update if anyone is interested. 

 
 

CLOSING COMMENTS & ADJOURN 

Nate Cherry and Courtney Carter thanked the attendees for participating and the meeting adjourned. 
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