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March 1, 2016 for the March 9, 2065 City Council meeting

Mayor Javier M. Gonzales
Members of the City Council

Brian K. Snyder, P.E., City Manager @l"% (oS e,
Lisa Martinez, Director, Land Use Department ! e
Greg Smith, AICP, Director, Current Planning DlVlSlOﬁ/ 5?

Donna Wynant, AICP, Senior Planner, Current Planning D1v131W

Case #2015-57. Gerhart Apartments General Plan Amendment. Scott Hoeft of Santa
Fe Planning Group, agent for Storm River LLC requests approval of a General Plan Future
Land Use map amendment to change the designation of 11.83+ acres of land from Low
Density Residential ( 1-3 dwelling units per acre) to High Density Residential (12-29
dwelling units per acre). The property is located at 2800 South Meadows Road (Donna
Wynant, Case Manager).

Case #2015-58. Gerhart Apartments Rezoning. Scott Hoeft of Santa Fe Planning
Group, agent for Storm River LLC, requests rezoning approval of 11.83+ acres of land
from R-1 (Residential, 1 du/acre) to R-21 (Residential, 21 du/acre). The property is located
at 2800 South Meadows Road (Donna Wynant, Case Manager).

At the February 10, 2016 meeting, two motions were made:
e to postpone action on the Findings of Fact and Conclusions of Law; and
e to reconsider the December 9, 2015 decision of the Governing Body denying the
application

A motion was made to place the case on the February 24, 2016 agenda. Since additional
time was needed for proper legal notification to reopen the public hearing and to allow new
information, a friendly amendment was made to hold the public hearing on March 9, 2016.
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If the Governing Body determines after reconsideration to approve the General Plan
Amendment and the Rezoning applications, two motions will be required: one for the
General Plan Amendment and another for the Rezoning.

According to the attached March 1, 2016 memo from John Romero (see Exhibit A) the
City’s Capital Budget has $200,000 programmed in FY17/18 for design and $1,200,000 in
FY 18/19 for construction of the South Meadows/Agua Fria intersection. This will be
accomplished by either adding left-turn bays on Agua Fria or by replacing the signalized
intersection with a roundabout. As stated in the memo, the proposed project will improve
the capacity of the intersection, mitigating the existing and future failing traffic movements
with an anticipated completion within a year of the apartment complex opening. The
conditions of approval as stated in John Romero’s attached memo, shall replace those
conditions in his previous memo.

ATTACHMENTS;

EXHIBIT A: Traffic Engineering Division memorandum- Traffic Engineer, John Romero
EXHIBIT B: Materials are listed here with those most recent listed first:

e February 10, 2016: The Governing Body voted (7-0) to postpone action on the
Findings of Fact and Conclusions of Law to reconsider the 12-9-15 denial of Case
#2015-57 and #2015-58. The motion was to allow a public hearing to be held to hear
any new information. Proper notice was given by the applicant to hold a new public

hearing.

e January 6,2016: Findings of Fact and Conclusions of Law drafted and
attached.

e December9,2015: City Council minutes. The Governing Body voted (5-4) to

deny the request.

e November 10, 2015: City Council minutes Public hearing held. Meeting was
postponed to the 12-9-15 CC meeting.

CC packet for Case #2015-57 & #2015-58 attached with all
exhibits.
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DATE: March 1, 2016
TO: Donna Wynant, Senior Planner, Land Use Division
FROM: John J. Romero, Enginecring Division Director ”ﬁw

(e

SUBJECT: Gerhart Apartments General Plan Amendment and Rezone (Case# 2015-57
& 2015-58)

ISSUE:

Scott Hoeft of Santa ‘e Planning Group, agent for Storm River LLC, requests approval of a General
Plan Future Land Use Map amendment to change the designation of 11.83+ acres of land from Low
Density Residential (1-3 dwelling units per acre) to High Density Residential (12-29 dwelling units per
acre.) The agent also requests rezoning of 11.83+ acres of land from R-1 (Residential, 1 dwelling unit
per acre) o R-21 (Residential, 21 dwelling units per acre). The property is located at 2800 South
Meadows Road.

BACKGROUND & SUMMARY:
This memo shall replace that sent by the Traffic Engineering Division on 7/28/15.

The City’s Capital Budget, approved in FY15/16, has $200,000 programmed in FY17/18 for design
and $1,200,000 in FY 18/19 for construction of the South Meadows/Agua Fria intersection. The
proposed project will improve the capacity of the intersection, mitigating the existing and future failing
traffic movements. This will be accomplished by cither adding lefi-turn bays on Agua Iria or by
replacing the signalized intersection with a roundabout. This will be determined by an alignment study
through the course of project development.

According to the attached letter from Santa I'c Engineering, if approved. the Gerhart apartment
complex would open in carly 2019. With this in mind, the South Meadows/Agua Fria intersection
should be reconstructed within a year of the apartment complex opening.

RECOMMENDED ACTION:
Review comments are based on submittals received on May 27, 2015 and the revised Traffic Impact

. Analysis (TIA) dated 6/8/15 received in Public Works on June 9. 2015. The comments below should
f be considercd as Conditions of Approval (o be addressed prior to subsequent submittal unless
otherwise noted:

o The Developer shall provide right-turn deceleration lane analyses on South Meadows Road at
both driveways into the apartments per the criteria in the State Access Management Manual
(SAMM); and shall build right-tum deceleration lane(s) if determined to be necessary by the
Public Works Department (PWD);
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e Per Article 14-9.2 of the City of Santa Fe Code, the Developer shall widen South Meadows
Road (secondary arterial) along the extent of the Gerhart property by constructing the
following:

o 14’ wide raised center median (including left-turn lane where applicable)
o The developer shall construct along their frontage a 5° bicycle lane, 2° Curb & Gutter,
5’ buffer, and 5’ sidewalk.

e The Developer shall extend a 14’ wide painted median southward along the frontage of the
school property so that it ties in and terminates at the left-in to the school.

e The capacity analyses demonstrate that the east-bound left turn movement on Agua Fria at the
intersection of South Meadows and Agua Fria is currently failing during the AM peak hour.
The developer shall provide fair-share contributions for improvements to this intersection. The
amount shall be determined by their percentage of total entering traffic and shall be based on
the $1.2 million dollar cost estimate shown in the City’s Capital Improvements Plan or a
revised estimate as approved by the Public Works Department.

e In lieu of Roadway Impact Fees, the developer shall make a one-time monetary contribution
towards improvements to the South Meadows/Agua Fria intersection, in an amount equivalent
to what Roadway Impact Fees they would otherwise be responsible for. Roadway Impact Fee
credits will be granted in this amount. This monetary contribution is in addition to their fair
share contribution towards the intersection based on percentage of entering traffic.

e The Development plan is preliminary at this point in time; therefore we will review the
construction plans when the development plan is submitted for approval.

If you have any questions or need any more information, feel free to contact me at 955-6638. Thank
you.



Santa Fe Engineering Consultants, LLC

‘f}; Civil and Traffic Engineeting
AT

Construction Management
Land Development

1599 8t Francls Drive, Sulte B
(i Santa Fe, N. M. 87505
2 (505) 982-2845 Fax (505) 982-2641

February 4, 2016

Mr. John Romero, P.J5.

City of Santa Fe

P.O. Box 909

Santa Fe, New Mexico 87504

R Gerhart Apartments Timeline for Completion

According to the Planner, it is anticipated that if the Gerhart Apartinents are approved by
the City Council, the project will still need to obtain Development Plan Approval and
Recordation. Development Plan and Recordation approval will take most of 2016 to accomplish,
Construction will not be able to begin until the summer of 2017, It is estimated that construction
will take approximately one and a half years and that the apartments will not be ready for
occupancy until early 2019.

It is our understanding that funds will be available for design by July 1, 2017 and funds
for construction for the intersection improvements by July of 2018. It is anticipated that
construction of the improvements would take six months and the improvements should be ready
by carly 2019.

If you have any questions or desire additional information, please do not hesitate to
contact us.

Sincerely

/M/ /< jans

Michacl D. Gomez, P.E.
Santa Fe Engineering Con\snl ants, LLC.




EXHIBIT B:

MATERIALS FOR THE
City Council
March 9, 2016 packet

February 10, 2016: The Governing Body voted (7-0) to postpone action on the
Findings of Fact and Conclusions of Law to reconsider the 12-9-15 denial of Case #2015-57

and #2015-58. The motion was to allow a public hearing to be held to hear any new

information. Proper notice was given by the applicant to hold a new public hearing.

January 6, 2016: Findings of Fact and Conclusions of Law drafted and attached.

December 9, 2015: City Council minutes. The Governing Body voted (5-4) to deny the

request.

November 10, 2015 City Council minutes Public hearing held. Meeting was

postponed to the 12-9-15 CC meeting.

CC packet for Case #2015-57 & #2015-58 attached with all exhibits.




Councilor Maestas said this is out of character by the Chair of Senate Finance, comme?'wét’s
ind of political message, and in our case, the timing is terrible. He would like to amend the
Resolutidy to provide we send a copy of this Resolution to Governor Martinez and the Cultyral Affairs
Department\He would like to work with the Mayor and his championing an effort to authenticate local art,
to provide an insgntive and exempt from taxation. He talked about what New Orleang-did after Katrina in
providing a partial\gross receipts tax exemption. He said he is dismayed by the bill’ and we need to
oppose this vigorously, commenting our lobbyist understands clearly how devastating this would be.

Councilor Domingusz asked the status of the bill.

Zackary Quintero said theNill is still with Senator Smith waiting to go to the next Committee, so it
hasn't moved through any committees.at this time. He said in gralyzing the bill, they saw it wasn't just
galleries that would be affected. He said\he language in thebill on page 2(F) defines Fine Art into a new
system for the Tax Code. This means that What is defineg’as fine art in this Resolution will be subject to a
3.9% tax. He said if you produce a video in yoirgarage and sell it to somebody else, a tax will be levied
on you and it would apportioned to the State govehydient. It doesn’t impact only galleries, this is all what is
defined in this limited scope as fine art.

Mr. Quintero continued, “We were gXpecting it to be only galleries, and | just want to make it clear
for the public record that this actually...Cgfincilor Lindell and both™sf you sponsored the Meow Wolf
Resolution. Think of every product thjg'company is going to be produsing for Santa Fe and the local artists
that are going to be employed by thém. A tax would be levied on each one of their products of 3.9%.”

MOTION: Councilor Maestag‘moved, seconded by Councilor Dominguez, to adlopt Resolution No. 2016-
15, with the amendment préposed by Councilor Maestas to send a copy to Governgr Martinez and the
Cultural Affairs Departént Secretary. \

X

VOTE: The motiprf was approved on the following Roll Call Vote:

For”Mayor Gonzales, Councilor Dimas, Councilor Dominguez, Councilor Lindell, Council
Maestas, Councilor Rivera and Councilor Truijillo.

Against: None.

FINDINGS OF FACT & CONCLUSIONS OF LAW

A copy of the Findings of Fact and Conclusions of Law in Case #2015-57, Gerhart Apartments
General Plan Amendment, and Case #2015-58 Gerhart Apartments Rezoning to R-21, is incorporated
herewith to these minutes as Exhibit “3.”

Mayor Gonzales said this was postponed to see if additional funds were available to address the
issue of the safety of the intersection, and asked the status of that effort.
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Councilor Rivera said he has questions of John Romero and Scott Heft. He said it had come to his
attention from staff that there had been funding identified that would coincide with the Gerhart Apartment
project and when the traffic would be hitting the intersection from the project. He asked Mr. Romero “to fill
everybody in on what you've come up with.”

John Romero, Director, Traffic Engineering Division, said in the recently approved Capital
Budget, funds were allocated for FY 17/18 and FY18/19. The funds in 17/18 would be for design of the
intersection improvements to Agua Fria and South Meadows, and the funds in 18/19 would be for the
construction to build the improvements. He said in consultation with the developer, their timeline tracks
that roughly. He said if the rezoning was to be approved, they would have to go for development approval,
recordation and construct the apartments. So, according to their timeline, the apartments would be up and
running in early 2019. So, with the funding for the intersection, as approved in the Capital Budget, that
intersection should be reconstructed no later than the end of 2019. There would be no more than one year
lag time, if that, between the opening of the apartment complex and improvement of the intersection.

Councilor Rivera asked Mr. Hoeft if there were about year lag time, how long it would take to get
all of the rental units rented, with people moved in, with the full impact of traffic to the intersection.

Scott Hoeft, Santa Fe Planning Group, Agent for the Applicant, said, “It would easily take a
year fo fully lease out a project like that.”

Councilor Rivera asked, “Would you be willing to, and | hope we can do this, or ask for this, would
you be willing to, if construction project were going to be defayed, to maybe rent only one-half of the units,
and then wait for the intersection improvements to take place before moving forward. | don't know if that's
even been talked about.”

Scott Hoeft said, “The issue is, when you have conditions like that imposed on a project, it begins
to hurts your financing and getting financing set up for a project early on. So ultimately you start applying
for construction financing pretty early on, and they begin to look at the project overall. And so, even
though you've got a two-year construction cycle, it hampers your ability to get started. So we would really
prefer not to have conditions applied relating to the leasing of the project, on the concern that it would stop
the entire project for that period of time. Now knowing how projects go, and the lag with construction, the
timeline we provided is aggressive, knowing if we were approved, we would have to go through the
Planning Commission again with an entire development plan submittal which would likely take the bulk of
this year.”

Councilor Rivera asked John Romero, “I understand. John, so between what the project is going

to fund toward the intersection and what we already have, how much are we short to actually complete it.
How much money are we looking for in the upcoming years,”
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John Romero said, “We have money programmed, | guess, in our Capital Budget and then we
have money budgeted. The money we currently have budgeted is the $25,000 from Legislative funds. The
amount programmed in the Capital Budget, assuming it would be budgeted at that time, would fully fund
the project. So anything in addition the developer would give us, would relieve some of those funds for
other projects throughout the City.”

Councilor Dominguez said, “l want to make sure that I'm clear. So we have $25,000 budgeted,
right now, in our CIP Budget. What is the total cost of the project.”

Mr. Romero said “Our estimate was based off our ICIP. | believe the design was around $200,000
and construction was $1 million. | don't have the exact figure, but somewnhere in that ballpark, total, And it
could be less. It was a planning figure budget.”

Councilor Dominguez asked, “Are we planning on programming $1 million in FY 17/18."

Mr. Romero said, “Yes. There are two. The design money in 17/18, and the construction money
in 18/19.

Councilor Dominguez said, “And this is all money that is going to come from our 1/4¢ CIP, our
program.”

Mr. Romero said, “I think it's some surplus money we have in the Capital Budget. Oscar could
answer that.”

Councilor Dominguez said, I just want to make sure, Scott, that we're not going to be eliminating
one project for another. | just want to make sure I'm clear and | know exactly where things are coming
from and where they're going.”

Oscar Rodriguez said, “Yes. That money, the $200,000 and then the $1 million after that will be
coming from bond sales that were programmed at that time. In fact, there is still $500,000 unprogrammed
we have capacity for, for which there are no projects at this point, so it's clear it's not going to be moving
anything out. And the bonds will be sold for the CIP with tax.”

Councilor Dominguez said, “So the total cost of the project is $1.2 million, with $200,000 in FY
2017/2018, and $1 million for construction in FY 2018/2019."

Mr. Romero said, “It's a combination of things. They are contributing impact fee dollars. And what
we looked to do previously through rezoning, is instead of it going directly into the Impact Fee coffers, that
in lieu of that, they give us that money specifically for this project. And we also asked that...”

Councilor Dominguez said, ‘| don't want to get into the project itself, but that's not the only
intersection that this project is going to impact.”

City of Santa Fe Council Meeting: February 10, 2016 Page 20



Mr. Romero said, “That would be the only intersection that would quantifiably be impacted, of
course there are so many throughout the whole City, but just to have all that money toward that project.
And we're also going to ask them, as a condition of approval, to pitch in their fair share contribution toward
that intersection, actually, how many cars they have at that intersection, figure out that percentage and
they contribute that percentage of dollars also.”

Councilor Dominguez asked if all of the funds will go toward construction.
Mr. Romero said it can go to design or construction, it just depends on when we receive the funds.
Councilor Dominguez said, “Then in 18/19, whatever the balance is will be picked up by the City."

Mr. Romero said,"Whatever the balance would be. Yes. And if | may, | would think that by the
time we were approving a CIP bond sale, we would already have them approved and underway, and we
would already have their actual money in the City coffers. And we would be able to get a definitive amount
of how much of the $1 million we need to be funded through the Capital Bond."

Councilor Dominguez said, “I want to be as clear as | can be, that we are actually obligating CIP
monies for this, maybe not with this motion, but if this follows through, we're going to be obligating CIP
monies for that particular project, before the project is even started.”

Mr. Romero said, “I believe it was already programmed through Council’s approval of the capital
budget, so it's already planned for that way."

Councilor Dominguez said, “it's been programmed, but the money hasn't been allocated forit. In
other words, we haven't received the money, we haven't sold the bonds, and we haven't even decided
what the budget is going to be in FY 17/18 for capital improvements.”

Mr. Snyder said, “You are correct that we haven't sold the bonds, we haven't gone through that
process, but the CIP Plan that as approved by Council had this project identified in 17/18 and 18/19, with
monies allocated. So this project is going to get funded out of bond sales and a combination of impact
fees and a number of....”

Councilor Dominguez said, “And that's all good, but that doesn't concern me, because we're going
to be approving a CIP budget every year. So it is not as though those numbers that we have approved
now in this budget are solid and true, we can change them, Otherwise, we wouldn't be approving a budget
every year.

Mr. Snyder said, “| agree with you. That being said, the purpose of the multi-year CIP, is to plan.
So there was a good discussion, because as we move forward on any project that has planning involved,
we're going to have to be doing planning one year more likely than not, and then design maybe another
year and then maybe another year in construction, so it will be a multi-year project. This is the discussion
we had on this, but that being said, that's why we brought forward a multi-year plan. Every year, one year
falls off, we've gotten it completed. We bring on a new year list of projects and funding....”
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Councilor Dominguez said, “Let me make my point a little bit clearer. Oscar, what's our total CIP
budget at the end of the 5 years.”

Mr. Rodriguez said, “If | could answer the question in terms of how much we are going to be selling
in bonds, $34 million.”

Councilor Dominguez said, “So what we're saying is that of that $34 million, we're going to be
obligating this much, regardless of what year it comes down in."

Mr. Rodriguez said, “Yes sir, but you have to vote on that at that time again. And you can change
your mind.”

Councilor Dominguez said, “1 think the Motion is going to be to reconsider. And | will say that I'l
support the motion, but more because | want to see what's cooking there Scott. | want to find out really
what's going on. And | want to make sure that the City of Santa Fe understands really the obligations that
it's making with regard to capital monies. And of course, I'm going to have the dilemma to.... or 'm going
to struggle with the dilemma that we have. And my main purpose in not supporting it in the first place, was
not necessarily the road, but more the social impact it potentially could have. But regardless of that Mayor,
and aside from that, | would probably support a motion to reconsider, because | would like to see what's
cooking. Thank you.”

Councilor Rivera said, “I have been given directions by the City Attorney on how to do this, so
there are a number of motions that need to be made to keep it in order. I'm doing this specifically, one, is
that we need the housing. And we've had discussions about where they are located, and it seems like one
part of town is getting all the multi-family dwellings and we can have that discussion, I'm sure, as we go
through with every one that comes up. But, | do believe we need this type of housing. | believe it's a good
location. My main concern has always been the current failing intersection. And if we can get to point
where the project is finished around the same time that we can identify all the funding for the
improvements to the intersection, | think it makes sense.”

MOTION: Councilor Rivera moved, seconded by Councilor Truijillo, to postpone action on the Findings of
Fact and Conclusions of Law in Case #2015-57, Gerhart Apartments General Plan Amendment and Case
#2015-58, Gerhart Apartments Rezoning to R-21, so that | can make a motion to reconsider the December
9, 2015 decision of the Governing Body denying the application of Scott Hoeft for Santa Fe Planning
Group as agent for Storm River LLC in those cases.”

DISCUSSION: Mayor Gonzales asked when the reconsideration of these cases take place, or does that
come in the next motion, and Councilor Rivera said yes, in the next motion.

VOTE: The motion was approved on the following Roll Call vote:
For: Mayor Gonzales, Councilor Dimas, Councilor Dominguez, Councilor Lindell, Councilor
Maestas, Councilor Rivera and Councilor Trujillo.
Against: None
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MOTION: Councilor Rivera moved, seconded by Councilor Maestas, to reconsider the December 9, 2015
decision of the Governing Body denying the application of Scott Hoeft for Santa Fe Planning Group as
agent for Storm River LLC, in Case #2015-57, Gerhart Apartments General Plan Amendment and in Case
#2015-58, Gerhart Apartments Rezoning to R-21, and to place such reconsideration on the agenda of the
February 24, 2016 meeting of the Governing Body.

DISCUSSION: Councilor Dominguez asked, “Based on our Code, can we hear this de novo.”

Mr. Brennan said, “That would really require a rescission vote which would void the previous decision.
This really does not even call for a public hearing. It calls for you to reconsider. So you've had the public
hearing and you would be going back basically to your deliberations.”

Councilor Dominguez said, “Let me ask again. Can we hear it de novo."

Ms. Brennan said, “Oh, if you want to, it would be a different motion. Yes. Or | think you could also reopen
the public hearing and take new information. In which case, you would probably have to give more notice,
so it would fall in the first March meeting.”

Councilor Dominguez said, “So de novo is different than just opening up the public hearing.”

Ms. Brennan said, “De novo is hearing it again anew, but it was de novo when you heard it before.”
FRIENDLY AMENDMENT: Councilor Dominguez said, “l guess what I'm wondering is, if the maker of
the motion would agree to allow a public hearing to occur when we reconsider this.” Ms. Brennan said,
“And the only thing | would say to that, is then the date would have to be the March 9, 2016 meeting.
Councilor Dominguez asked, “Would you consider that Councilor Rivera.” THE AMENDMENT WAS
FRIENDLY TO THE MAKER AND SECOND, AND THERE WERE NO OBJECTIONS BY THE OTHER
MEMBERS OF THE GOVERNING BODY.

VOTE: The motion, as amended, was approved on the following Roll Call vote:

For. Mayor Gonzales, Councilor Dimas, Councilor Dominguez, Councilor Lindell, Councilor
Maestas, Councilor Rivera and Councilor Trujillo.

Against: None.
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MOTION: Councilor Rivera moved, seconded by Councilor Dimas, to postpone action on the Findings of
Fact and Conclusions of Law in Case #2015-57, Gerhart Apartments General Plan Amendment and Case
#2015-58, Gerhart Apartments Rezoning to R-21, to the March 9, 2016 meeting of the Governing Body.
VOTE: The motion was approved on the following Roll Call vote:

For: Mayor Gonzales, Councilor Dimas, Councilor Dominguez, Councilor Lindell, Councilor
Maestas, Councilor Rivera and Councilor Trujillo.

Against: None.

CONSIDERATION OF RESOLUTION 2016-16 (COUNCILOR DOMINGUEZ AND COUNCIL
IVES). ARESOLUTION PROVIDING GUIDANCE ON THE STRUCTURE OF THE BUD
HE CITY OF SANTA FE AND CERTAIN REPORTING REQUIREMENTS. (OSCAR
ROQRIGUEZ)

OF

MOTION: Counsilor Dominguez moved, seconded by Councilor Lindell, to adopt Resolution No. 2016-16,
as presented, with

!r%):mendations of the Finance Committee,

VOTE: The motion was approved on the following Roll Call vote:
For; Mayor Gonzales,
Truijillo.

uncilor Dominguez, Councilor Lindel; Councilor Rivera and Councilor

Against: Councilor Dimas and Co

Mayor Gonzales thanked the Finance Commyjttee for moving this Resolution to this level and looks
forward to how we proceed with deliberations on the budget. He said, “As | told Councilor Maestas, in a
private conversation at the last meeting, if they”s)a way to tome forward and present the alternative
through this process that allows for the increase in fees and efﬁdency as proposed, it would be good to
have some of your thoughts concurrent yith this process so that asaych information is available, not only
to the Finance Committee, but to the }}ounc’n to deliberate. Because itwould be great to get through all of
this without having to necessarily %onsider the tax fees. But if the fees to%a public are so great that in
effect it becomes too daunting t}/t’ em, more so than a potential tax, | think t%t\we have to be able to
evaluate both. So [ think to y}e degree we can have the most information availabte_and your thoughts on it

through this process. yk that would be important.” \

Councilor Maestas said, “Mayor, on that point. Although | didn't support this, and Nhink [ gave my
reasons yesterdgy. And | think we need to be consistent in the messages that send. When Mosed the
gasoline tax, gbiviously there was a trust deficit with City Hall. But when | looked at the rate of return of the
gas tax, and'those that would bear that burden, it's not going to fall entirely on our community. We'get
100% raté of return on a municipal gas tax, but the logic was that we had to look at cuts first. And no
grosg’receipts and property taxes are all of a sudden in vogue. And we all know that the gross receipts-tax
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City of Santa Fe
Governing Body
Findings of Fact and Conclusions of Law

Case #2015-57

Gerhart Apartments General Plan Amendment
Case #2015-58

Gerhart Apartments Rezoning to R-21

Applicant’s Name — Storm River LLC
Agent’s Name — Santa Fe Planning Group

THIS MATTER came before the Governing Body of the City of Santa IFe for hearing on
November 10, 2015 and on December 9, 2015 upon the application (Application) of Scott Hoeft
for Santa Fe Planning Group as agent for Storm River LLC (Applicant).

The property is comprised of 11.83= acres of land located at 2800 South Meadows Road (the
Property) and is zoned R-1 (Residential — 1 dwelling unit/acre).

The Applicant seeks (1) approval of an amendment to the City of Santa Fe General Plan Future
Land Use Map (Plan) changing the designation of the Property from Very Low Density
Residential (1-3 dwelling units/acre) to High Density Residential (12 to 29 dwelling units/acre)
and (2) to rezone the Property from R-1 to R-21 (Residential — 21 dwelling units/acre).

The Planning Commission (Commission) reviewed and acted upon the Applicant’s proposed
Plan amendment and rezoning at public hearings held on August 6, 2015 and September 3, 2015.
Findings of Fact and Conclusions of Law (Commission Findings and Conclusions) embodying
the Commission’s vote recommending that the Governing Body approve the proposed General
Plan amendment and the rezoning were adopted by the Commission on October 1, 2015 and
were filed with the City Clerk as Item #15-1060. The Commission Findings are attached hereto

as Exhibit A,

In accordance with the foregoing, and after conducting a public hearing and having heard from
staff, the Applicant, residents of the neighborhood in which the Property is located, and certain
interested others, the Governing Body hereby FINDS, as follows:

FINDINGS OF FACT

1. The Governing Body has authority, under Santa Fe City Code (Code) Sections 14-2.1 Table
14-2.1-1 and 14-2.2(A) to review and finally decide upon applications for amendments to the
General Plan in accordance with the procedures set forth in Code Section 14-3.2(D)(3) and
applying the criteria set forth in Code Section 14-3.2(E)(1).

2. The Governing Body has authority, under Code Sections 14-2.1 Table 14-2.1-1 and 14-
2.2(A) to review and finally decide upon applications for rezoning in accordance with the
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10.
11.

12.

procedures set forth in Code Section 14-3.5(B)(2) and applying the criteria set forth in Code
Section 14-3.5(C).

Code Section 14-3.1(H)(2) requires that notice of a public hearing before the Governing
Body be provided in accordance with Code Section 14-3.1(H)(1)(a) and that, in addition, the
applicant publish notice in a local daily newspaper of general circulation at least fifteen
calendar days prior to the public hearing (collectively, the Notice Requirements).

The Notice Requirements have been met.

The Governing Body reviewed the report dated October 30, 2015 for the November 10, 2015
City Council Hearing prepared by City staff (Staff Report) summarizing the Application and
the Commission vote recommending that the Governing Body approve the Application,
subject to the Conditions, the Commission Findings and Conclusions embodying said vote,
and the evidence introduced at the hearing in accordance with the requirements of Code
Section 14-3.5(B)(2)(a).

The Governing Body heard direct testimony from City staff, the Applicant’s representatives
and the Applicant, residents of the neighborhood in which the Property is located, and certain
interested others.

Commission Findings of Fact 1 through 15, 17, 19, 22 and 28 accurately reflect the facts in
this matter as presented at the Hearing.

Commission Conclusions of Law 1 through 3, 5 and 6 are within the authority of the
Commission and are reasonably based upon the Commission Findings of Fact.

The proposed Plan amendment is significantly different from and inconsistent with the
prevailing character of the area at this time, in that the highest density land use designation
provided for under the Plan in the vicinity of the Property is Medium Density Residential (7-
12 dwelling units/acre), with most designated as Very Low Density Residential (1-3 dwelling
units/acre) or Low Density Residential (3-7 dwelling units/acre). The Parcel to the southwest
of the Property is designated Public/Institutional and the Agua Fria Tradition Historic Village
abuts the Property on the east. The immediately adjacent parcels are undeveloped and many
other parcels in the vicinity retain a rural character. The highest-density zoning in the
vicinity of the Property is R-12 (Residential — 12 dwelling units/acre), with most parcels
zoned R-1 (Residential — 1 dwelling unit/acre) to R-5 (Residential — 5 dwelling units/acre)
and existing residential development in the vicinity of the Property has been developed
consistent with the current Plan designations of Very Low, Low and Medium Density
Residential rather than the High Density Residential development proposed with the Plan
amendment., The Applicant has not at this time demonstrated that the proposed amendment
promotes the general welfare or has other public advantages or justification pursuant to Code
Section 14-3.2(E)(1)(d).

The proposed Plan amendment does not meet the criteria of Code Section 14-3.2(E)(1)(c)(i).
In accordance with the Finding of Fact 9 above, the character of the neighborhood has not
changed sufficiently to justify the proposed rezoning and the proposed rezoning is
inconsistent with the applicable policies of the Plan.

The existing and proposed infrastructure, specifically the failed intersection of South
Meadows Road and Agua Fria Street, will not be able to accommodate the impacts of the
proposed development at this time.
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13. The proposed Rezoning does not meet the criteria of Code Section 14-3.5(C)(1)(c) and (¢)

and (2)(a).

CONCLUSIONS OF LAW

Under the circumstances and given the evidence and testimony submitted at the hearing, the
Governing Body hereby CONCLUDES:

L.

The Commission Findings and Conclusions, a copy of which is attached hereto as Exhibit A,
are adopted in part by the Governing Body as follows: Commission Findings of Fact 1
through 15, 17, 19, 22 and 28 and Commission Conclusions of Law 1 through 3, 5 and 6.
The foregoing enumerated Findings of Fact and Conclusions of Law are hereby adopted by
the Governing Body and are incorporated in these Findings of Fact and Conclusions of Law
as if set out in full herein. Those Findings of Fact and Conclusions of Law not specifically
adopted herein are specifically not adopted.

2. The proposed Plan amendment does not meet the criteria established by Code Section 14-
3.2(EX(1) (©)().

3. The proposed Rezoning does not meet the criteria established by Code Section 14-
3.4(C)(1)(c) and (e) and (2)(a).

WHEREFORE, IT IS ORDERED ON THE OF JANUARY 2016 BY THE

GOVERNING BODY OF THE CITY OF SANTA FE:

That the proposed amendment to the Plan and the proposed rezoning be, and they hereby are,
denied.

Mayor Date:

FILED WITH THE CITY CLERK:

Yolanda Y. Vigil Date:
City Clerk

APPROVED AS TO FORM:

%/M A @W/KWM/

Kelley Bregnan

City Attorney
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Public Hearing was closed /

MOTION: cilor lves moved, seconded by Councilor Truiillo, to adopt Ordinance No. 2015-35 as
presented.

VOTE: The motion was app on the following Roll Call vote:

For: Mayor Gonzales, Council
Councilor Maestas, Councilor Rivera.an

imas, Coupeior Dominguez, Councilor lves, Councilor Lindell,
ouncilor Trujillo.

Against: Councilor Bushee.

=

Explaining her vot}'/Councilor Bushee said, *| brotght this forward initially, but | have some real
heartbum over theglass collection piece, so | don't think Msan vate for this right now.”

or Gonzales asked to go to Items H{(8) and H(9} to take us to 11:00 pm._He said everything

left op-the Agenda after that will be postponed to the Council meeting of January 13}046. reiterating that,
e are net going past 11:00 p.m.”

8) CONSIDERATION OF RESOLUTION NO. 2015- __: CASE NQ. 2015-57. GERHART
APARTMENTS GENERAL PLAN AMENDMENT, SCOTT HOEFT OF SANTA FE
PLANNING GROUP, AGENT FOR STORM RIVER, LLC, REQUESTS APPROVAL QF A
GENERAL PLAN FUTURE LAND USE MAP AMENDMENT TC CHANGE THE
DESIGNATION OF 11.83% ACRES OF LAND FROM R-1 (RESIDENTIAL 1 DWELLING
UNIT PER ACRE) TO R-21 (RESIDENTIAL, 21 DWELLING UNITS PER ACRE). THE
PROPERTY IS LOCATED AT 2600 SOUTH MEADOWS ROAD. (DONNA WYNANT)
(Postponed at November 10, 2015 City Council Meeting - Public Hearing Closed)

ftems H(8) and H(9) were combined for purposes of presentation, public hearing and discussion,
but were voted upon separately.

A Memorandum dated October 30, 2015 for the November 10, 2015 Meeting, to the Governing
Body, from Danna Wynant, Senior Planner, Curent Planning Division, in this matter, is incorporated
herewith fo these minutes as Exhibit *17."

Donna Wynant noted her Memo in the packet with attachments, which was presented at the
November 10, 2015 Council meeting, and said she will stand for questions. She said the Cily Traffic

Engineer and the MPQ Traffic Engineer are in allendance to answer questions, noting the unanswered
questions from the previous meeting were around traffic.

City of Santa Fe Cauncil Meating: Oecember §, 2015 Page 65

18



Mayor Gonzales asked Mr. Romero if hie had the opportunity to review the minutes to look at the
questions asked by the Council at the last Council meeting. He asked him to start going through the
questions that were raised, commenting Councilor Maestas had questions regarding the general traffic flow
and Councilor Dominguez had questions on the roads network as well.

John Romero, Director, Traffic Engineering Division, said he reviewed the minutes, but he doesn't
have the minutes with him, and asked the Mayor to reiterate those questions to him and he can answer
them.

Councilor Maestas said Mr. Romero had commented about the lack of a street network in the area.
There was talk about a cross-street every 1,000 feet, but they were your comments and “all eyes were on
you, but you weren't here the last time.” He asked Mr. Romero to comment on a local circufation and
street network to service this development.

Mr. Romero said, “Those actually weren't my comments listed under traffic, and | think they were
created by the Land Use Department, 5o those were not my comments. My comments were in the Memo
from Sandy Kassens, via me, so | can't answer as to why those comments were created. | can provide my
own opinion on those, but | can't comment on why the comments were crealed.”

Councilor Maestas said he had asked for sameone from the MPO to be in attendance.

Mr. Romero said Keith Wilsen is here from the MPQ. He said, “For the record, my comments are
on page 58 of the Councit packet.”

Councilor Maestas said in looking at the area on the maps, he didn't see any proposed
improvements. He said, as you know, any urbanized area has to be designated such that it's urbanized for
the next 20 years. And generally, like aur Long Range Transportalion Plan should address those needs in
the 20 year horizon, and asked Mr. Wilson to talk about that area and if the modeling is not showing a lot
of population and if there are any proposed new street improvements in the 20-year horizon in our iong
range plan that would help service a lot of the traffic that would be generated by these apartments.

Keith Wilson, MPQ Plannar said, "Al the MPO, we lock at what are our regionally significantly
roadways, so it's by collector roadways in our Long Range Transportation Plan which utilized the NM 599
interchange priority study from 2010, which looked at frontage road and interchanges. That study brought
us the new interchange al CR 62 which is just adjacent ta this. They did look at frontage road connectivity
between CR 62 and heading south or west. Their determination was that an interchange at the Caja del
Rio location, which was a future identified interchange location would better serve that area road and the
frontage road. Compounding that is the Cottonwoad Mobile Home Subdivision there that blocks off the
viability of a frontage road in that area. We have South Meadows Road that's been in the last 2-4 years,
So that's the level of network that we look at, at the MPQ. As developments come in, o it is developed,
then you as a City are interested to you in a local network, but that's when those things get flushed out.”
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Mr. Wilson continued, “As for major roads, there are no new River crossings in the area. We have
the interchange at CR 62 at Alameda heading east and north which are the routes away from the area.”

Councilor Maestas asked Mr. Romero, “What comes first, the local street network or the
development and what if the development is not big enough to really warrant the master planning of a local
street network Iike a grid network. | know there was a Iot of discussion about access and accommodating
projected traffic volume from this development. The impression | got is that the proposed network would
not be sufficient, but | didn't see any real future plans for some kind of a local grid nefwork to
accommodate future development in an organized manner. You are part of the Development Review
Team, what is your opinion about this development.”

Mr. Romero said regarding roadway networks in this area, he doesn't believe it applies to it
because of the alignments of the roads and where they are relative to other roads. He said, "Let's go to
page 112 of the packel. And there you can see the major parcels in the area. | believe with the existing
roadway system there, as far as roadway alignments go, that is what we need o service those locatians.
As Keith said, we don't need an alignment going through the blue City of Santa Fe property on through the
School property, and looping back into South Meadows. | don't think we're getting a whale lot of efficiency
with that. ! think South Meadows itself is enough of a roadway fo service those areas.”

Councilor Rivera said asked Mr. Romero to deseribe the current conditions at Agua Fria and South
Meadows.

Mr. Romero said the applicant performed a traffic study at that intersection, and right now it's
operaling at acceptable levels of service, except for the moming when there is failure. It has & pretty major
failure, specifically for the eastbound moved, caused primarity because there are no left turn bays along
Agua Fria at that signal, so it's very hard for us to separate the ‘lefts from the thraughs," and get into that
intersection efficiently. The primary cause is the School. He said, "When the school came forward, we met
with them and asked them to 100k at that intersection. They explained to use that was outside the scope of
their work and their budget. They did do improvements te South Meadows along their own frontage,
putting & turn bay in front of their schosl. But they didn't want to do anything at that intersection. In
anticipation of that, we performed some timing tweaks that didn’t fix it, but made it better than what it would
have been. We added a left turn amow for the east bound movement to help get that flowing through.”

Coungilor Rivera asked the current delay in the moming eastbound.

Mr. Romero said it is a level service F, with 148 seconds of delay.

Councilor Rivera asked what does a level of service F mean.

Mr. Romero said it is a school grading, so level of service A is free flow and very good, virtually no
traffic, pretly much no cars. Level of service F is failing. For a specific movement a level of service E is

acceptable. For an entire intersection a leve! of service D is acceptable. He said roughly, the upper limit of
a leve! service E right before it lums into an F is in the 50-60 seconds of delay range.
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Councilor Rivera said Mr. Romero mentions in his remarks that consideration of a roundabout at
Agua Fria and South Meadows might be something to consider, and asked the advantages and
disadvantages.

Mr. Romero said they haven't explored it completely, but there are advantages both to adding a
left turn bay at the signal, a more conventional approach. He said his sense is that the advantage of a
roundabout would be less right-of-way needs. He said this hasn't been substantiated with a formal design,
but we are going to have to provide a long left turn bay. We're basically going to have to widen the road
for a long stretch versus a roundabout where we will anly have to take comers more than likely only from
the two northemn properties and maybe the southwestern property.

Counciler Rivera asked if the amount of traffic going through that intersection, especially in the
morning affect the decision of whether a roundabout or an intersection is most apprepriate.

Mr. Remero said definitely, and we wilt have to do a form level of service analysis. If a single lane
roundabout doesn't work, then we probably would consider a signal, but they haven’t gotten that far.

Councilor Rivera said a roundabout at Cottonwood has been considered and is in the design
phase.

Mr. Romero said yes, they just received proposals for Lthe design.

Councilor Rivera asked if those two roundabouts in close proximity to one another, affect each
other negatively, or positively.

Mr. Romero said no. He said you can't place traffic signals too closely, but one benefit from
roundabouts is that they're ali free flowing. So two roundabouts relatively close to one another don't have
a negative affect on each other. In fact when you have a camidor, you want a corridor with either
roundabouts cr signals, so a series of roundabouts is something you would want to promote.

Councilor Rivera said we have been looking at improvements to that intersection for some time,
and asked the current cost of getting an intersection versus a roundabout, and what is the difference
between the two in terms of cost.

Mr, Romero said there are timing level numbers were included in the last two ICIP packages, and
for design, right-of-way and construction, we estimated approximately $1.4 million which may be a little
conservative, but for Legislative funds, you want to be on the conservative side to make sure we get
enough money.

Councilor Rivera asked for what percentage Gerhart would be responsible at the intersection.

Mr. Romero said based an the morning and p.m. peak hours, he looked at the TIA and it would be
roughly at 3.7% percent of that or about $51,800.
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Councilor Rivera said since the Schools don't won't te participate, then the burden of the costs
would be on the City.

Mr. Romero said that is correct.

Councilor Rivera asked if there are plans for a source of funding, noting it is on the District 3
priority list, and asked if there are other funding sources.

Mr. Romero said we received $25,000 from the last Legislature. He said itisn'tenoughtodo a
whole fot, but this $51,000, in addition to the $25,000, would help get a design going. He said possibie
funding sources would include City Impact Fees. Another they are going to try to pursue, would be to
approach the State for CMAQ - Congestion Management And Air Quality. He said they believe that
meney would be a good fit for this, and it is one of the few available pots of money the State and FHWA
have where we are usually successful in seeking funds. He said they don't know how likely it would be for
us to get that money.

Councitor Rivera asked, best case scenario, if we had the money loday, how long would it take to
do the improvements that need to be done to make traffic flow smoothly.

Mr. Romero said it depends on the type of money. He said if we get Federal money, we probably
could get a design going. He said, "For Federal money, the design and certification processes are a lot
more complicated than if it is just City money. So usually from when we start design fo construction it is
about a two-year period. If it was City money we could get 2 design going now and get something out to
bid as early as Spring 2016.”

Councilor Rivera said at the last meeting, there was some question about fire truck and ambulance
access, and asked if the Fire Marshal is still here. He asked if the changes to the roadway in front of the
scheol, with the addition of a median the length of the schocl, would be a problem for a fire truck or
ambulance to get through that roadway, especially at peak hours. He asked Mr. Romero, “Are you able to
answer that.”

Mr. Romero said, “I would probably have to defer to the Fire Marshal, but the proposed roadway
typical section does meel Chapter 14 standards. Se if there were issues, we would want lo took into
amending that portion of City Code, bul it is in compliance with City Code.”

Councilor Rivera said if a fire truck was coming through, traffic probably would have to pull into the
bicycle lane.

Mr. Romero said most likely that would be the plan. He said the total width, including bicycle lane

is 16 feet of asphalt, and that's exclusive of the gutter pan which are about 1% feet each, so that would 19
feet of total travel-way. It's pretty close to the 20 feet required by the Fire Department.
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Councilor Rivera said he has serious concems about this intersection and what already is a
problem and how this project would impact the already significant problem, especially with a service level F
which is a failing intersections. He has concemns that the Schools can build & school and then sort of *tumn
their noses to the traffic issues that are there."

Councilor Trujilio said, “On that point, in discussing funding, one of the things he thought about is
maybe LGRF that we get at the City. The other thing, as Councilor Rivera said, the Schools don't want to
pony up anything, but there are some LGRF to the schools. He asked if there could be collaboration or
open talks with the School, because those funds could be used to collaborate that intersection. He
oversaw that project for many year. He said he is just looking at a funding source and remember that is a
possibility.

Mr. Romeru said the majority of the Local Government Road Furd that the Schools get, is more
now for pedestrian improvements. But we can talk to them. He said the proposed development would be
creating about $311,000 in Roadway Impact Fees. So another potential, in lieu of thal, is to ask them to
cut a check for the $311,000 earmarked especially for this intersection, which would give us just under
$400,000 and a pretty good head start in getting that intersection moving forward.

Coungcilor Ives said he has questions on conditions of approval in Exhibit B in the packet on packet
page 14. He notices they are building a raised center median and maintaining the existing northbound
typical section. He asked if consideration was given to the installation of what one might generally call
green infrastructure along the roadway, grading infiltration galleries, rain gardens, especially given the park
on the south side of South Meadows Road and the River.

Mr. Romero said they haven't gotten that far because they are at the zoning level, and “kind of are
at the development level." He said the challenges he has seen with that kind of water harvesting with
regard to roads, is that the roads generate waler that is flowing at a fairly high rate. To divert it off the road
with a curt cut or something like that it doesn't take enough water off the road, and two, if you do take
enough water it starts scouring what you have on the side of the road. Things discussed are permeable
pavement and things like that. The issues are they start off permeable where the water goes through, but
as sediment fills in the permeability, it becomes impervious. The only way lo get the sediment out, is the
City would need to purchase a specific piece of equipment like a big vacuum fo it clean it out to keep the
water going down,

Counciler Ives said then your propasal for stormwater is just to run it in the roadway.
Mr. Romero said it would run through a storm drain.
Councilor lves said then you propose to take it straight to River without epportunity for infiltration.

Mr. Romero said they probably could implement some retention type ponds in the system to keep
it from flowing straight into the River.
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Councilor Ives said we have an opportunity with new construction especially to implement these
types of improvements built to slow down water, allow it to infiltrate, both of which are good goals in
stormwater management. He understands those aren’t being addressed at this point, but would come up
in the context of any submitted development plan, and asked if he is understanding that correctiy.

Mr. Romero said yes, that's when they look at it, and they definitely at trying te implement some of
those, and will work with the developer. As far as integrating them with a future park, it would be difficult
because the development of the park space to know how to integrate it,

Councilor Ives said in any event, bringing water to the park space can't be a bad thing.

Mr. Romere safd maybe we can do something for the lime being to get it to the River, but could be
modified when the Park becomes a reality.

Councilor Ives said he is looking to save cost by doing it al this stage, rather than on City dolfars in
the fulure. He said to the degree we can require consideration of green infrastructure, in terms of
stormwater especially, because we know future development along South Meadows is meant to have park
space 1o the south and the River beyond the park space, would be intelligent and appropriate. “So know,
that's I'm coming from.

Councilor Maestas noted on packet page 51, is the slaff response regarding the Traffic Impact
Analysis. He asked him to look at the last full paragraph, noting Mr. Romero said he didn’t write this
response which concerns him. He said that seems 10 say that the TIA doesn't really address the need for
a local street network because of the odd shaped parcels and the hodge-podge of ownership. !t saysin
here that if it is sub-zoned, if there is higher density that could be a concerned — not having adequate
access, emergency access. It also says that the provision of a road network that complies with the
General Plan policies and Chapter 14 standards for connectivity, cne through street every 1,000 feet will
require coordination of access to the various parcels. So it seems that something like this would be out of
the scope of the TIA for the development. So, who is going to do this, and the reason he asked early if the
City really needs to look at an organized street network here. He can't fault the developer, even though
staff criticized the TIA. It seems like this is falling through the cracks, the lack of an organized local
network to provide general access, emergency access and connectivity. This is his comment. He asked
how do we address this.

Mr. Romero said, "These comments, [ don’t know what information they used to substanliate them.
In my opinion, the TIA fils the existing roadway network. | locked at it, both implementation year and
horizon yeer basically growing the background traffic. And it showed everything working wefl, with the
exception of the South Meadows/Agua Fria intersection and that's without any more roads, 1,000 feet,
2,000 feet, whatever, It did show that doing a roundabout and/or a signal would bring that intersection to
acceptable levels of service, which | believe it well. 's just a simple fact. if there is a roundabout and we
have that left turn bay, it would be working just fine.”
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Mr. Romero continued, "So, as far as what the General Plan says about every 1,000 feet, | see the
benefit of that when you are on a grid system, which in the City we rarely are. But if you're in Phoenix, or
Las Vegas, or any of those places it makes sense, even Albuguerque, that's where really that applies. But
when we're over here, fiom a traffic standpoint, again, | don't see putting in some random road halfway
between Agua Fria and 599, just to say we have a road every 1,000 feet. | don't see what benefit that
would provide, from a traffic operations standpoint, at all.”

Mr. Romero continued, “So | don't agree with the comment that the TIA was lacking in any of that.
So bullet by bullet, South Meadows is a limited access road. That's not correct. It's not a limited access
road. 589is a limited access road, so is 1-25, they have access control lines that cannot be breached
unless it goes through an access control committee, so South Meadows {s not that. There were no plans
to extend the frontage road. There wasn't when 589 first came on board in the environmental document,
nor was it planned for in the recent corridor study that DOT did. It's never been on any of the SantaFe
MPQ's plans, so | don't agree with that. The third bullet, the second access to the City's leased parcel, |
would prefer to have Matt O'Reilly speak to that, because | can’t comment on what the uitimate plans are
for that parcel. And then | commented on the 4" buliet.”

Councilor Maestas asked if Mr. Romero shouldn't be weighing-in on these issues, asking who
provides the transportation portion of the staff response in these staff reports. Is it everyone in Land Use,
and don't they bring him in and have him do the analysis and help write the staff responses in the report.

Mr. Romero said, “The way I've understood it to work is | provide the traffic analysis and
comments, and they incorporate my comments into the package.”

Councilor Maestas said, “But you don't agree with these, these weren’t your comments.”
Mr. Romero said, yes, these were not his comments.
Mayor Gonzales asked Mr. Hoeft is there anything he would like to add to what he heard tonight,

Scott Hoeft, Santa Fe Planning Group, 109 St. Francis, was sworn. He said, “(l be very brief
Mayor. Because we've had a fragmented hearing for the last month, s¢ | just want te double back on a
couple of points here that are very important. | want to take off where John left off, because at the end
there it kind of got bushed over really quickly. We met with John [Romero] during the gap of time we had,
the month, and tried to bring same ideas of how we can get more money dedicated toward Agua Fria and
South Meadows Road because we hear that's the problem. And one of the things we discussed with John
is removing the condition that says we need to put the raised median down the center of South Meadows
Road. We talked about, rather than deing that, to take those doffars which is not a small amount of money,
in the area of about $300,000 and dedicating that to Agua Fria and South Meadows Road and John
concurred. Now he would have to adjust a couple of the conditions of approval in the Staff Report,
indicating that we need a raised median and the other is the median needs to go all the way down in front
of the school property. Rather than doing that, we would go back to the original proposal we had, which is
a painted median down South Meadows Road and those dollars would be dedicated to the improvements
al Agua Fria and South Meadows Road.”
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Mr. Hoeft continued, "So those numbers are roughly about, using balipark, about $300,000 of
needed improvements combined with our $50,000 of fair share contribution for the traffic that we're adding
to it, which John indicated was about 5%, a small amount. So there's $350,000 of added dollars,
combined with the additional improvements we have to do at South Meadows Road anyway . So | just
wanted to come back and double that. It's a substantial amount of maney that could be dedicated toward
that intersection and really give it a head start in terms of the improvements that need to be done. And we
have two design aptions, one a roundabout, the other one is the way John indicated. Those are coming in
at around $600,000 and $700,000. John indicated a number of $1.4 million. The additional costs there
are the right-of-way acquisitions. So the actual design we came up are in the $600,000 to $700,000 range,
sa we're not that far away. And {'ll answer any further questions on that.”

Mr. Hoeft said, “The second thing | wanted to emphasize again is that we did meet with the Open
Space folks at the City, and they are interested in the land across the sireet as a dedication. So again as
well as doing the Impact Fee for parks, we would in turn take the land across the street and dedicate that
to the City for its future use, which | believe they're going to work with the County and continue the trails
network through the City of Santa Fe. So that's the other component here that | just wanted to emphasize,
and with that, 'll stand for questions.”

Councilor Rivera said, “Sc John, in light of that, did | hear you say there were some Impact Fee
monies as well.”

Mr. Romero said, “Yes. | mis-spoke. So the median improvements that would be diverted, | guess
they're in the $300,000 range, but there's also Impact Fees on top of that, correct. No? That was the
Impact Fees.”

Councilor Rivera said the $300,000 for the medians.

Mr. Romero said the way it was going to work is they were going to get a credit on all those
improvements that have made to the major roadway, the Impact Fees. But instead of doing those
improvements to {he stretch of road, put it toward the intersection. We'll still have a left turn bay into the
development though, that's the one thing he wanis to point out, through a painted median.

Mr. Hoeft said, “One final point. At the last meeting, Councilor Dominguez had a concern
regarding schools. So again, in the gap of time, we did meet with the schoals, asked them to come and do
a presentation. They didn’t want to come, and said they prefer to stay out of the City politics. [ did ask
them about road improvements on the Agua Fria and South Meadows Road. They said when they built
the School, they built about $500,000 of improvements on South Meadows Road in the form of widening
the roads and tuming bays. So they did do substantial completion.”

Mr. Hoeft continued, "But what | wanted to get ta in terms of Councilor Dominguez’s point is that
we did a quick study that demonstrated the number of students that would be coming from our
development and would be utilizing the schocl next door. | have a market analysis person here, Chris
Cordova if you would like further information on that, he could stand up a say a few words. But the
analysis that he did showed, generally, about 26-30 kids of school age for Camino Real Elementary to
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junior high, at a given time in the project, up to 26-30 students would be going to the school next door. So
when | indicated at the previous presentation, | said it wasn’t as many as you think, that was the window
that | was looking for, and he would be more than willing to expand that if you would like him to.”

MOTION: Councilor Lindell moved, seconded by Councilor Maestas, to approve Case #2015-57, Gerhard
Amendments General Plan Amendment, with all conditions of approval as recommended by staff.

FRIENDLY AMENDMENT: Councilor Ives would like to amend the motion would be using green
infrastructure along South Meadows Roadway. THE AMENDMENT WAS FRIENDLY TO THE MAKER
AND SECOND AND THERE WERE NO OBJECTIONS BY THE OTHER MEMBERS QF THE
GOVERNING BODY.

DISCUSSION ON THE MOTION AS AMENDED: Councilor Dominguez said, "I'm going to go ahead and
say what | need to say. I'm one of two Councilors who represents a portion of our community, so I'm going
to go ahead and say what | feel needs to be said, as a constituent of this community and that District, and
speaking for lots of people who aren’t here tonight. | just want to also say that | have a tremendous
amount of respect for my colleagues. I've been here long enough to know that sometimes politics make
strange bedfellows. So we're up here every day, every week, making decision, so | have a tremendous
amount of respect for you all, and certainly a tremendous amount of respect for the public as well. This is
not an attempt to be derogatory in any sense, it's just to express my opinion and the opinions of others and
how they feel”

Councilor Dominguez continued, “This issue af having this type of housing is not a new issue. | was on the
Planning Commission 20 years ago, | was 26 years old and on the Planning Commission. And the need to
have affordable housing and multi-family dwellings was something that was said even back then. And so
the issue of multi-family housing, and affordable housing are not new issues. It is something that has been
around in this community for many many years, so we've dealt with it in many different ways, that's for
sure. But | want to remind this Governing Body of something. We had the El Rio project, or Blue Buffalo,
or whalever it was called, and it was denied for whatever reasons, and | don’t want to get into those
reasons, but it was denied. And | even supported the efforts to do more planning for that project, but
nonetheless, it was the night."

Councilor Dominguez continued, “The same thing with MorningStar, for whatever reasons, right, 1 don’t
want to get into the issues, but it was denied. And then just recently, Las Soleras. The opportunity to
increase the density there, that was the night we ultimately reduced the density in Las Soleras. What I'm
saying is that the opporturities we have had to spread density around in this community, this Goveming
Body, collectively has not done that. And why is that important. It is important because we want to look at
facts. The factis that part of community is more dense than any other part of the community where this
project is located — on the outskirts. All the infrastructure, we lock at. And you can look at the evidence in
the recent redistricting we just went through and the numbers that apply to that. And really, the area we're
looking at, square area. We are essentially, by approving this, increasing density again in a part of our
community that has so many challenges. And I'm not talking just about the challenges of roads. And | just
want to also say | appreciate the applicant and the applicant's application. | think it's a really solid
application.”
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Coungcilor Dominguez continued, “But when I'm talking about challenges, 'm talking about challenges like
access to food, And these are facts, this isn't just my speech. These are facts that have been debated
amaong this Governing Body and with the public. Access to food, access for places for people fo work
doesn’t exist. Places for people to shop, it doesn't exist. Se when you talk about infrastructure, right, there
are two different things we're talking about. There is City-provided infrastructure, City water, sewer, roads
and those sorts of things. I'm talk about a different kind of infrastructure. I'm talking about the quality of
Iife infrastructure. Economic development is important, there’s no doubt about it. And I've had plenty of
votes where I've indicated that priority as economic development. The quality of life is just as important in
many cases. I{'s even more important. There has to be a balance. We can't just make a decision based
on economic development on the issues.”

Councilor Dominguez continued, “The part that is frustrating for me and many of my constituents is this, is
where is the justice this community thrives for all the time. We are a community that is proud of equality
and equity, but where is the room full of people tonight to advocate for those folks who are going to feel the
impacts of this kind of development. They're not hiere. There are no stickers, there are no emails, the
room isn’t packed, we're not gefting challenges, we're not getting tons of phone calls. It kind of lead to the
quote by Benjamin when he says justice will not be served until those who are unaffected are as outraged
as those who are, and | don't see that in this room tonight.”

Councilor Dominguez continued, "And [ say this with all due respect again, to the public and to my
colleagues. And Mayoar, | know Fve been paying altention to local politics for 30 years. And every
administration says we are going to promote that equity, and make sure that the quality of life services
pecple need are established. And I'm willing to work with you and any other adminisiration to make sure
that happens. But to this date, it has not happened. And it's not necessarily anybody's fault. There are
challenges. We've gone through how many redistrictings in the last 10 years, three, plus a huge
annexation. That part of our community has the change, and no administration, quite frankly has had the
opportunity to be able to keep up, if we're going to suppont higher density in a part of our community that
has so many challenges.”

Councilor Dominguez, "And just to finally finish up Mayor, | want to get to the case itself and get off the
political soapbox if you will. When you look at the criteria for all General Plan amendments, and the
County Commissioners made their findings and have had their debated and voted the way they voted. But
one of the things we ask for is the consistency in the growth projections, 0 on and so forth and existing
land use conditions such as access and availability of infrastructure. Maybe my definition of infrastructure
is different than this, but my definition of infrastructure is more than roads and those sorts of things. | take
a littie bit of exception, respectfully, to the applicant, when they say in their response that this project can
help serve the residential needs of this portion of the City of Santa Fe. What about every other portion of
the City of Santa Fe. 'm not sure what this means when | read that. Js that to say that that portion of the
City of Santa Fe is the only portion that needs that type of housing, 1 don't know.”
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Councilor Dominguez continued, “We talk about that the apartment project has readily available access to
the infrastructure, meaning roads, right. | don't know how many roads. Is it one road that's new. South
Meadows and maybe 592 if you want to call that [inaudible], I'm not sure. Water and sewer lines, that's
probably true. Fire protection, | guess that's if we get the fire station built next door. it will help, but it's not
new suddenly. And schools. Qur schools, bottom line, however you want to propose the numbers, those
schools are over-crowded and that is an injustice in itself, again, 1o increase density in a part of our
community that has so many challenges. And parks. Some people think we have too many parks, and
yet in this part of our community, we definitely don't have enough parks. And so it's really for those kinds
of reasons that | don’t support this application because of the criteria. You can look al a land use map,
and ! don't really see the same use surrcunding it, and so it certainly isn't consistent in my mind. | know
there are arguments that can be made both ways, but | speak on behalf of myself as a conslituent of the
community, that part of our community and certainly for many of the people who have not shown up.
Thank you Mayor.”

Councilor Rivera said, “So | agree with what my colleague has said and | hear from many constituents as
well that have substantiated and supported everything he said tonight. | cannot but think that if we had a
failing intersection in any other part of Santa Fe there would be a lot more discussion, a ot more people
here. If you look at the intersection in the meming, we have & whole subdivision, Fairway Village, that tries
lo enter Agua Fria. It's about halfway between the entrance to Cottonweod and the South Meadows
intersection. And with a 148 second delay it’s difficult for them to get into traffic. Traffic is backed up way
beyond, even where they can enter Agua Fria. To compound that problem with a large subdivision such
as this, and | understand the need for housing, | think it is imesponsible of us. And as | said, if it were done
in any other part of town, I think that were done in any other part of town, [ think there would be more
people here and more discussion. And that's the sad thing about what’s going on here tonight. So I'll
leave it at that Mayor. Thank you.”

VOTE: The motion failed to pass on the following Roll Call vote:
For. Mayor Gonzales, Councilor Ives, Councilor Linde!! and Councilor Maestas.

Against: Councilor Rivera, Councilor Dominguez, Councilor Trujillo, Councilor Dimas and
Councilor Bushee.

MOTION: Councilor Dominguez moved, secended by Councilor Rivera, to deny this request.

DISCUSSION: Mayor Gonzales said, “| want to state that | understand and have listened to certainly
Councilor Dominguez, Councilor Rivera, your points. But | too have visited with many families in the
District, and one of the issues of a quality of life perspective is access to housing. And the reality is that
there is not enough housing opticns for much of our workforce throughout this community. We can argue
whether those housing optiens should be in the northern District, the eastside District, the Southside, but
what we can't argue is that the gap is getling wider and wider when it comes to access to housing aptions
in our community. Rents have gone up 17% since 2008. 5,000 families in our community, largely in this
part of the City, spend more than 50% of their income of housing because it's gotten too costly. | think the
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City has done a iot to try to introduce housing and make the opportunity available for families to have it.
But a quality of life issue is being able to have enough money to spend on things outside of just having a
roof over your head "

Mayor Gonzales continued, "We can go back and forth on what's appropriate on the east side, or the south
side, but the only ones that are losing out in this debate is a workforce that is not getting access to any
type of housing that aliows for them to raise a family. And | hope, and we're going 1o be presenting oplions
to the Council to try and find consensus where this will werk, bul if we don't and if we continue this issue of
saying yes to developments on the east side because we think it's okay, or no and this east/scuth game
that is going on, this community is going to lose. So [ hope we find a way to be able to have cansensus on
this Council where we are going to support the intreduction of new housing so that families have options of
where to live. There are lot of younger people, | would say that your District has probably the youngest
people and the youngest workforce in our City, because that's where they have been able to go and raise
families. |think we have to find ways to make sure there is continuous supply and amay of supply of
housing so we don't continue to lose our workforce to Ric Rancho and other communities.

Coungilor Dominguez said, “I don't disagree with anything you're said. | think it’'s been asked by us to
make decisions based on data, but there's lots of data out there that needs to be considered. And what
you're saying Mayor, with all due respect, is all of the numbers have changed. it's not anything new. It's
the argument that applicants have used for years and years and years, right. And I'm not denying that's
not the case, that certainly is the case, But even recently, this Governing Body has not done what they
can do, collectively, to spread that density around. {have a gentleman who's living illegally in a motor
home out there in District 3. | think the bigger challenge really is to make sure these folks have jobs to go
to so they can get out of rental housing and inte single family dwellings. | think that's really the ultimate
goal that we all have, but it can't just be, and | don't mean to be divisive and certainly | think that people
who know me, know I'm not like that. But itis the fact, the reality, a creation of not only this Governing
Body, but previous Governing Bodies and lots of action in between, is we have a situation that needs to be
deeply considered.”

Councilor Dominguez continued, "And s0, again Mayor, I'm not necessarily arguing with you, | just make
that point. And again, it's not necessarily how | feel, it's how lots of my conslituents feel. They feel like
they are not being heard and they are not meeting their needs, access to food and those sorts of things
are not being addressed. I'm not saying that we shouldn't provide quality market or multi-family dwellings.
I've supported my share of multi-family dwellings in that area, but it can't just be that part of our community
that is taking on that kind of density. We need to be fair. That's really all | wanted to say. Thank you,
Mayor.”

Councilor Trujiflo said, “On that point, too, many years back, we approved in District 4, right behind Villa
Linda Mall, a complex. Do you remernber that Councilor Dimas. They were going o build to a condo that
would connect to Nava Adé. Where s it, That's the whole thing. These developers came in, said they
were going to do it, we approved it, it didn’t happen. Same thing right there, a small little complex that was
qoing to be right off Pacheco, on Siringo Road too. | don't know, maybe staff might know. What happened
to those, because they came to us, we voted yes, and they were never built. To say that we haven't done
it, there have been cases where we have tried to put housing, we said yes to them, but then it doesn't
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happen. | would like to know what happened, because | remember that rumble that we were going to
connect Nava Adeé to Villa Linda Mall. It was gaing to be a greal, huge complex. Guess what, there is still
a vacant lot behind the Santa Fe Place. 1 just wanted to mention that.”

Councilor Rivera said, “| appreciate your comments as well, bul we are also an aging communily. And as
our elderly come in and need more places to live that aren’t necessarily single resident dwellings, that we
take those into consideration as well. We do want to keep our young people here, but we aiso have to
consider aur elderly as well. As these continue to come up, | agree with you, we have to start bridging that
gap, so | hope we can all work fogether to try to accomplish that. It would be nice if infrastructure was in
place to be handie any development that came up, but | love the ook of this project, it's just hard to
support it with all the problems we have right now at that intersection. Thank you.”

Councilor Bushee said, “l admire Scott and the wark that he has brought to this community and it has
nothing to do with the project so much itself, except for the density and the failed intersection. | can't see
how you can make this work with that intersection there. It doesn’t mean that it can't be another attempt at
putting some housing, maybe a little change in terms of the offering, but | have been wornied about that
failed interesting. It is interesting. | heard my colleagues from District 4 and some from 3 argue for more
density in Las Soleras, and it's not as if | feel this division is north/south, east/west. | feel on a case by
case basis, we have some particular failed interseclions in this community from my perspective. Zia and
St. Francis has been one. | think Zafarano started out as a bad infersection, just a bad design. And | think
South Meadows quickly became a failed intersection. So until we as a community and the City address
those infrastructure needs around that intersection, | don't think you are going to see much be able to
happen out there.”

Councilor Maestas, “Just a closing comment. We have to think about, when we make these decisions,
based on equity. And | realize, | think in many parts of the City we have some really glaring infrastructure
needs that really can’t suppert much at all, much less a development. But when we make these decisions,
| think our City is at a critical phase. We have a construction sector that is struggling. We've seen our
building permit levels stagnate at about 150 a year, We're in a very delicate, slow economic recovery. We
definitely have housing needs throughout the City. We're seeing an out-migration of Santa Fe works, and
their families. | think we're accelerating this demographic change. If we don't start accepting the fact that
we're going to have to approve higher density needs, we're probably going te contribute indirectly for this
gentrification that is going on where land prices will continue to go up, be unaffordable. And developers
that want to build multi-unit, higher density housing aren't going to want fo do business in the City.”

Councilor Maestas continued, "If we're gaing to work together, let's lalk about the totality of all the issues
that play into these actions before us. So I just wanted to point that cut, let's put all the factors on the table
and then move forward.”

Coungilor Dominguez asked Ms. Brennan if she is comfortable with the discussion they have had, to be
able to establish a finding.

Ms. Brennan said yes.

City of Santa Fe Council Meeting: Decamber 9, 2015 Page 78

31



VOTE: The motion was approved on the following Rell Call vote:

For: Councilor Rivera, Councilor Dominguez, Councilor Tryjillo, Councilor Dimas and Councilor
Bushee

Against: Mayor Gonzales, Councilor Ives, Councilor Lindell and Councilor Maestas.

9) CONSIDERATION OF BILL NO. 2015-38: ADOPTION OF ORDINANCE NO, 2015-
CASE NO. 2015-58. GERHART APARTMENTS REZONING SCOTT HOEFT OF
SANTA FE PLANNING GROUP, AGENT FOR STORM RIVER LLC, REQUESTS
REZONING APPROVAL OF 11.83+ ACRES OF LAND FROM R-1 (RESIDENTIAL, 1
DWELLING UNIT PER ACRE) TO R-21 (RESIDENTIAL, 21 DWELLING UNITS PER
ACRE). THE PROPERTY |S LOCATED AT 2800 SOUTH MEADOWS ROAD. (DONNA
WYNANT) (Postponed at November 10, 2015 City Council Meeting - Public Hearing
Closed)

MOTION: Councilor Rivera moved, seconded by Councilor Dimas, to deny this request.
VOTE: The motion was approved on the following Reli Call vote:

For; Councilor Bushee, Councilor Dimas, Councilor Dominguez, Councilor Rivera and Councilor
Truijillo.

Against: Councilor Jves, Counciior Lindell, Councilor Maestas and Mayor Gonzales.
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MOTION: Councilor Bushee moved, seconded by Councilor Rivera to postpone the remaining items on the
Evening Agenda to the next meeting of the Governing Body on January 13, 2016.

DISCUSSION: Mayor Gonzales said for the record, those items from the Evening Session which will be
postponed are H(4}, H(5), H(6} and H(10), which will be postponed (o the meeting of January 13, 2016,

Councilor Rivera said it seems tem H(4) is low hanging fruit and is unsure "how much longer that could
possibly take.” He agrees the rest should be postpaned, but thinks we can move fairly quickly on that one.

Mayor Gonzales said if i's not going to take that long, lef's do it in January, because we still have t0 go
through introductions tonight.

Councitor Rivera said that is okay.
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ITEM # 15-1000
City of Santa Fe

Planning Commission
Findings of Fact and Conclusions of Law

Case #2015-57

Gerhart Apartments General Plan Amendment
Case #2015-58

Gerhart Apartment Rezoning to R-21

Owner’s Name — Storm River LLC
Agent’s Name ~ Scott Hoeft of Santa Fe Planning Group

THIS MATTER came before the Planning Commission (Commission) for hearing
on August 6, 2015 and September 3, 2015 upon the application (Application) of Scott
Hoeft of Santa Fe Planning Group as agent for Storm River LLC (Applicant).

The Applicant requests an amendment to General Plan Future Land Use map to change
the designation of 11.83+ acres of land from Low Density Residential (1-3 dwelling units
per acre) to High Density Residential (12-29 dwelling units per acre) and requests
rezoning of 11.83+ acres of land from R-1 (Residential, 1 dwelling unit per acre) to R-21
(Residential, 21 dwelling units per acre). The property is located at 2800 South Meadows

Road.

After conducting a public hearing and having heard from staff and all interested persons
the Commission hereby FINDS, as follows:

FINDINGS OF FACT

General

1. The Commission heard testimony and took evidence from staff, the Applicant,
and six members of the public interested in the matter.

2. Santa Fe City Code (Code) §14-3.2(D) sets out certain procedures for
amendments to the General Plan (Plan), including, without limitation, a public
hearing by the Commission and recommendation to the Governing Body based
upon the criteria set out in Code §14-3.2(E).

3. Code §14-3.5(B) sets out certain procedures for rezonings, including, without
limitation, a public hearing by the Comumission and recommendation to the
Governing Body based upon the criteria set out in Code §14-3.5(C).

4. Code §14-3.1 sets out certain procedures to be followed on the Application,
including, without limitation, (a) a pre-application conference [§14-3.1(E)]; (b) an
Early Neighborhood Notification (ENN) meeting [§14-3.1(F) and (c) compliance
with Code Section 14-3,1(H) notice and public hearing requirements.

A
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Gerhart Apartments General Plan Amendment
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Gerhart Apartment Rezoning to R-21
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5.

10.
11,
12,

13.

14.

15,

16.

17.

Code §14-3.1(F) establishes procedures for the ENN meeting, including (a)
scheduling and notice requirements [Code §14-3.1(F)(4) and (5)]; (b) regulating
the timing and conduct of the meeting [Code §14-3.1(F)(5)]; and (c) setting out
guidelines to be followed at the ENN meeting {§14-3.1(F)(6)].

A pre-application conference was held on January 22, 2015 in accordance with
the procedures for subdivisions set out in Code § 14-3.1(E).

An ENN meeting was held on the Application on March 16, 2015 at the El
Camino Real Academy.

Notice of the ENN meeting was properly given.

The ENN meeting was attended by the Applicant and City staff; there were 10
members of the public in attendance and concerns were raised,

The Applicant voluntarily held a second meeting with the neighbor members.
Commission staff provided the Commission with a report (Staff Report)
evaluating the factors relevant to the Application,

Code §14-3.2(B)(2)(b) requires the City’s official zoning map to conform to the
General Plan, and requires an amendment to the Plan before a change in land use
classification is proposed for a parcel shown on the Plan’s land use map.

The Commission is authorized under Code §14-2.3(C)(7)(a) to review and make
recommendations to the Governing Body regarding proposed amendments to the
General Plan,

City Land Use Department staff reviewed the Application and related materials
and information submitted by the Applicant for conformity with applicable Code
requirements and provided the Commission with a written report of its findings
Staff Report, subject to certain conditions (the Conditions) set out in such report.

General Plan Amendment

Under Code § 14-3.2, an amendment to the General Plan requires submittal of an
application for review and recommendation to the Governing Body by the Planning
Commission,

The Commission has considered the criteria established by Code §14-3.2(E)(1)(a)
and finds the following facts; (a) Consistency with growth projections for the
City, economic development goals as set forth in a comprehensive economic
development plan for the City, and with existing land use conditions, such as
access and availability of infrastructure. [§14-3.2(E)(1)¢a)]. The South
Meadows Road extension and the NM 599 interchange provide sufficient access to
support development that is much more intense than the current R-1 and R-3 that
apply to the project site and to much of the nearby land. Although the city has a
lease of neighboring land with plans for a fire station, it was revealed that there is no
master plan or design for access through the subject property and the adjacent
property at this time.

The Commission has considered the criteria established by Code §14-3.2(E)(1)(b)
and finds the following facts: (b) Consistency with other parts of the Plan. [§14-
3.2(E)(1)(b)]. General Plan Policies encourage compact urban form and
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18.

19.

20.

21.

22,

23.

24,

development at a higher intensity to make the most efficient use of utilities, roads
and parks and encourage pedestrian linkages.

The Commission has considered the criteria established by Code §14-3.2(E)(1)(c)
and finds the following facts: (c) The amendment does not: (i) allow uses or a
change that is significantly different from or inconsistent with the prevailing use
and character of the area. [§14-3.2(E)(1)(c)]. The proposed high density
residential development is an appropriate use located between a school and proposed
fire station and near a proposed commercial area. This growing area is in transition,
near an interchange and features a variety of uses in the surrounding areas.

The Commission has considered the criteria established by Code §14-3.2(E)(1)(c)
and finds the following facts: (c) The amendment does not. (ii) affect an area of
less than two acres, except when adjusting boundaries between districts. [§14-
3.2(E)(1)(c)]. Thesite is 11.83+ acres which is well beyond the minimum
requirement of two acres.

The Commission has considered the criteria established by Code §14-3.2(E)(1)(c)
and finds the following facts: (¢} The amendment does not: (iii) benefit one of a
Sfew landowners at the expense of the surrounding landowners or the general
public [§14-3.2(E)(1)(c)]. The proposed General Plan Amendment will not benefit
a few landowners at the expense of surrounding landowners.

The Commission has considered the criteria established by Code §14-3.2(E)(1)(d)
and finds the following facts: (d) An amendment is not required to conform with
Code §14-3.2(E)(1)(c) if it promotes the general welfare or has other adequate
public advantage or justification [§14-3.2(E)(1)(d)]. The proposal already
conforms with Code §14-3.2(E)(1)(c).

The Commission has considered the criteria established by Code §14-3.2(E)(1)(e)
and finds the following facts: () Compliance with extraterritorial zoning
ordinances and extraterritorial plans [§14-3.2(E)(1)(e)]. This criterion is no
longer relevant since the adoption of SPaZZo and the relinquishment of the land
use regulatory authority outside the city limits and the transfer of authority from
extraterritorial jurisdiction to the City.

The Commission has considered the criteria established by Code §14-3.2(E)(1)(f)
and finds the following facts: (f) Contribution to a coordinated, adjusted and
harmonious development of the municipality which will, in accordance with
existing and future needs, best promote health, safety, morals, order, convenience,
prosperity or the general welfare as well as efficiency and economy in the process
of development [§14-3.2(D)(1)()]. A high density market rate residential apartment
development in the proposed location is well situated near a school, proposed fire
station, a proposed commercial area, the Santa Fe river trail and proximity to the 599
interchange.

The Commission has considered the criteria established by Code §14-3.2(E)(1)(g)
and finds the following facts: (g) Consideration of conformity with other city
policies, including land use policies, ordinances, regulations and plans. There
are no identified inconsistencies with any other adopted policies. Access through
and connecting adjacent properties was not able to be defined at this time.
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27.

28.
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32.

The Commission has considered the criteria established by Code §14-3.2(E)(2)(a)
and finds the following facts: (a) the growth and economic projections contained
within the general plan are erroneous or have changed, New school uses,
proposed fire stations, new parks/trail and proposed commercial areas all make up
the ongoing changes that are occurring in this area.

The Commission has considered the criteria established by Code §14-3.2(E)(2)(b)
and finds the following facts: no reasonable locations have been provided for
certain land uses for which there is a demonstrated need. A high density
residential development that is adjacent to a school makes for a safer, more
convenient trip to school, without crossing busy streets and the proposed fire station
on the north side of the property increases safety to the development.

The Commission has considered the criteria established by Code §14-3.2(E)(2)(¢c)
and finds the following facts: conditions affecting the location or land area
requirements of the proposed land use have changed, for example the cost of land
space requirements, consumer acceptance, market or building technology. New
school uses, new fire stations, new parks/trail and commercial areas all make up
the ongoing changes that are occurring in this area.

Rezoning

Under Code §14-3.5(C), the Comrmission may review the proposed rezonings and
make recommendations to the Governing Body by the Planning Commission,
The Commission has considered the criteria established by Code §14-3.5(C)(1)(a)
and finds the following facts: One or more of the following conditions exist: (i)
there was a mistake in the original zoning, (ii) there has been a change in the
surrounding area, altering the character of the neighborhood to such an extent as
to justify changing the zoning, or (iii) a different use category is more
advantageous to the community, as articulated in the Plan or other adopted City
plans [Code §14-3.5(C)(1)(a)]. Recent changes in the surrounding areas do alter
the character of the neighborhood to such an extent as to justify changing the
zoning and a different use category is more advantageous to the community, as
articulated in the General Plan and other adopted city plans.

The Commission has considered the criteria established by Code §14-3.5(C)(1)(b)
and finds the following facts: All the rezoning requirements of Code Chapter 14
have been met [Code §14-3.5(C)(1)(b)]. All the rezoning requirements of Code
Chapter 14 have been met.

The Commission has considered the criteria established by Code §14-3.5(C)(1)(c)
and finds the following facts; The proposed rezoning is consistent with the
applicable policies of the Plan [Section 14-3.5(C)(1)(c)]. The proposed rezoning
is consistent with the Plan.

The Commission has considered the criteria established by Code §14-3,5(C)(1)(d)
and finds the following facts: The amount of land proposed for rezoning and the
proposed use for the land is consistent with City policies regarding the provision
of urban land sufficient to meet the amount, rate and geographic location of the
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34.

growth of the City [Code §14-3.5(C)(1)(d)]. The nearby proposed commercial
development and proximity to the interchange for the subject property makes the site
well-suited to higher density development rather than a low density single family
subdivision.

The Commission has considered the criteria established by Code §14-3.5(C)(1)(e)
and finds the following facts: (e)The existing and proposed infrastructure, such as
the streets system, sewer and water lines, and public facilities, such as fire
stations and parks, will be able to accommodate the impacts of the proposed
development [Section 14-3.5(C)(1)(e)]; The subject area features new streets, such
as South Meadows Road, a new interchange at NM 599, new water and sewer lines
and new public facilities with a proposed fire station and proposed new parks., A
new elementary school is immediately adjacent to the subject site.

The Commission has considered the criteria established by Code §§14-
3.5(D)(1),(2) and finds the following facts: If the impacts of the proposed
development or rezoning cannot be accommodated by the existing infrastructure
and public facilities, the city may require the developer to participate wholly or in
part in the cost of construction of off-site facilities in conformance with any
applicable city ordinances, regulations or policies; If the proposed rezoning
creates a need for additional streets, sidewalks or curbs necessitated by and
attributable to the new development, the city may require the developer to
contribute a proportional fair share of the cost of the expansion in addition to
impact fees that may be required pursuant to Section 14-8.14. The apartment
project can be accommodated by existing infrastructure and public facilities. The
area features new infrastructure such as water, sewer, NM 599 interchange and a
possible new fire station.

CONCLUSIONS OF LAW

Under the circumstances and given the cvidence and testimony submitted during the
hearing, the Commission CONCLUDES as follows:

General
‘The proposals were properly and sufficiently noticed via mail, publication, and
posting of signs in accordance with Code requirements,
The ENN meeting complied with the requirements established under the Code.

The General Plan Amendment

The Commission has the power and authority at law and under the Code to review
the proposed amendment to the Plan and to make recommendations to the
Governing Body regarding such amendment,

The Applicable Requirements have been met.
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The Rezoning

5. The Applicant has the right under the Code to propose the rezoning of the
Property.

6. The Commission has the power and authority at law and under the Code to review
the proposed rezoning of the Property and to make recommendations regarding
the proposed rezoning to the Governing Body.

7. The Applicable Requirements have been met.

WHEREFORE, IT IS ORDERED ON THE ] DAY OF OCTOBER, 2015 BY
THE PLANNING COMMISSION OF THE CITY OF SANTA FE:

That for the reasons set forth in the foregoing Findings of Fact and Conclusions of Law,
the Commission recommends approval of the General Plan Amendment to High Density

Residential to the Governing Body.

That for the reasons set forth in the foregoing Findings of Fact and Conclusions of Law,
the Commission recommends approval of the rezoning request to R-21 to the Governing

Body, subject to Staff Conditions.

~

e [ I\
ate:
Michael Harris, Chair
NEIE
Date:
ADRROVED AS TO FORM:
V) o<
Zae’h\z\tﬁrj' andlér Date;
Assistant City Attorney
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Santa Fe Engineering Consultants, LLC

‘“2 Civlt and Traffic Engineering
Construction Management
}1 Land Development

.;,i;‘, 1599 St Francls Drive Sulte B
7t Santa Fe, N. M.

750
.o (505) 982-2845 Fax (50)) 9872641
I'ebruary 4, 2016

Mr. John Romero, P.J:,

City of Santa Fe

P.0. Box 909

Santa I'e, New Mexico 87504

RE:  Gerhart Apartments Timeline for Completion

According to the Planner, it is anticipated that if the Gerhart Apartments are approved by
the City Council, the project will still need to obtain Development Plan Approval and
Recordation. Development Plan and Recordation approval will take most of 2016 to accomplish.
Construction will not be able to begin until the summer of 2017. It is estimated that construction
will take approximately one and a half years and that the apartments will not be ready for
occupancy until early 2019.

It is our understanding that funds will be available for design by July 1, 2017 and [unds
for construction for the intersection improvements by July of 2018. 1t is anticipated that
construction of the improvements would take six months and the improvements should be ready
by early 2019,

If you have any questions or desire additional information, please do not hesitate to
contact us.

Sincerely,

PN

Michael D. Gomez, P.E. /
Santa Fe Engincering Con\sul‘(ants, LLC.
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MOTION: Cauncilor Lindell moved, seconded by Councilor Rivera, to approve this request.

MOTION: Councilor Dominguez moved, seconded by C

VOTE: The motion was approved on the following Rg

tatement following the vote: Councilor Dominguez said, “Just briefly, | want to articulate th
reason | made the motion, is if someone wouldn't have gone in the other direction we would hav
another tie and that motion would fail, and | didn’t want to go there.”

10(bb) REQUEST FOR APPROVAL OF FINDINGS OF FACT AND CONCLUSIONS OF LAW
FOR GERHART APARTMENTS. (KELLEY BRENNAN)

1) CASE NO. 2015-57. GERHART APARTMENTS GENERAL PLAN
AMENDMENT.

2) CASE NO. 2015-58. GERHART APARTMENTS REZONING TO R-21.

Councilor Rivera said when we first heard these cases at the Council, most of his concern was
around the failing intersection of South Meadows and Agua Fria. He now understands the City has
identified possible funding sources that may be able to take care of the issues occurring here. He said, |
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think in fairness to everybody, I'm going to make a motion to postpone this to the February 10, 2016
meeting of the Governing Body to give staff sufficient time to come up with possible funding sources to
take care of this intersection.

MOTION: Councilor Rivera moved, seconded by Councitor Lindell to postpone Governing Body action on
ltem 10(bb) Findings of Fact and Conclusions of Law for Gerhart Apartment, to the February 10, 2016
Council meeting of the Governing Body in order to identify sufficient sources of funding to make necessary
improvements to the South Meadows Road-Agua Fria Street intersection to mitigate the impact of the
proposed development.

DISCUSSION: Councilor Dominguez said he doesn’t mind postponing this, and will take Councilor Rivera’s
leadership into consideration. He said, “The one thing | don't want this to do is turn into another fiasco like
we've had in some of the previous Land Use cases. I'm not all that comfortable negotiating after decisions
have been made, but with all due respect to this Governing Body and the leadership here, let's see what
happens. So it's just a motion to postpone, so I'll support that.”

VOTE: The motion was approved on the following Roll Call vote:

Far: Mayor Gonzales, Councilor Dimas, Councilor Dominguez, Councilor Ives, Councilor Lindell,
Councilor Maestas, Councilor Rivera and Councilor Trujillo.

Against: None.

Wk sk o e e ek e ek o o ke e o R e R T T e e e o e e

END"QF CONSENT CALENDAR DISCUSSION

nnnnnnnnnnnnnnnnnnnnnnnnnnnnnnnnnnnnnnnnnnnnn
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Councilor Ives S
Item 10(z)(3) as well as 10(z

PR A SRR RV KA R R A ek ok ko ek Rk o

‘I just wanted to noté for the record that | would like to join as a cosponsor for

o

Ve R Tt ot ek o et e el e et et el ot e e o PR Ve M e Vit Vel el A ek e o R e F e e ook el

11.  CONSIDERATION OF NO. 2016-08 (MAYOR GONZALES AND COUNCILOR
IVES, COUNCILOR RIVERA AND COUNCILOR TRUJILLO). A RESOLUTION IN SUPPORT OF
THE “NEW MEX}2O GROWN FRESH FR AND FRESH VEGETABLES FOR SCHOOL
MEALS PROGRAM" STATE LEGISLATION, N ALEJANDRO)

MOTION: Couneffor Dominguez moved, seconded by Councilor Trujillo, to adopt Resolution No. 2016-8.
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CONSIDERATION OF BILL NO. 2015-39: ADOPTION OF ORDINANCE NO. 2015-34

E NO. 2015-43. 2729 & 2751 AGUA FRIA STREET REZONE. JAMESW.

AND ASSQCIATES, AGENT FOR EMELECIO {(LERQY) ERO,
REQUESTS-REZONING QF 2.20 ACRES FROM R-1 (RESIDENTIAL - 1 UNIT PER
ACRE}) Toscg\fﬁil;ERAL COMMERCIAL). THE PROP}}P?K‘S LOCATED AT 2749
AND 2751 AGUA FRIA STREET (ZACHARY THOMA

MOTION: Councilor Dominguez moved, sec‘- ded by CounC|lor,ﬁ11rllo to adopt Ordinance No. 2015-34,
approving Case No. 2015-43, 2729 & 2751 Agua’ ia Street Rézone, with all conditions of approval as
recommended by staff. e

VOTE: The motion was approved on the folowing Roll Callvote:,

For: Mayor Gonzales, Counciler Dlmas Councilor Dornmguez ‘Councilor Maestas, Councilor
Rivera and Councilor Trujj o~

Against: CouncilorBushee, Counciler Lindell and Councilor Ives, \\

CLARIFICATION.©F MOTIONS ON ITEM H(4) AND H(5): Yolanda Vigil said, “The City AM

o

CONSIDERATION OF RESOLUTION NO. 2015-106. CASE NO. 2015.57, GERHART

( ~ APARTMENTS GENERAL PLAN AMENDMENT. SCOTT HOEFT OF SANTA FE
PLANNING GROUP, AGENT FOR STORM RIVER, LLC, REQUESTS APPROVAL OF A
GENERAL PLAN FUTURE LAND USE MAP AMENDMENT TO CHANGE THE
DESIGNATION OF 11.83+ ACRES OF LAND FROM R-1 (RESIDENTIAL 1 DWELLING
UNIT PER ACRE) TO R-21 (RESIDENTIAL, 21 DWELLING UNITS PER ACRE). THE
PROPERTY IS LOCATED AT 2800 SOUTH MEADOWS ROAD. {DONNA WYNANT]

Items H(6) and H(7) were combined for purpases of presentation, public hearing and discussion,
but were voted upon separately.

A Memorandum prepared October 20, 2015, for the November 10, 2015 City Council meeting, with
attachments, to Mayor Javier M. Gonzales and Members of the City Council, from Donna Wynant, Senior
Planner, Current Planning Division, is incorporated herewith to thesa minutes as Exhibit "12."

The Staff Report was presented by Donna Wynant. Please see Exhibit *12,” for specifics of this

presentation. Ms. Wynant noted the staff has provide a conceptual site plan, purely for illustrative
pUIPOSES.
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Public Hearing
Presentation by Applicant

Mayor Gonzaies gave Scott Hoeft 7 minules, as requested, to make his presentation to the
Council.

Scott Hoeft, Santa Fe Planning Group, 109 St. Francis Drive, Agent for Storm River, LLC,
was sworn. Mr. Hoeft said they agree with the staff conditions. He said Chris Cordova, Southwest
Marketing Planning, who completed the marketing study, is here to answer any questions on that study.
He said his Traffic Engineer, Mike Gomez, is attending the County Commission meeting, but may be here
later.

Mr. Hoeft said, “We did go through the conditions with John Romero and staff quite extensively,
and we concur with John's conditions for road improvements for the project, and | will answer any of the
questions you have on the road improvements. But we do have significant changes to make in terms of an
acceleration lane, deceleration lane, a median across the road that extends all the way over to the schoal,
compared with fair share contributions for Agua Fria and South Meadows Road."

Mr. Hoeft said, “In terms of speed and to try to reemphasize points Donna made in her Staff
Repori, what | want to emphasize is that this area for this site, in terms of infrastructure is a really rough
site. A brand new road at South Meadows which is near a brand new intersection at County Road 62, the
intersection at #593. We have water, sewer. We have the brand new school which is right next door fo the
site to our west. North to our site is the City-owned land, which is proposed for a new fire station, and Matt
O'Reilly is working on that.”

Mr. Hoeft said, “We did a market analysis on this project, and we do have apartment occupancy
levels in Santa Fe right now at 97%, vacancy levels at 3%. There is a very strong demand for apartments
in Santa Fe right now. The markel is there. One of the most fair ways to assist affordable housing in
bringing product into the market is to bring new apartments inte Santa Fe, new development projects, that
of course brings more supply and helps to reduce the costs for everyone in Santa Fe, in terms of the
apartment projects. | stated before that the people who have the existing apartment projects are the ones
that pretty much have it made, because very few apartments are ¢eming on line right now. They are very
difficult. This site is very well equipped to handle an apartment project.”

Mr. Hoeft said, “I think if you look on the monitor, 1 think if's very important to see here that this is
the subject site ‘here,’ which is the apartment project. Right next door is shown in green is the brand new
school site. Above us is shown in the blue ‘here,’ is the site that is leased now by the City of Santa Fe.
Thal's earmarked for the new fire station. If you head over toward the east, you will see the project called
Village Plaza which is a commercial project that is close to the intersection at 599. As you move away,
beyond that, the other projects in the area are the Nancy Rodriguez Community Center, the Agua Fria
Park, the {inaudible] fire station are in that area. The La Familia Medical Center. If you move in the other
direction, you'll have Cottonwood Mobile Home Park ‘here,’ and then State land is beyond that. And so
this area ‘here' is fairly well planned out in terms of its uses and future uses for that area.”

City of Santa Fe Councif Mesting: November 10, 2015 Page 49

43



Mr. Hoeft continued, “On the opposite side | wanted to peint out...coming up on the opposite side,
across the sfreet from the project is a ten-acre site that is open space. We've been working with the City
and the County to have that as part of this project, in terms of our park dedication requirement, the City
Housing requirement for park dedication, and the Ceunty wants the land for their Trails Carridor Project.
And s0 that's cummently underway by Santa Fe County.”

Mr. Hoeft continued, "In conclusion, I'm really condensing my presentation in the interest of time,
but | just wanted to indicate, and ! think it is important to highlight the consistency with the Growth
Management Plan and the consistency with the City of Santa Fe General Plan. 1 think the site nextto a
school is a great complement. This is in Stage 2 of the Urban Area which is planned through 2025, and
the key aspects of that General Plan are concentration of population and greater densities in future growth
areas, encourage compact urban form as an MPO project, and then infill should be developed at higher
density to make the most efficient use of ulilities, roads and parks. And then again, areas that can be
served reasonably well with by City utilities. And as | stated earlier, we have a lot of infrastructure in this
area already built-out and planned.”

Mr. Hoeft continued, “And finally, | just wanted o state that the site, again, in terms of the design,
the site is not maximized. The maximum density is R-29, and this site is at R-21, which is what the request
is this evening. The design is to a cluster of buildings in the center ‘here,’ rather than the buildings pushed
close to the roadway. There is a central clubhouse ‘here,' and 0 again, this is not maximizing at R-23, this
is a comfortable densily at 240 units for the site. So with that, | stand for questions.”

Speaking to the Request

Lorene Mills, 4197 Agua Fria Street, was sworn. Ms Mills said she is a resident of the
Traditional Historic Village of Agua Fria. She said, "l want to speak against this project for many many
reasons, one of which is that it is completely out of character with the neighborhood, to have ten 3-slory
buildings where there have been quail and wildlife running there. | am concerned about that. | am
concemed about the trafiic. As we know, the intersection of {inaudibie] and Agua Fria has been a dismal
failure. Traffic is backed up at school time all the way to Lopez Lane. You can't get out of your driveway.
[U's very bad, and the addition of 200 more cars and how many more car trips a day, | don't know. So the
traffic is an issue. Also, because there are no services near there, there's no grocery stores, gas stations
and no bus service, lhere is going 1o be people walking in a very danger area. People go around that
curve there by the schaol very very quickly. We are working on a plan for the River Corridor and we want
to protect that. All of us know that the river and water are so important to us. So | would like to ask you fo
honar the history of the community in Agua Fria Village, and to not allow this, it is such an influx of fraffic
and it will really affect the lifeslyle of the people in the Village. So with that, | want to thank you se much
Mr. Mayor and Councilors, and thank you for giving us the opportunity to speak.”

Cheryl Odom, 1152 Vuelta de Las Acequias [previously sworn], said she sent the Governing
Body a lengthy letter with all of her concerns about this development. She said, “I'm 100% opposed 1o
putting apariments there, or putting a development there. My concern is the scale of the project and the
fact there is no bus service, that the closest store, is, | don’t know, Alberison's, however far away that is,
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amenities, and the fact that often on the south side, people do not have transportation and they rely on
public transportation. And of course, the things that have already mentioned. The scale of the thing in that
neighborhood. | think the biggest issue with people in my neighborhood is the 3-stary thing, because
there's nothing as big as that anywhere in that part of the southwest part of town. So thank you. | won'tgo
into it, because hopefuily, you've all read my letter, but thank you.”

Hilario Romero, 1561 La Cieneguita, was sworn. Mr. Romero said, *} am very much adamantly
against this project and | think for many reasons, but since | only have 2 minutes lo speak,  guess I'll just
go through with it. Historically, this land the land as part of the Village of Agua Fria and somehow it got
annexed into the City of Santa Fe, and if it hasn't, it will be. 1 is used for pasture from the viltages. And
the other thing is that it's located next to EI Camino Real Academy, and it's so conveniently... | believe that
land was sold by the owner of that property to the School District, which means you got free infrastructure
off taxpayer dollars. It was built for the Historic Agua Fria Village, this school was, the El Camino Real
Academy, because basically their school could not handle the large influx of families and children. The
school now has one of the longest waiting lists in the City because it is at capacity. This school was not
built for new developments to bring gentrification finaudible] so they can have priority for their children over
those of the immediate community. We can't begin to do this kind of thing. It's not right. The criteria set
forth in 14.3.2(E) for all general plan amendments re not met by this application. The General Flan
Amendment does not alfow for uses that are significantly different from the surrounding, prevalling land
uses and the character of this part of the Santa River Comridor mix to the Historic Agua Fria Village. The
General Plan amendment benefits a developer at the expense of the community. There are many other
locations for multi-family housing at the proposed density. And | really would like to encourage all of yau to
consider the fact that this is urban sprawl, once again, and i's localed near the historic Caminoe Real.
Thank you.”

Montserrat Baez, 1569 La Cieneguita [previously sworn], said she urges the Governing Body
to deny this project tonight, because it is out of character with the neighborhood, and opens the way to
gentrification, and we need to have a master plan for all these areas, and then all of the community can
benefit from this project. She said we need affordable housing. She said, *I don't really believe about the
need for this kind of apartments, because we need ‘o study much and we will find out that 375 apartments
are finaudible] every day. And this is my main concern, thank you.”

The Public Hearing was closed

Coungilor Dominguez said his first question is regarding traffic, and John Romero is not here, and
asked who from staff is going to speak to traffic.

Mr. Smith apologized that the Traffic Engineer is not here this evening, commenting staff had
anticipated that he would be. He said, “The Traffic Engineer has recommended conditions of approval as
Mr. Hoeft outlined, and we outlined in our Staff Report, on page 20 of your packet,”

Councitor Dominguez said, ‘| read the conditions, and the reality is that intersection is not good at
all. And ! know part of the conditions of approval is that there be some mitigation alternatives to the
intersection of Agua Fria and South Meadows, but that's too vague for me. So I'm just wondering what
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does that mean, because mitigation could be anything from putting in curb and gutter in some areas.... |
don’t know what that means, because il's horrendous. I's pretty significant.”

Mr. Smith said, “| apologize, but we do not have the staff to answer that technical question. 'm not
sure whether Mr. Hoeft or his Traffic Engineer would be able fo respond.”

Councilor Dominguez said, ‘| appreciate that, and I'm sure Mr. Hoeft could answer, but what
reassurances do | have to get to the public that those mitigation alternatives will be enough.

Mayor Gonzales said, “Are you guys prepared to answer that question.”

Mr. Smith said, “Mayor, Council, all | can report is the recommendation of the Traffic Engineer. |
can't address specifics about level of service.”

Mayor Gonzales asked if he would like lo ask the Applicant what assurances they can give him.

Councilor Dominguez said, "No. Because they're going to tell me that they are geing to everything
that they can to make sure i’'s right, and I'm sure they will. But for me, it's just a huge issue, because for
allintenls and purposes, that intersection is failing. To get through there in the morning, and I think
Councilor Rivera and myself just went to a few meetings where there were questions about what exactly is
going to be done.”

Councilor Dominguez said, “The second question | have is for the applicant. | understand in our
Code we are really supposed to get Schoal District input at the development plan phase. So my question
to you is specific to the School District and not whether or not you have complied with the Code in getting
the input from the School District. Do you know what the impact is going to be on the school with that kind
of development.”

Mr. Hoeft said, “Yes, we have met with the school. Actually this comment was raised after our first
ENN meeting, the school overcrowding issue. And they understand ihe project that is proposed, they've
always understood the project that has been proposed here, going back 3 years ago, so this has not been
a surprise to the School District. A representative from the School District came to our last ENN meeting
back in August and explained that the School does the best they can to prepare for the future and
anticipate the children that will be coming through into the particular school system. Some schools get
overcrowded at times, others are left at half occupancy, for example, the ane on the other side of town up
near Rio Grande. It is very difficull for them to anticipate the shift of populations and the kids at a certain
schaol age. They are aware of this, they came to our last meeting and talked with the neighbors about this
issue. |think the biggest concern is will kids in the area be not allowed to attend Ihis school. And what
they stated was the kids in the area have the priority to attend the school. What made it at capacity, were
other kids shifting over to the school because it's a brand new school.”
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Councilor Dominguez said, “I appreciate for that, and I'm not going to speak for the School District,
| am the one who wrote that Ordinance, so | know what the intent was. The intent was to make sure that
the City no longer got accused of allowing projects to happen without proper planning from the Schoal
District to accommodate the impact the projects were going o have on the School District. And | don't
have anything from the School District. | believe you thal they met with you and they've talked to you, But
my question was, do you understand the impact this is going to have on the schoals.”

Mr. Hoeft asked if that is in terms of the children from the project that will be attending the school.
Councilor Dominguez said, “Just any impact, because it goes beyond just doing population.”

Mr. Hoeft said, “In terms of the population of the project in terms of the number of kids, it's not as
many as you think.”

Councilor Dominguez said, “Tell me, what am | thinking. My point is that it will be a huge impact
on that school, much less the School District, and it goes beyond student population. My next question to
really kind of articulate that.... | had staff do researsh, and if you ook at the District that school is in, you
have 4.87 square miles of populated area for 20,000 people. I'm going to use District 1 for example, for no
particular reason other than they have the Northwest Quadrant which has a lot of open space. In
comparison, that District has 11.05 square miles of populated area, compared to less than 5 in District 3.
So what that tells me, without recessarily looking at Districts, per se, but looking at areas, is that there is
not enough infrastructure in the area to accommoedate these young people. There is not enough park
space, and | know this is an application for a General Plan Amendment and Rezoning, but they are all
pieces of the puzzie.”

Councilor Dominguez continued, "I'm just wondering.... | think you said there is plenty of
infrastructure in the area, are you talking about the site itself and the surrounding area, or are you talking in
general.”

Mr. Hoeft said, “In terms of the infrastructure, what I referred to are several things. One is the road
in front of the project, the utilities in that road, water, sewer and electricity, the brand new interchange at
599 which is a short distance away. Those are the major pieces of infrastructure | was refercing to. The
brand new school right next to it, which, by the way the height of that school higher than our site. [t was
stated earlier that there is nothing in the area that is higher than what we are building here, in terms of the
site.”

Councilor Dominguez said, “That is a huge school.”
Mr. Hoeft said, “In terms of the last piece of infrastructure, parks has come up. We have, as pant
of this project, across the street, which is where the River Trail Corridor goes through, a 10 acre site, that's

part of this project. And we're working with both the City and the County to figure out how fo incorporate
that info this project. And so that’s been on the table all along.”

Councilor Dominguez said, ‘1 appreciate that.”
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Mr. Hoeft said, "That is the last component of infrastructure which is really in terms cf the park. A
short distance away there is another park across from La Familia. And | stated earlier that there is a fire
station that will be built just to our north a short distance away.”

Councilor Dominguez asked if it is a County park and there was no verbal response by Mr. Hoeft.

Mr. Hoeft said, “Other components, earlier, there was mentioned that there was no commercial.
Just a short distance away, at the interchange there's a commercial project.”

Councilor Dominguez said he isn't asking about commercial.

Mr. Hoeft said, “That’s in terms of a grocery store component, that's a short distance away as
well”

Councilor Dominguez asked if he is considering that as part of potential infrastructure that doesn't
Qquite exist.”

Mr. Hoeft said, “Correct, cambined with sidewalks....”

Councilor Dominguez said, “My comment is | think you're right, there are sewer, water, new roads,
anew interchange at 599. In that definition of infrastructure, you are right, there’s been plenty of money
spent for that. However, generally speaking, there is not enough infrastructure far the 20,000 people,
more or less, who live in a less than & square mile area. And this is going to add to that failing
infrastructure. Major intersections, lack of amenities ke sidewalks and all the other things that come with
it."

Councilor Dominguez said, “I'm not sure it is a question, as much it is a comment, | don't know if |
consider this infill, quite frankly. When | look at the definition under Chapter 14 of infill, | guess it kind of
meets that definition. But in the sense that this is in the outskirts of the Cily, in many ways, you would think
this would be the perfect location for that kind of project, because the terrain is relatively flat. Right”

Mr. Hoeft said, “The site is very disturbed, because it was a gravet pit at one point when 599 was
built.”

Councilor Dominguez said, “So there's going to have to be some remediation to the soil.”
Mr. Hoeft said this is correct.
Councilor Dominguez said, “Going back ta my comment about infill, | do not think this fits the

definition of what infill should be. Maybe we need to change our definition. Okay, that's alf | have, Mr.
Mayor Pro-Tem, thank you.”
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Councilor Lindell said on page 59 of the packet, it says, "Amendment: The Developer will be
eligible to apply for impact Fee Credits in an amount to be determined by the Public Works Depariment for
Roadway Improvements...” She asked Mr. Hoeft to speak about that.

Mr. Hoeft said, “What that is related to, is part of the conditions of approval from Mr. Romero, the
Traffic Engineer. He wants us to build a median down the center of South Meadows Road, a raised
median, which will help pedestrians cross to the other side to the park. He wants that median extended all
the way down in front of the schooi. S it will be the entire distance of our site, plus the entire distance of
the School site and that provides for safety for cars and pedestrians.  So, in terms of Impact Fee Credits,
he said we could get Impact Fee credits for anything we're building beyond our site for the school, for the
safety of the schogl.”

Mr. Hoeft said, “The other questions that was brought up earlier, regarding the infersection at Agua
Fria and South Meadows Road, there were two specific suggestions. Cne is a roundabout, or secondly, a
signalization with an additional tuming lane. And we are charged with exploring those two options.”

Councilor Lindel! said, “Okay, that's all | had. Thank you."

Councilor Rivera said to follow up on Councifor Dominguez's questions. He said it is clear that
Camino Real is already at capacity, and Mr. Hoeft said it is.

Councilor Rivera said & lot of those kids come from other areas not surrounded by the school, so
any kids from your kids would have priority at Camino Real, and those kids would be displaced.

Mr. Hoeft said according to his discussions with the School, it is at capacity due to inter-zone
fransfers.

Councilor Rivera said then the anly other three schools they could attend would be Cesar Chavez,
Sweeney and the new school. He asked the capacity of those schoals.

Mr. Hoeft said he doesn't know.

Councilor Rivera said he believes all of them are full. He said then any children coming from your
development going to Camino Real would impact all the schools that are at capacity. He asked if staff has
any information in this regard.

Mr. Smith said no.

Councilor Rivera said he and Councilor Dominguez attended a meeting on improvements o Agua
Fria and Scuth Meadows. He said, ‘I took a challenge from one of the neighbors to drive that in the
moming and that intersection is crazy. The improvements suggested by Public Works that you would
make would be minimal to that intersection, and that whole intersection needs te be redone with tuming
lanes in every direction and signalized. |don't know if a roundabout is the way 1o go. From when I've
spoken to John, who is not here, he suggested tuming lanes in all areas. So untit that intersection is ready
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to handie all the fraffic that would be coming from your development, as well as current traffic, | don't feel
comfortable with approving this.”

Councilor Rivera said, “A question for staff. On packet page 60, it talks about safety. What is that
safely in reference to0."

Mr. Smith said he doesn't know.

Councilor Rivera said, "And so the frontage road from County Road 62 te Caja del Rio would serve
new development, though safety would not be improved. Page 60 of our packet, 66 of your document. I'm
asking the question of staff. So s this safety for the children, safety for vehicles, pedestrians, bicycles, do
we know what this is refering t0.”

Councilor Maestas asked, “Mayor, may | take a stab at that just based on my reading of it. | think
that the existing interchange at County Road 62 is also used to access Caja del Rio. This study looked at
should we extend the frontage road, or should we build an interchange at Caja del Rio/599. And they're
basically saying the interchange is a better improvement over the frontage road, and it alleviates all the
traffic that crosses County Road 62, to take the frontage road to Caja del Rio. That's my reading of it.”

Mr. Smith said, “| don't disagree with Councilor Maestas's reading of the intersection study.
However, the staff is not prepared to address the details. We would note that the likelihood of extension of
that frontage read onto 539 has been blocked by construction in close proximity to the existing 589."

Councilor Rivera said, “This doesn't have anything 1o do with safety going in the other direction.”
Mr. Smith said he thinks not.

Councilor Rivera said, “So | guess Jehn would be the person to answer this question, or somebody
from traffic.”

Mr. Smith said, ‘I believe this was through a federal grant, and the MPO or Mr. Romero’s
department.’

Councilor Rivera said, "Until the intersection is improved significantly or when John Romero is here
to answer some of these questions, I'm not comfortable moving forward with this. I'm not sure where John

is, or when he'll be back, and 'm not sure why he isn't here, but these are important questions, and 1 think
important to be answered before we proceed forward.”

Mayor Gonzales asked where John Romero is.
Mr. Snyder said he thinks he had an event.

Mayor Gonzales said, “Let's make sure, in the future, whether it's John, or not John, that
somebody from his department is represented.”
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Mr. Snyder said, "Vl do my best to have adequate resources here."

Councilor Maestas said he is going to focus on only one issue which is traffic. He said, “And not
just traffic in the immediate area, but it's the lack of a local street network, intersection volumes, capacity. |
think if we approve this, we would be setting the slage for a fatal flaw in this area. If you look at page 51,
under the discussion about existing infrastructure, in the middle of page 61, it says, ‘The TIA does not
address whether local roads will be needed to provide access to the other undeveloped parcels nearby,
including the parce! leased by the Cify. Fulure access issues are complicated by the existence of a hodge-
podge pattern of ownership, and by uncertainty regarding the intensity of development that may accur if
cther land is 'upzoned’ in a manner similar to the applicant's property. It seems the TiA was approved by
staff and there are some localized improvements that will help channel traffic around the development and
provide for safety to eliminate any backup into the gates. | think the gates were recessed, and that was
accommodating some feedback from ENN meeting.”

Councilor Maestas continued, "But the broader problem is there is really no local road network
here. Qur General Plan requires one through street every 1,000 feet, and because of the hodgepodge, we
need to master plan a local street network to address traffic volume and access. We haven't even
resolved access 1o our City leased property for the future fire station. I'm surprised we didn’t object te this
because of that very issue — thal we haven't resolved access to that property. | just see some fatal flaws
now. We could take the approach that there is really no development before us, but we're going to have to
address this sooner or later and look at the local street network, But that begs the question of who is going
to go in there and plan an ideal local street network that addresses proper access to all the parcels and
working with all the different owners. Is it us, the City. | would think we bear some responsibility for that.
It's very difficult to me to approve this without any local street network to accommodate the fulure traffic
volume. In the future, we need to expand the scope of the TlAs to look at the broader network, especially
when you have a high density in the middle of nowhere, but around parcels that are going to be developed
in the very near future. | just see falal flaws — traffic access, traffic volume, safe access. We either
address it now, or address it later. That's all | had Mr. Mayer.”

Mayor Ganzales said, "It is hard to address issues of traffic without John Romero here. On one
hand, | understand the point of view of Councilor Maestas that it seems to contradict the Traffic Engineer
who has stated that there is a pathway forward. So, | think if the decision tonight that you're thinking about
is the traffic issue, would you prefer to wait for the Engineer to be here to address this directly, or do you
want to go ahead and do this tonight.”

Councilor Maestas said, “In one of the City's conditions, we are Iinsisting on a fair share cost for
other road improvements. What are those improvements, and who is going to pay for the other part of
those road improvements. There are still a ot of unanswered questions, and | think it would be good for
John to be here., But again, | have no problem with the mitigating circumstances for traffic in the immediate
area of the development, but it's the broader street network. We already have existing problems as it is.
And | don't think that some of those measures in the TIA and the conditions for approval are going to
address the intersection volume problems. Again, if John were here, | think it would be ideal.”
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Mr. Smith said, “At the Planning Commission, we did discuss, and the Planning Commission did
discuss with Mr. Romero, the issues that there are ways in the Staff Report with regard to the local
finaudible]. And the Traffic Engineers and the Planning Commission have agreed that any necessary
mitigation measures, it is likely they could accommodated when the Planning Commission reviews the
Development Plan. ! would just want ta note that in the record. | cannot include Mr. Romero, but | want
the staff to know that at the Planning Commission.”

Councilor Maestas asked, “If we could have someone weigh in on some appraisal [evel design
costs for cur parcels that we just leased for the fire station. |think it's early, but I think the City needs to
look at that parcel and speculate or determine where likely access points would be and if they would
impact the adjacent development and parcels. We are silent on our plans for that, and | think we need to
weigh in on that, is my feeling."

Ms. Wynant said, “The fire station access will be strictly away from that frontage road at the
interchange, towards the Gerhart site. finaudible because she was away from the microphone]. | don't
know what else to add. The access s strictly from the frontage road off the intersection.”

Counciler Bushee said, "There’s not much more to repeal, except that it is disappointing not to
have the Traffic Engineer here to answer directly. What | would like to understand is.... we needed to
address this intersection before this development. Is there a plan. Mayar, you indicated you would like to
see this move forward, because the report indicates you approved this. We've had this happen in other
parts of town. And we know when we’re adding to the problem, and | can't, in [good] conscience do that. |
don't think this is a bad development. | have trouble with the existing intersection, and | don't know how to
address that. [ know we still need housing out there, but | think we're all in the same place, but we don't
know how to do that.”

Coungilor Rivera said, “Just a follow-up to that. | agree with you Councilor Bushee. If the
intersection were already built-out 2nd could handle the traffic, the project is beautiful and doesn't lock like
it's something to stay away from. But until that intersection can handle all the traffic... it already can't
handle the demand on it right now, so to increase that is irresponsible.”

Mayor Gonzales said it obviously is a challenge without Mr. Romero being here. However, to
create intersections on 599, 'm seeing that is a Legislative issue.

Coungilor Dominguez said, "It's part of the road network that the MPO has been talking about for
quite some time."

Mayor Gonzales said, “So the reality of that coming into play anytime soon would be an issue. It
makes it hard without John being here to go to the question of the overall traffic impact and the discussion
of what's going on.”

Councilor Rivera said Agua Fria already can't handle the traffic.

City of Santa Fe Council Mesting: Mavember 10, 2015 Page 58

52



Councilor Rivera said he is unsure that the intersection at South Meadows goes directly to 539,
and he isn't sure that is the intersection that is question. The one on the opposite side of South Meadows,
the intersection at Agua Fria which already can't handfe the amount of traffic.

Councilor Dominguez said, “A final comment. Again, this is ane of those projects where people
aren't going to be complaining about their views like they are in other parts of the community. They're
going to look into 599 or vacant parcels of land. 1 they are going to put a praject like that anywhere, you
might as welf put it there at this time, because there’s no surrounding development happening. My
problem, again has to do with the infrastructure. And again, it goes beyond the road networks that are
lacking or in place now. I'm talking about a whole slew or infrastructure, and not just bricks and mortar, it's
places 1o shop, to work, to leam, all of those things that help creale community and make a community.
Not only is it the intersections that | have problems with, and infrastructure in general as we typically talk
about infrastructure. 1t is all of the things that come into quality of life which are strained or don't exist in
that part of our community. That's part of the problem. Thank you Mayor”

Mayor Gonzales asked Mr. Hoeft what he expecls ta do on the intersection at Scuth Meadows and
599.

Mr. Hoeft said, “John recommended two solutions, one was a roundabout, the other was a traffic
signal with turning lanes on both sides, which would require expanded right-of-way at those two lacations.
And so these issues you are discussing, we need lo discuss in depth with John Romero and my Traffic
Engineer. And | don't have my Traffic Engineer and ! don't have John Romerce here. | just want also to
remind you, we're a short distance away from a brand new interchange right off §99. So a significant
amount of our traffic is heading left toward 588 and the interchange, and we can't lose sight of thal.”

Mr. Hoeft continued, “The second component is that al the last Planning Commission meeting, we
got into an depth discussion with Matt O'Reilly, because he was in attendance as well, and falked about his
fire station, up to the north, how he was accessing directly to the interchange and would not be impacting
the road network below on South Meadows Road which is a brand new road.  We also talked about any
connectivity from Matt's parcel to South Meadows Road, and it was deemed that was not necessary as
well. And so the discussion was fleshed out quite a bit at the Planning Commission hearing. The
comment brought up earlier by Councilor Maestas hit it right on the nose. That's exactly what it is in regard
to. At one point the MPQ is recommending a frontage road along 599 which was not necessary, because
Matt is going to be accessing the interchange from that portion finaudiblel

Mr. Hoeft said, “In terms of the discussion I've heard and it's a concem. We did get an extensive
list of comments from Mr. Romero and staff on what we need 1o do with South Meadows to make the site
work. And then we have to da a fair share contribution to Agua Fria and South Meadows Road, and that
was our fair share. | think Councilor Bushee pointed out earfier the situation is existing and we are adding
traffic, but we're not causing the situation. The other comment that came from the schools is that every
school in the City has problem with traffic twice a day. it's the fact of the situation of being at a school at
7:30 a.m. and at 3:00 p.m.”
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Mr. Hoeft continued, "l feel confident that as we proceed with the project through Final
Development Plan, a lot of these issues will be further addressed, pursuant to the extensive report done by
John Romero. We had numerous meetings with John over the last 6 months.”

Councilor Lindell said, “t would like to see us postpone a decision on this until we do have a Traffic
Engineer here. Itis a sizable project. It's 240 apartments which we need desperately. And | hate fo tum
our back on this without doing everything we possibly can to find a way to bring those 240 urits into our
midst, because | know that we need them. | know that your Traffic Engineer isn’t here because he’s at the
County, | don’t know where John is. Perhaps Mr. O'Reilly could shed some more light on this. | just hate
to tum my back on this development, when we could postpone it and wait until we have a traffic engineer
here lo make sure we've gone through every bit of information possible.”

Mayor Gonzales asked, “What is the process between this request and a final approval. Is there a
development plan that slill needs to come back to Council that specifically addresses how the
infrastructure will be dealt with. Orif this is approved tonight, basically it's (eft fo you and John Romero fo
decide what it will be "

Mr. Smith said, “If you approve the rezoning lonight, the applicant would fite an application for a
Development Plan that would be reviewed by the Planning Commission.”

Mayor Gonzales asked, "Or, if the Council asked for it as a part of a condition still to review it.”

Ms. Brennan said, “There is a provision in the Code that permits the Governing Body to call up a
case heard before the Planning Commission under certain circumstances,”

Mayor Gonzales said, "The question before the Council is, one, do we want to amend the General
Plan Future Land Map to go from low density residential to high density residential, and then, two, to grant
the rezoning from residential to R-21. Is that correct.”

Mr. Smith said, "That's comect. The criteria for approval of @ general plan and rezoning are, is the
infrastructure in the neighbornood adequate to handle the expected intensity of development, or can it be
made adequale. There are specific mitigation measures to handle specific impacts finaudibie] to approval
of the development plan by the Commissicn.”

Mayor Gonzales asked, “So the appropriate time to address the issues with the Traffic Engineer is
at the time of the development plan or at the time of the rezoning that's being considered tonight.”

Mr. Smith said, “If you need to make that specific finding, that staff finding could be deferred to the
Commission hearing on the development plan. In general terms, you need to make a finding that the
infrastructure as is would be adequate to handle the likely impacts with regard to the specific development
plan and specific mitigation measures that could be deferred to the Commission.”
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Councilor Rivera said, “t heard the fire department would access off 589 for the frontage road.
That's correct. Okay. But their calls for service would be primarily down South Meadows Road. So
imagine a fire truck going down South Meadows Road at 7:00 or 8.00 a.m. in the morning with all the traffic
problems that are now. Yet, they would access it from 539, but then all their responses would be toward
town. That's a point to remember.”

Councilor Rivera continued, “The intersection, as far as the ICIP is determined, and i think this
came from John, the lotal cost to make the improvements to the intersection would be $1.4 million. The
developer would provide a fair share contribution, and I'm not sure what that means, and again, without
John, I agree with Councilor Lindell that it's probably unfair to move this forward without him being here”

Councilor Rivera continued, “The applicant said that most of this traffic would be leaving from the
apartments going to 598, and I'm not sure he can accurately say that without knowing who is living there.
I'm not sure there wouldn't be quite a bit of traffic going down South Meadows trying to get where they
need to be. So [ just wanted to make those clarifications.”

Councilor Maestas said, “Just some feedback for staff is, I'm struggling when | read the Staff
Report, it's great. But then, | read the conditions and it seems the Staff Report really doesn't speak to the
conditions and how effective the conditions would be in addressing their responses in the Staff Report.
That's what I'm struggling with, and why there is o much doubt. [n the Staff Report, it doesn’t mention the
conditions of approval, the fair share contributions, the improvements to the intersection, the roundabout or
the traffic signal and if this would be enough. So I'm struggling with whether staff really addresses how
effective the conditions for approval would be, and there is confusion. | am confused here. It seems like
the staff response.... like it was written prior to the conditions of approval. So | think this is a John Romero
issue, and ! and would support Councilor Lindell on postponing, because as | read this, | can’t tell whether
conditions for review, particularly the traffic mitigalion measures, will address all this doubt about future
traffic volume and access in that area.”

Mayor Gonzales said, “If there is going to be a motion to table [postpone], since there is no
discussion on those, ! just wanted to make sure that the Council can really make sure that we offer who we
want in attendance, and the clarifications so we can have a draft. That way, when it comes back, we have
everybody here together.”

Councilor ves said he concurs that the traffic issugs are significant, the issues of infrastructure are
significant, and having our Traffic staff here to answer and respond to these questions is necessary to
move this forward. He said he toc would support pestponement with direction to have staff attend and
Councilors could submit questions in terms of particulars they would like answered. He said Coungilor
Maestas has questions on the impact of the conditions, and what a fair share contribution of those
improvements would be. He has questions on future land use and availability of open space within this
area, because the section just undemeath schoo! will be designated and serve in that capacity. Otherwise,
the apartments are within '% mile of a park space. And having that amenity available for school kids and
people at the apartment complex would be significant.
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Councifor Ives continued, saying he agrees with his colleagues that we don't want to lose the
opportunity, so he would rather take a little more time and answer those questions so we do fully
understand the issues. He said in looking at the proposed development, it appears it is gated, noting
we've had discussions about gated communities and it is an issue for him, He said if a development plan
is submitted, he would like to see it come back here, if it is possible to pull the development plan simply to
discuss those issuaes.

Councilor Trujillo said he agrees with postponement. He would also like the applicant's Traffic
Engineer in attendance. His main concem is that we know that is a failing intersection, and doesn't see
where we can get the extra finaudible] because there are houses right there, there is a bridge. He thinks
this s going to be a challenge. He said he definitely would like to know how this can be done, and he
wants {o hear from the City Engineer and the Applicant’s Engineer as well.

Councilor Dominguez said, “! think there is a motion coming, and | am going to be in support of the
motion, but | want to know what kinds of apartments these will be. | keep hearing folks say that we should
not miss the opportunity for this type of housing. And when { read the Reporl, it says there is going to be
market rate apariments here, but when you lock at the need, it's not necessarily market rate apartments
we need, it's affordable apartments. | am going to stand in support of the motion to give everyone a
chance, but | just keep wondering why these kinds of projects have to be put in one part of our community.
When you look al all of the apartment complexes and ail of the high density in 4.5 sq. miles of area, why
we have this situation and the problems that we have. So that's it.”

Mayor Gonzales said, “We need market rate housing, and we can have that conversation,
because 37% of the available rental stock in multi-family housing is occupied, which means we're actually
driving up the cost of rents for normal working pecple that can't qualify for a low income apartment, or have
tne income to qualify for rents that are going up into the future. So the point of @ market rale house is to
match the level of income of a community with the available housing stock thatis in place.”

MOTION: Councilor Lindell maved, seconded by Councilor Maestas, to postpene Case #2015-57, Gerhart
Apartments General Plan Amendment and Case #2015-58, Gerhard Apartments Rezoning {0 the next
meeting of the Goveming Body, on December 9, 2015, with direction to staff that both the City Traffic
Engineer and the project traffic engineer be present, as well as Matthew O'Railly.

FRIENDLY AMENDMENT; Councilor Maestas would like to amend the motion that we alsc have an
appropriate representative from the MPQ in attendance, because he wants someone to speak to the
Streets Master Plan, and the MPO is supposed to have 2 Street Master Plan, and we should have a
master plan for the newly annexed area. THE AMENDMENT WAS FRIENDLY TO THE MAKER AND
THERE WERE NO OBJECTIONS BY THE OTHER MEMBERS OF THE GOVERNING BODY.

VYOTE: The motion, as amended, was approved on the following Roll Call vote:
For. Mayor Gonzales, Councilor Bushee, Councilor Dimas, Councilor Dominguez, Councilor ives,
Councilor Lindell, Councilor Maestas, Councilor Rivera and Councilor Trujillo,

Against: None.
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7} CONSIDERATION OF BILL NO, 2015-38: ADOPTION OF ORDINANCE NO. 2015-
CASE NO. 2015-58. GERHART APARTMENTS REZONING SCOTT HOEFT OF
SANTA FE PLANNING GROUP, AGENT FOR STORM RIVER LLC, REQUESTS
REZONING APPROVAL OF 11.83# ACRES OF LAND FROM R-1 (RESIDENTIAL, 1
DWELLING UNIT PER ACRE) TO R-21 (RESIDENTIAL, 21 DWELLING UNITS PER
ACRE). THE PROPERTY IS LOCATED AT 2800 SOUTH MEADOWS ROAD. (DONNA
WYNANT)

This item is postponed to the next meeting of the City Council. Please see ltem H(6) for action to
postpone.
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THE GOVERNING BODY RETURNED TQ THE AFTERNOON AGENDA
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13.  REQUEST FOR APPROVAL OF STAFF RECOMMENDATIONS FOR MAKING THE WATER
UTILITY ENTERPRISE FINANCIALLY SELF-SUSTAINING AS CALLED FOR IN RESOLUTION
2015-41. (OSCAR RODRIGUEZ)

Councilor Dominguez said, given the discussions we've had at Committee regarding this issue, it
seems that the appropriate action might not need to take place, if al all, until 2016.

MOTION: Councilor Dominguez moved, seconded by Councilor Bushee, "to defer consideration of this
issue until the budget is considered.”

VOTE: The motion was approved an a voice vote with Mayor Gonzales, and Councilors Bushee, Dimas,
Dominguez, lves Lindell, Rivera and Trujillo voting in favor of the motion and Councilor Maestas voting
against.

14.  REQUEST FOR APPROVAL OF STAFF RECOMMENDATIONS FOR IMPROVING THE CITY'S
COLLECTION OF DELINQUENT FEES AND PAYMENTS AS CALLED FOR IN RESOLUTION
2015-80. (OSCAR RODRIGUEZ)

Councilor Lindell said she doesn't know we need a presentation from staff, noting there is
information in the Council packet and we were given two different options. Cne would be to turn
collections over to an Agency, noting we made the decision to do that with parking.

Mr. Rodriguez said, "No, what we have is a plan to the change the Code to allow us to go there,
but that hasn't come before you yel. That will be coming before you at the next meeting.

Councilor Dimas said it is a new Ordinance, and it's been amended from the old one. It will

include all parking violations which will now be civil matters rather than criminal, commenting it will be
uniform and those collections will be through a collection agency, so that's already been determined.
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Even with the influx of new units, most notably from the Stagecoach and San Isidro
developments, occupancy has continued to increase since 2013. Occupancy increased 2.2%
between 2013 and 2015 to just below its 2007 high. High occupancy is the result of an overall
increase in demand. This is likely due to a number of factors including the growing Santa Fe

2002 (1) 93.2% | * * *
2003 (1) 95.1% | * * *
2004 (1) 95.7% | * * *
2005 (1) 96.1% | * * *
2006 (1) 96.8% | * X *
2007 (2) 96.9% | * * *
2008 (3) 94.2% 782 | 1973, 2005 1991
2009 (3) 83.3% 750 | 1973, 2000 1990
2010 (3) 92.6% 759 | 1973, 2008 1992
2011 (3) 91.9% 778 | 1973, 2008 1992
2013 (3) 94.3% 788 | 1973, 2010 1994
2014 (3) 96.4% 806 | 1973, 2010

96.5% 817 | 1973, 2014 1995

population, the naticnal trend for higher rental levels vs. home ownership coupled,

demographics changes that would drive more demand for rental units, and the lack of new
rental development to meet the new demand.

The following table shows the occupancy rates and rents by selected Multiple Listing Service
(MLS) areas within the City of Santa Fe. Areas 4S and 13 comprise almost half of all multifamily

apartments within the City.
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New Supply

The following table shows the construction of multifamily apartments for affordable and market
rate units within the City from January, 2004 to June, 2013. Only 18 market rate units were
constructed between 2004 and 2011. Because those units were part of 1-2 unit developments,
none of these units had to comply with the affordability requirement. At that time, no large-
scale market rate project had been initiated for the past 7 years.

Since 2011, the city has issued 240 new multi-family construction permits. While the city did
issue a large amount new market rate construction permits, the overwhelming majority of those
units are part of the San Isidro apartment complex. The San Isidro development is made up of
tax credit apartments. While they are not subsidized up front, the developer receives a future
credit against tax liability and a fairly substantial developer’s fee. In exchange for these
benefits, the developer agrees to keep rent prices affordable to renters earning no more than a
certain percentage of the AMI (in this case 60%). Effectively, the ongoing lack of market rate
apartment construction has continued through 2013.

2004 0 0
2005 0 0
2006 0 0
2007 0 4
2008 233 4
2009 0 4
2010 60 6
2011 0 5
2012 237 0
2013 0 0
2014 176 0
2015 0 0

The following large residential rental development is undergoing construction in Santa Fe, in
addition to a number of small affordabie rent projects:

1. The Housing Trust: While the details of their project are still being worked out and
are subject to change, The Housing Trust indicated that they intend construction of
140 new units to be phased in during 2016. All units would be affordable, with an
average AMI of 50% across units. Around 70 of the units will be built in the Tierra
Contenta subdivision, and the rest will be built at various yet-to-be determined
locations.

(€5
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residents living alone and a decrease in married couples with children. However,
the proportion of single parents in Santa Fe only dropped by half a percentage
point between 2000 and 2010.

The following chart provides population records and estimates for the City of Santa Fe between
2000 and 2020.

2005 65800 1.16%
2007 68359 1.94%
2010 67947 -0.20%
2011 68634 1.01%

As noted, the Santa Fe apartment market is shifting towards an older, wealthier population with
smaller average family sizes. As people age, they tend to rent at higher rates than they did
when they were younger. This is largely because small rentals are easier to maintain than
houses but can still provide high-quality living accommodations. Another underserved portion of
the population is young single professionals with high-paying jobs. Young professionals often
want the same types of rentals as the older population. The resuits these trends have had on
the market are reflected by the gap in supply and demand for apartments above the 100% AMI
level. The following chart provides demographic information for the City of Santa Fe.

*Based on population forecasts
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Total Population
Average Household Size {persons) 2.2 2.1 2.15
Owner Occupied 2.31 2.15 2.20
Renter Qccupied 2.05 2.01 2.05
Median Household income 540,332 $50,717 | $ 49,445
Households with 1 or more people under 18 26.8% 23.2% 22.3%
Households with 1 or more people over 65 23.1% 28.6% *See Note
Owner Occupied 58.2% 60.5% 64.60%
Renter Occupied 41.8% 39.5% 35.4%
Vacancy - Rental Units 5.5% 9.4% 3.5%
Median Contract Rate $707 $759 | $ 817
Median Age 40 44 45

According to estimates from the U.S. Census Bureaus’ American Community Survey, the
percentage of units that are rentals continued its previous downward trend, and the disparity
actually increased steeply in the past three years. This is in spite of the fact that home
ownership rates across the U.S. continue to drop. Furthermore, the elderly generally rent at
higher rates than their younger counterparts, and Santa Fe has an aging population.

It is worth noting that this phenomena (higher home ownership in spite of demographic trends
that would suggest the opposite) would be expected with an easing of the affordability
requirement for owner-occupied homes with no concurrent affordability requirement easing for
rental properties. Because the standard market forces affecting owner-occupancy vs. rental
units would seem to be pushing for the opposite of the observed trend with the exception of
the Santa Fe Homes Program, it is likely at least partially the cause of the ongoing trend.

As stated in the Santa Fe Housing Needs Assessment, “The median age in Santa Fe was 44 in
2010, up from 40 in 2000... The city’s non-Hispanic population is, on average, 20 years older
than its Hispanic population”. See the charts below.

[o4]
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such as Housing and Urban Development Tax Credit properties) to provide a minimum of 15%
affordable rental units as follows:

e Income Range 1: 5% of all units must be affordable to persons at or below 50% of Area
Median Income (AMI)

e Income Range 2: 5% of all units must be affordable to persons between 50% and 65%
of AMI

» Income Range 3: 5% of all units must be affordable to persons between 65% and 80%
of AMI

The following chart shows different AMI levels and the associated maximum rental price
affordable at those levels:

‘ _ m:“;% 0 - A
0-30% of AMI $468
31-50% of AMI $780
51-60% of AMI $936
61-80% of AMI $1,248
81-100% of AMI $1,560
More than 100% of AMI _ $1,560+

Context for Market Rate Apartments

The City of Santa Fe's 2013 Housing Needs Assessment Update provides a definition of the
rental market as being rental housing sought by households making between 0% to 200% of
the AMI. The Housing Needs Assessment Update also defines the market for market rate
apartments as being households making between 50% and 80% of the AMI, but can also
include households earning up to 200% AMIL. The 2011 and 2013 SWPM Santa Fe Apartment
Market Studies adjusted the low-end upward to 60% due to economic conditions and the
perception of market rate rents held among local housing professionals. SWP will adjust the
2011/2013 definition of market rate rental housing further upward to being housing that is
sought by households between 65% and 200% AMI for 2015. We have made the upward shift
because of the following two factors:

1. Since 2013, both average rents across unit types and occupancy rates have increased.
2. The HUD affordable income levels have, concurrently, continued to decrease since 2011,

[y
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History

Between 2007 (when the SFHP ordinance was passed) and the time the 2011 SWP Santa Fe
Apartment Market Study was delivered, the City of Santa Fe had issued 311 permits for multi-
family housing, of which only 18 units were market rate, and 293 were priced to be affordable
to persons at or below 80% of the AMI.

Our 2011 report found that the lack of new market rate apartment development was primarily
the result of the SFHP ordinance. The report further found that the program had resulted in a
market with an adequate supply of affordable units and a significant deficiency of market rate
units.

Between 2011 and 2013 apartment construction increased significantly, with 235 new
affordable rental units having been granted construction permits. This was a result of a spike in
affordable housing resulting from an upswing in the national housing market, local policy
changes, and ongoing trends in the local market; however, the Santa Fe apartment market
remained imbalanced, in spite of new construction. This was in part due to the fact that new
construction was almost entirely affordable units, with very little new supply to meet the unmet
demand for market rate units.

Demand for Apartments

Demand for rental units in Santa Fe is currently highest at the ends of the rent pricing
spectrum. Specifically, there is unmet demand for units priced below 30% of the AMI and for
units priced to be affordable for people making 100% of the AMI and above.

The 15% affordability requirement is one significant factor contributing to a deficiency of
market rate apartments in the City of Santa Fe. The affordable housing requirement includes a
provision that affordable units have similar construction/finishes and be interspersed with non-
affordable housing. Effectively, affordable units in market rate developments will have similar
overhead and construction costs to market rate units. As the quality of units goes up, the
revenue generated on affordable units eventually becomes less than the costs of construction

-
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The data needed to update the 2013 unmet demand chart will not be available until the city
commissions another Housing Needs Assessment Update. That being said, demographic,
economic, and policy changes indicate that the situation has become more imbalanced since
2013. First, occupancy rates and average rents have gone up since 2013. This demonstrates
that the demand for units across income ranges has increased. While there has been new
construction since 2013, the new units were primarily priced to be either market rate units or
affordable housing between 50% AMI and 80% AMI, with only a small number of units
introduced at the Stagecoach (around 12) being affordable to renters between 30% and 40%
of AMI. Furthermore, no high-income luxury units were introduced during this period, due to
the aforementioned conflict between overhead and the affordability requirement. Finaily, the
total population of Santa Fe continues to increase. The result of these forces is that the unmet
demand at both ends of the previous chart has almost certainly increased.

Until a new Housing Needs Assessment is conducted, evidence supporting the previous analysis
can be garnered from other sources rather than a direct unmet demand update. By comparing
the percentage change in rents and occupancy levels of the most expensive MLS area with
available data to the least expensive MLS area with data available, we can demonstrate that
unmet demand has increased more steeply at the ends of the AMI spectrum.

Weighted-

MLS Area

Reporting
Date

Average
Rent

Occupancy

%0ccupancy
Change

2013

1033

95.68%

2015

1034

99.38%

3.70%

All MLS
Areas

Because the MLS areas have mixed rental levels, it is difficult to perfectly estimate change in
demand. The presence of affordable units in a higher-priced MLS area will dampen the impact
demand for higher-priced units has on the overall occupancy for that MLS area. Nonetheless,
the steep increase in occupancy levels for the highest rent MLS area compared to the slight
decrease in occupancy levels for the lowest rent MLS area indicates that unmet demand for
higher-priced rental units has increased more than the unmet demand for affordable rents
covered by the Santa Fe Homes Program ordinance. Furthermore, the overall increase in
demand without any new supply of sub-30% AMI rental units coupled with the lower AMI
indicates that sub-30% AMI units has almost certainly increased. Finally, the overall increases in
occupancy and rent levels during a time period that the AMI decreased indicates that, in spite
of new construction, overall unmet demand at all AMI rents is increasing.
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Appendix I

Mixed, averaging

number available)

9 it Mi 1-
2013 San Isidro 176 mgéjtz(;:sdi bei():l«re:omi affordability for people Complete
P making 60% AM! or less
Mixed, averaging
%
2013 Stagecoach 60 100 ;;ZZ?;dable affordability for people Complete
g making 50% AMI or less
Tierra
t , Mi i
TBD, likely | COMtenta & 100% affordable | Mixed 1-4 ixed, averaging
2015 Other 140 housin bedrooms affordability for people Incomplete
Housing & making 50% AMI or less
Trust
TBD. will Primarily market TBD, estimated lower end
va,ry Las Soleras | ~1200 rate (no exact of market rate (60% to Incomplete

100% AMI)

Las Soleras: SF City Council met on May 21, 2015 to consider final approval of the first phase of Las Soleras. The first
subdivision, Ross' Peak, will contain about 200 single-family homes for purchase.

locations

Housing Trust: 2016 new supply will include 70 units at Tierra Contenta and another 70 at yet-to-be determined
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