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PLANNING COMMISSION
Thursday, July 7, 2016 - 6:00pm
City Council Chambers
City Hall 1* Floor - 200 Lincoln Avenue

A. ROLL CALL

B. PLEDGE OF ALLEGIANCE

C. APPROVAL OF AGENDA

D. APPROVAL OF MINUTES AND FINDINGS/CONCLUSIONS
MINUTES: June2,2016

FINDINGS/CONCLUSIONS:

Case #2016-49. Las Soleras Minor Amendment to Road Phasing Plan.

Case #2016-50. Presbyterian Health Services Hospital Development Plan and
Terrain Management Variance,

Case #2016-46. 102 Montoya Circle Escarpment Variance.

E. OLD BUSINESS
F. NEW BUSINESS

1. An ordinance amending Subsection 14-6.2(H); creating a new Subsection 14-6.2()) of
the Land Use Development Code to establish urban agricultural activities and uses for
commercial purposes; and making other such changes as necessary to carry out the
purpose of this ordinance. (Mayor Gonzales and Councilor [ves) (John Alejandro)

a} A resolution adopting the City of Santa Fe policies, procedures and guidelines for
Urban Farms. (Mayor Gonzales and Councilor Ives) (John Alejandro) (TO BE
POSTPONED TO AUGUST 4, 2016)

2. Case #2016-57. Variance Requests to Sign Standards for Presbyterian Hospital.
James W. Siebert & Associates, Inc., agent for Presbyterian Healthcare Services, requests
approval of variances to the provisions of Section 14-8.10 SFCC 1987 *Signs’, on Tract
8, a 39.03 acre parcel whlch is zoned HZ [—Iospxtal Zone Dlstnct (Noah Berke, Case

Manager) ERT

JUNE 2, 2016 AND JUNE 16, 2016)
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3. Case #2016-64. Las Soleras Miner Amendment to Master Plan — R-6 and R-12
Height and Side Yard Standards. James W. Siebert & Associates, Inc., agent for Las
Soleras Oeste, LTD., Las Soleras Center, and Pulte Homes of NM Inc., requests approval
of e-miner an amendment to the Las Soleras Master Plan to establish alternative height
and setback standards for the R-6, R-12 and R-21 residentially zoned districts of Las
Soleras. (Noah Berke, Case Manager) (POSTPONED FROM JUNE 16, 2016)

4, Case #2016-42. The Pavilion Office Complex Development Plan and Final
Subdivision Plat Time Extension and Amendment to the Phasing Plan, Santa Fe
Planning Group Inc., agent for Commercial Center at 599, requests development plan and
final subdivision plat time extension and amendment to the phasing plan for 32 lots on
371.2+ acres located west of NM 599, between Airport Road and I-25, and east of the
Santa Fe Municipal Airport. The site is zoned BIP (Business Industrial Park) and C-2
(General Commercial). The time extension would extend approvals to 2031, The
applicant is also requesting the phasing plan be increased from the original 4 phases of
development to 7 phases to allow smaller increments of development to occur at one
time. Scott Hoeft, agent for Commercial Center at NM 599. (Donna Wynant, Case
Managery (POSTPONED FROM JUNE 2, 2016 AND JUNE 16, 2016) (TO BE
POSTPONED TO AUGUST 4, 2016)

5. Case #2016-51. Haciendas del Mirasol, 700 Hyde Park Road, Preliminary
Subdivision Plat. Cody North, agent for 700 HRP, LLC, requests preliminary
subdivision plat approval for 8 lots on 28 acres to be accessed by a private driveway via a
connector road off of Hyde Park Road. The property is zoned PRC (Estancia Primera
Planned Residential Community). (Donna Wynant, Case Manager) (POSTPONED
FROM JUNE 16, 2016, TO BE POSTPONED TO AUGUST 4, 2016.)

G. STAFF COMMUNICATIONS
H. MATTERS FROM THE COMMISSION

I. ADJOURNMENT

NOTES:

1) Procedures in front of the Planning Commission are governed by the City of Santa Fe Rules & Procedures
for City Committees, adopted by resolution of the Governing Body of the City of Santa Fe, ag the same
may be amended from time to time (Commiittee Rules), and by Roberts Rules of Order (Roberts Rules). In
the event of a conflict between the Committee Rules and Roberts Rules, the Committee Rules control.

2) New Mexico law requires the following administrative procedures to be followed by zoning boards
conducting “quasi-judicial” hearings. By law, any contact of Planning Commission members by
applicants, interested parties or the general public conceming any development review application pending
before the Commission, except by public testimony at Planning Commission meetings, is generally
prohibited. In *‘quasi-judicial” hearings before zoning boards, all witnesses must be swotn in, under oath,
prior to testimony and will be subject to reasonable cross examination. Witnesses have the right to have an
attorney present at the hearing.

3 The agenda is subject to change at the discretion of the Planning Commission.

*Persens with disabilities in need of special accommodations or the hearing impaired needing an
interpreter please contact the City Clerk’s Office (955-6520) § days prior to the hearing date,
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3. Case #2016-64. Las Soleras Miner Amendment to Master Plan — R-6 and R-12
Height and Side Yard Standards. James W, Sicbert & Associates, Inc., agent for Las
Soleras Oeste, LTD., Las Soleras Center, and Pulte Homes of NM Inc., requests approval
of a-miner an amendment to the Las Soleras Master Plan to establish alternative height
and setback standards for the R-6, R-12 and R-21 residentially zoned districts of Las
Soleras. (Noah Berke, Case Manager) (POSTPONED FROM JUNE 16, 2016)

4. Case #2016-42. The Pavilion Office Complex Development Plan and Final
Subdivision Plat Time Extension and Amendment to the Phasing Plam, Santa Fe
Planning Group Inc., agent for Commercial Center at 399, requests development plan and
final subdivision plat time extension and amendment to the phasing plan for 32 lots on
371.2% acres located west of NM 599, between Airport Road and I-25, and east of the
Santa Fe Municipal Airport. The site is zoned BIP (Business Indusirial Park) and C-2
(General Commercial). The time extension would extend approvals to 2031. The
applicant is also requesting the phasing plan be increased from the original 4 phases of
development to 7 phases to allow smaller increments of development to occur at one
time. Scott Hoeft, agent for Commercial Center at NM 599, (Donna Wynant, Case
Manager) (POSTPONED FROM JUNE 2, 2016 AND JUNE 16, 2016)

5. Case #2016-51. Haciendas del Mirasol, 700 Hyde Park Road, Preliminary
Subdivision Plat. Cody NMorth, agent for 700 HRP, LLC, requests preliminary
subdivision plat approval for 8 lots on 28 acres to be accessed by a private driveway via a
connector road off of Hyde Park Road. The property is zoned PRC (Estancia Primera
Planned Residential Community). (Donna Wynant, Case Manager) (POSTPONED
FROM JUNE 16, 2016. TO BE POSTPONED TO AUGUST 4, 2016.)

G. STAFF COMMUNICATIONS

H. MATTERS FROM THE COMMISSION

L. ADJOURNMENT

NOTES:

1) Procedures in front of the Planning Commission are governed by the City of Santa Fe Rules & Procedures
for City Committees, adopted by resolution of the Governing Body of the City of Santa Fe, as the same
may be amended from time to time (Committee Rules), and by Roberts Rutes of Order (Roberts Rules). In
the event of a conflict between the Committee Rules and Roberts Rules, the Committee Rules control.

2) New Mexico law requires the following administrative procedures to be followed by zoning boards
conducting “quasi-judicial” hearings. By law, any contact of Planning Commission members by
applicants, interested parties or the general public concerning any development review application pending
before the Commission, except by public testimony at Planning Commission meetings, is generally
prohibited. In “quasi-judicial” hearings before zoning boards, all witnesses must be sworn in, under oath,
prior to testimony and will be subject to reasonable cross examination. Witnesses have the right to have an
attorney present at the hearing.

k)] The agenda is subject to change at the discretion of the Planning Commission.

*Persons with disabilities in need of special accommodations or the hearing impaired needing an
interpreter please contact the City Clerk’s Office (955-6520) § days prior to the hearing date.




SUMMARY INDEX

PLANNING COMMISSION
July 7, 2016
ITEM ACTION TAKEN PAGE(S)

A. Roll Call Quorum Present 1
B. Pledge of Allegiance Recited
C. Approvat of Agenda Approved as amended 2
D. Approval of Minutes & Findings and Conclusions

Minutes: June 2, 2016 Approved as amended 2

Findings of Fact & Conclusions of Law

» Case #2016-49, Las Soleras Minor Amendment Approved as presented 2

to Road Phasing Plan.
» (Case #2016-50. Presbyterian Health Services  Approved as presented 2

Hospital Development Plan and
Terrain Management Variance.

+ Case #201646. 102 Montoya Circle Approved as presented 3
Escarpment Variance.
£. Old Business None 3

F. New Business
1. Ordinance to establish urban agricultural Postponed 3
activities and uses for commercial pumposes
Resolution adopting the City of Santa Fe policies,
pracedures and guidelines for Urban Fams

2. Case #2018-67. Variance Requests to Sign Approved with conditions 19-22
Standards for Presbyterian Hospital
3. Case #2016-64. Las Soleras Mirer Amendment Continued to August 18 3-19

fo Master Plan - R-6 and R-12
Height and Side Yard Standards.

4, Case #2016-42. The Pavilion Office Complex  Posiponed 22
Development Plan and Final Subdivision Plat
Time Extension and Amendment to the Phasing Plan.

5. Case #2016-51. Haciendas del Mirasol, Posiponed 22
700 Hyde Park Road, Preliminary Subdivision Plat.

G. Staff Communications Discussion 22
H. Matiers from the Commission Discussion 22-25
|.  Adjournment Adjourned at 9:25 p.m. 25
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PLANNING COMMISSION
Thursday, July 7, 2016 - 6:00pm
City Council Chambers
City Hall 1t Floor - 200 Lincoln Avenue

CALL TO ORDER

A regular meeting of the City of Santa F& Planning Commission was called to order by Chair Vince
Kadlubsk on the above date at approximately 6:00 p.m. in the Council Chambers at City Hall, 200 Lincoln
Avenue, Santa F€, New Mexico.

A. ROLL CALL
Roll Call indicated the presence of a quorum fer the meeting.

Members Present

Commissioner Vince Kadlubek, Chair
Commissioner Brian Patrick Gutierrez, Vice-Chair
Commissioner John B. Hiatt, Secretary
Commissioner Justin Greene

Commissioner Stephen Hochberg

Commissioner Mark Hogan

Commissioner Piper Kapin

Commissioner Sarah Cottrell Propst

Mambers Absent
Commissioner Roman Abeyta [excused]

OTHERS PRESENT:

Ms. Lisa Martinez, Land Use Department Director

Mr. Greg Smith, Current Planning Division Director and Staff Liaison
Mr. Noah Berke, Current Planning Division, Senior Planner

Mr. Zach Shandler, Assistant City Attomey

Mr. Carl Boaz, Stenographer

NOTE: All items in the Committes packet for all agenda items are incorporated herewith by

reference. The original Committee packet is on file in the Planning and Land Use
Department.

B. PLEDGE OF ALLEGIANCE
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The Pledge of Allegiance was recited,

C. APPROVAL OF AGENDA

Ms. Martinez received a request to move the Presbyterian Hospital signage case to the end of the
agenda.

Chair Kadlubek said there are two items left with 1, 4 and 5 having been postponed. So that would
mean switching items 2 and 3.

Commissioner Propst moved to approve the agenda as amended with item 3 heard before item
2 and items 1, 4, and 5 postponsed. Commissioner Hlatt seconded the motlon and it passed by
unanimous voice vote.

D. APPROVAL OF MINUTES AND FINDINGS OF FACT
1. MINUTES: June 2, 2016
Commissioner Hiatt had some typos 1o correct as follows:
Page 3, in the motion, where “findings” should be “Findings.”
Page 4, 2" paragraph from the bottom where “Sonya Abbot" shoukl be "Somie Ahmed.”
Page 18, 4% paragraph from the bottom where “was” should be “were.”
Page 22, 2™ paragraph, where "Ranch” should be “Rancho.”
Page 28, 2™ paragraph, where "“Commissioner” should be “Commissioner Greene.*

Commissioner Propst asked for a correction on page 5, toward the bottom where it should say,
“Commissioner Propst, for the record, for the attormeys when they build a record from the Staff memo, it
does appear that all the criteria have been met and the Commission heard that through the testimony.”

Commissioner Hiatt moved to approve the minutes of June 2, 2016 as amended. Commissioner
Hochberg seconded the motion and it passed by unanimous voice vote,

2. FINDINGS OF FACT & CONCLUSIONS OF LAW

a. Case #2016-49. Las Soleras Minor Amendment to Road Phasing Plan,
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Commissionar Hochberg moved to adopt the Findings of Fact and Conclusions of Law for Case
#2016-49 as presented. Commissloner Kapin seconded the motion and it passed by unanimous
voice vote.

b. Case #2016-50. Presbyterian Health Services Hospital Development Plan and Terrain
Management Variance.

Commissioner Hochberg said he would abstain since he recused himself from this consideration.

Commissioner Hiatt moved to adopt the Findings of Fact and Conclusions of Law for Case
#2016-50 as presented. Commissioner Hogan seconded the motion and it passed by unanimous
voice vote except Commissioner Hochbarg who abstained.

c. Case #2016-46. 102 Montoya Circle Escarpment Variance.

Commissioner Hiatt moved to adopt the Findings of Fact and Conclusions of Law for Case
#2016-46 as presented. Commissioner Hogan seconded the motion and it passed by unanimous
voice vote.

E. OLD BUSINESS

There was no Old Business.

F. NEW BUSINESS

1. An ordinance amending Subsection 14-6.2(H); creating a new Subsection 14-8.2(J) of the
Land Use Development Code to establish urban agricultural activities and uses for
commercial purposes; and making other such changes as necessary to carry otit the
purpose of this ordinance. (Mayor Gonzales and Counclilor lves) {(John Alejandro)

a. Anordinance amending Subsection 14-6.2{H); creating a new Subsection 14-8.2{J) of
the Land Use Development Code to establish urban agricultural activities and uses for
commercial purposes; and making other such changes as necassary to carry out the
purpose of this ordinance. (Mayor Gonzales and Councilor ves) (John Alejandro)

This matter was posiponed under Approval of the Agenda.
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3. Case #2016-64. Las Soleras Minor Amendment to Master Plan - R-6 and R-12 Height and
Side Yard Standards. James W. Siebert & Associates, Inc., agent for Las Soleras Oeste, LTD.,
Las Soleras Center, and Pulte Homes of NM Inc., requests approval of a-iner an amendment fo
the Las Soleras Master Plan o establish alierative height and setback standards for the R-6, R-12

and R-21 residentially zoned districts of Las Soleras. {(Noah Berke, Case Manager) (POSTPONED
FROM JUNE 16, 2016)

Staff Report

Mr. Barke presented the staff report for this case. For details conceming the staff report for this cass,
please refer to Exhibit 1, incorporated herewith to these minutes as Exhibit 1.

Mr. Berke handed out phatos that were not reproduced adequately. [A copy of these photographs are
attached to these minutes as Exhibit 2.]

Questions to Staff

There were no questions to Staff,

Applicant’s presentation
Mr. Jim Siebert, 915 Mercer, was sworn

Mr. Kevin Pation was also swom.

Mr. Siebert used 2 Power Point to show the Commission the variety of home styles for the strestscape.
Ceiling heights are 9'; the joists for the roof or between floors for the two-story models have all the ducts
and equipment, The styles include flat and pitched roofs and most of the buyers prefer a pitched roof. The
standardized design reduces cost to buyer. Pulte is a tract builder so they take advantage of bulk buying of
materials. [A copy of the presentation is attached to these minutes as Exhibit 2A.}

The proximity of homes to open space and trails is mostly within 300". He showed the endire plan that
shows 1A is age-targeted, 1B is traditional, and 1C is age-targeted. The open space connects to SWAN
Park on the feft. The typical lot is 50x120 with setbacks of 5' sile, 15' in the rear and 20' street-facing.
Heights are standard for R-6 and R-12 for these setbacks. Houses above 14' require a 24" set back or the
other option under R-12 is to modify if approved by the Planning Commission.

Mr. Siebert listed the age-targeted homes, all of which are one-story. He did not show all of the models
because some are only slight modifications. He briefly described each as he showed them. Then he
showed the traditional models and the streetscape of mixed one and two story homes. He compared it with
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a layout of Villa Sonata and Nava Adé and pointed out that the Commission granted a variance for §' side
setbacks for two-story residences. The modification would have no adverse impacts. {A copy of the designs
is attached to these minutes as Exhibit 28.]

Lastly, Mr, Siebert said they agree with all staff conditions.

Public Hearing

There were no speakers from the public regarding this case.

Questions to Applicant

Commissioner Hochberg noted that in one slide it indicated that most dwellings were no further than
300'. But in the Staff Report, it says all.

Mr. Siebert replied that there are about 5-10 further than 300’ out of 380 homes.

Commissioner Hiatt referred to Exhibit C, page 1, from the ENN where it says they are 200’ from open
spaces.

Mr. Siebert said it is 300' and that was just a mistake on the report.

Commissioner Hochberg asked why the Staff had understood that all were within 300",

Mr. Berke said it was a Staff oversight. He agreed with the applicant.

Commissioner Hochberg asked, if the variances are approved, when construction would begin.

Mr. Patton said Pults is ready to start and anticipating starting grading as soon as the Council approves
the variance - the very next day.

Commissioner Hochberg asked if the Master Plan and Development Plan are in place.

Mr. Pation agreed.

Commissioner Hochberg asked Staff if that is finalized.

Mr. Berke said there is the Las Soleras Master Plan and development pians and then the individuat
development plans associated with those lots. So there are two parties involved. Mr. Siebert represents
multiple parties.

Commissioner Hochberg asked if all parties have signed off on it.
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Ms. Martinez clarified that at this point, the normal steps woulid be first to record the Master Plan and
then when approved, record the development plan, We have not yet recorded the Master Plan because
there are three outstanding conditions of approval o be met. They pertain to dedication of land for the
regional park; dedication for the school site; and dedication for the fire stafion.

Commissioner Hochberg asked Mr. Siebert if this application is premature then.

Mr. Siebert didn't think so. He would disagree with two of the conditions. The fire station was never
part of any condition imposed on any Master Plan or any development plan in Las Soleras. There is also no
condition that requires a specific design or a specific time schedule for improvement at the regional park. It
will happen but in most cases, park improvements are not done before people live there to support them.

Regarding the school dedication, there has been a delay. Las Soleras had to enter into agreement with
Santa Fe Public Schools (SFPS) and that agreement has gone back and forth for several months now. Las
Soleras has submitted the signed agreement to the Schools and they were trying fo get it an the agenda
hoping for the schoo! board to approve it tomamow but couldn’t get it on their agenda. So it goes to them on
August 4.

Commissioner Hochberg asked if the applicant will deal first with the school dedication before any
construction begins.

Mr. Siebert agreed. He couldn't recall when it would go to Council.
Mr. Shandler said they talked about the first meeting in August.
Commissioner Hochberg asked if he agreed the park is part of this Master Plan,

Mr. Siebert agreed and asked for a moment to look at his notes. He handed the Stenographer page 23
from the June 18 Planning Commission meeting.

Mr. Smith said Council will eventually consider the request to modify the height limits. In the meantime,
if the plat is recorded, the City could issue construction permits immediately for the units that meet the
code, even hefore the Council votes to approve the amendment. But that would not include those that don't
meet the standards. And the plat won't be recorded until after the Council voles.

Commissioner Hochberg clarified that he just didn’t want these things to slip hetween the cracks. So
they can start grading right after variance is granted but there are major things to be resclved first. We want
the housing and want Pulte fo proceed but we need the park and the school at least. He didn't know about
the fire station.

Mr. Pation said there is a distinction between Pulie Homes and Las Soleras, who is the master
developer. Pulte is purchasing a portion in the Las Solaras Master Plan zoned for residential and Pulte has
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not requested rezoning. If Pulte had a plat today, they could start building models and homes and would
love to start building in July. The commitments the master developer was also made fo Pulte. The Regional
Park is for the entire Master Plan. The school and roads are responsibiiities of the master developer and
nane of those three conditions impact this development.

Commissioner Hochberg thought that had blinders on. There is a scope and Pulte must work under the
Master Plan. The school and park are very important and the fire station would be an important selling
point. So the Commission cannot give approval until those things are setlied. And if they don't, Pulte has a
case against them. He asked if Mr. Siebert had suggestions for the Commission to make it go forward.

Mr. Siebert said the hang-up is the school board. Both the SFPS Counsel and SFPS representative are
willing to write a letter to the City stating that the agreement has been finalized except for school board
review, He asked if such a ietter would satisfy the agreement with SFPS.

Ms. Martinez asked if the fact that Superintendent Boyd is leaving would cause any potential hang-up.

Mr. Siebert said the Superintendent is only part of the process. Their Counsel is the one who says it
satisfies their commitment. Dr. Boyd has never been a part of the process.

Chair Kadlubek wanted to stay focused on this, rather than talking about school and park and fire
station.

Commissioner Hogan thought it might be helpful to clarify if we are talking about designation of 1and for
thase purposes. He asked if those properties had been identified and were not part of any of the Putte
development.

Mr. Siebert sald that is comect.

Commissioner Hogan reasoned that Commission approval of this doesn't take away from those
conditions.

Mr. Berke explained that Las Soleras is part of the annexation agreement that requires park space
dedication. The 10 acres for school dedication location has nat been identified. If this contract goes away,
the Schools will walk away from it. And the last piece is the Fire Station which doesn’t affect any of Pulte
area. How the park plays into this development is that it is just more open space. Pulte’s justification is that
there is more open space for the reduced setbacks (from 10' 1o 5') with the regional park there.

Regarding the amendments from last year, rezoning amendments and down zoning are part of the
Master Plan approved by Council. It is not yet recorded because those conditions have not been met. The
park design or financial guarantee have not been met yet. Staff is working with Pulte and the City Attomey
to record Estancias 1 A and 1 B. We have identified the park space location but there is not yet any
dedication or an approved plan for the park development. Pulte agreed to provide a soccer field and a tot
lot as a portion of the park which is just one component of the regional park.
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Chair Kadlubek asked Mr. Siebert if he is representing both Pulte and Las Soleras.
Mr. Siebert agreed.
Chair Kadlubek asked where we are with the park dedication,

Mr. Siebert said he handed out the Planning Commission minutes from June 18, 2015. Mr. Thompson,
Parks Director, said they would wait until the Parks Master Plan was completed in order o have a better
idea how this park fit into the development of all parks in Santa Fe. This refiects that decision. There is a
perception that there needs to be a design for the park hut Mr. Thompson said he was not ready for that.

There was an issue by one City Councilor asking for proof that the park can even be developed - that
80% of it can be developed for park land. He submitted a plan that accomplished that to the City and even
Councilor Dominguez looked at it. Topographically, it shows that 80% of this land is developable. So he
thought this is premature and the Parks Direclor also thought it is premature.

Chair Kadlubek asked if the application could be approved if she knew the dedication was going to
having a public park and wait on the design until afier the Parks Department comes up with a Parks Master
Plan.

Ms. Martinez said the dedication would absolutely be necessary and the code speaks to the
development of a plan related to that park.

Mr. Smith said Section 14-8.14 requires the dedication and improvement of a park. The Siaff, inchiding
Legal Staff, has reviewed that with Pulte and the Las Soleras pariners how to implement that code
provision. Staff is working with them to resolve that issue so that letter and intent of the law is complied with
and so that the contractual obligations of annexation agreement are met.

Ms. Martinez said they have been in discussions as of fate this afternoon about the matter and a week
ago, discussed the idea of charettes about what the regional park could be. And maybe not just the park
but the soccer field and a tot lot. She got a commitment from Mr. Skaarsgard and from Pulie this aftemoon
1o have a design charette in the first week of August. Hopefully, they will come up with a plan that would
then have to be presented to Council for approval.

Chair Kadlubek surmised that a lot of things are going on in early August. Hopefully, that School Board
meeting in early August will solve the school site issue. He asked if the commitment to that design meeting
would satisfy the issue. They are removing open space because of access 1o a park will provide it. But the
City says the park isn't as secured as the City would like. The City wants a dedication and some design.
Even if the Commission approves this tonight, it won't go to the Goveming Body until August.

Sa the design meeting will happen prior to the Council meeting.
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He asked what other condition of approval or agreement could happen at this meeting that would solve
the park issue and at least look at the setback issue and say it is justified.

Mr. Berke suggested that:

1. Pulte agrees to coordinate all of the stakeholders - Las Soleras, the City, the project development, Las
Soleras LLC. Contract purchases and neighborhoods - to arrive at an acceptable design and
implementation schedule as well as financing of the regional park, including but not limited to
contributions or a financial guarantee up front.

2. Prior to issuance to the first building permit in the Pulte Subdivision, Pulte wili post a financial
guarantee in a form acceptable to the City in the amaunt of $323,400. That would compensate for 254
lots in the Pulte Subdivision at £$1,100 park impact fees per lot. Some portion would be earmarked for
a portion of the cost of the development of the regional park and shall be in lieu of park impact fees
collected at the time of building permit.

3. Lastly, if consistent with the regional park, the plan is approved by the City, in lieu of this payment,
Pulte will agree to construct a soccer field and tot lot at the regional park location. They already
committed to do that.

He recommended imposition of those first two conditions and said the Commission could impose those
conditions of approval, moving this forward.

Chair Kadiubek asked if Staff could provide written copies to the Commission. [A copy is attached to
these minutes as Exhibit 3.]

Mr. Smith agreed and went to make copies.

Mr. Shandier said he has locked at them and pointed out that they were written by Pulie's lawyer.
Commissioner Hiatt asked Mr. Siebert if that means he agrees with those two conditions.

Mr. Siebert said this is the first ime he has heard of those and wasn't sure if there were two conditions.

Commissioner Hiatt summarized them. He asked, if their attorney drafted it, why he wasn't agreeing
with it.

Mr. Patton said this resulted from last week's discussion. Pulte has been working with the City. That
actually came from Pulte’s counsel. To show Pulte’s depth of commitment, even though this is the
responsibility of the Master Developer, Pulte is willing to post a financial guarantee as Mr. Berke indicated,
for Pulte's portion of that park. We also, got an email from Skaarsgard, asked for a meeting or charette to
discuss the design. They will follow through t00. Pulte is doing everything possible to leverage their
relations with the Master Builder. It benefits Pulte’s home buyers too.
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Chair Kadlubek recalled that the park was a significant piece of that discussion. We also wanted to say
specifically what that park should be. He agreed fo allowing some time to decide what the park would look
like and in accord with City’s park plan. If we know the land is dedicated and financial guarantee is thers.
That would be enough on the sethack side. He hoped that would not hold up the development of the
homes.

Ms. Martinez agreed the financial guarantee agreement is a huge step forward. While she also
appreciated the commitment to work on the design charette and move forward in the development, she
wanted to make sure that it is not the end of the process. The Council gave them 30 days to praduce what
the park was to look like. The developer did submit one plan but it was for an urban farm, not a regional
park. Since then, there has been no follow-up information produced. So there is nothing else to look at or
consider. The discussions are progressing again.

Commissioner Hiatt asked Mr. Pation why they could not just dedicate.
Mr. Patton explained that Pulte doesn't own that land, so Puite does not have a way to dedicate it.

Commissioner Propst said she was uncomfortable because the approval of this is predicated on
access 1o open space and the park is part of that open space. So itis in the scope of what the Commission
should be talking about here. That is one matter and the other is that the Commission has not really heard
why - since this is a Master Planned community and Pulte knows how big their models are so she asked
why this plan wasn't corrected with the right kind of setbacks to begin with.

Mr. Patton said, “To be honest, when we came to Staff, we said, when we first came in, the homes that
we have built in Santa Fe in the two that are listed here, Villa Sonata, Cuesta del Sol, all had a variance so
the homes we built there already had the opportunity to build as we are building now. in all honesty, itis a
mistake on my team’s part. We thought this already had that same ability to build it. So when we came in
and we presented to you in the last floor design, we didn't think there was an issue with what we call the
wedding cake. And 30 when it came 1o our attention that it was, | was not really happy with my thinking and
when we came before the city and gave our apologies; it is a mistake on our part. We didn't know that.
Coming in, we didn't know so it sounded like we came in and said, okay, we are going to do a change and
we already thought that what we had been proposing from day one could be built. And when we found out it
didn't, we are before you today, asking for this variance. | would say that it is no different - the variance,
aven though ... or we are asking for an amendment to the Master Plan, | should say... it fits in 1o Nava Adé.
Nava Adg is your field some of these fertiles if you drive out there, how the same concept that we are
asking for tonight.

Everyone in Villa Sonata asked the same thing. So the general area of where the homes are being
built, it is trying to reflect the same type of setbacks and some of the height requirements. So | do want to
make one clarification on the point. We do include the park in our open space. But | would share with you
that in the rea that we are developing, the hundred acres, let's just say - that's outside the park; that's next
to Railrunner, Beckner, Nava Adé - that area that what we are speaking about more in general, is that we
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could have made at the time, if we were thinking and knew that we needed this, we could have made our
lots wider to keep that sethack.

We still would have had to come before you for the maximum height allowance for our two-stories. But
the error of the setback that we are requesting - if we would have made our lots wider, it would reduce the
open space that surrounds the terrain so we would have had less buffer - less open space that more
people could enjoy. Yes, we would have had the open space between the homes. But only the homes
could enjoy that - the people that own that. And 50 you would have less private open space. We've
provided more private open space than we are required to do. And we thought that was a good thing
because then everyone gets to enjoy that. We have created buffers from Nava Adé and the others.”

Commissioner Kapin said when Pulte came to the Commission for down zoning, their analysis of what
the Commission needed was less density, less infensity and now Pulte is increasing the intensity of those
lots. She didn't understand the statement he just made that they would eat into the open space if they
made the lots bigger. She was surprised to see this. Being five feet away from one's neighbor, the houses
don’t have windows on the sides. it is dark. it kind of contradicis what Pulte came and told the Commission
at the fast meeting when they came and asked to be down-zoned for so much space.

Mr. Patton said if members visited the communities in Albuquergue that they referenced, that exact
same model that was shared there are these same models. That has not changed from day one. So that is
what they thought they could do from day one. They are transferring intensity from right or left. It would
push out from the interior of the subdivision so there would be less private open space on the outskirts. ft
would be the same number of lots,

Commissioner Kapin reasoned that Pulte may have to have fewer lots.
Mr. Patton said there is a ¢ertain number of lots that Pulte has to have to make it work.

Commissioner Greene reminded him that when they started it Pulte had the opportunity to make it
twice as dense - in fact, four times as dense. They are essentially at R-2 now. This was originally R-12 and
down zoned to R-6 and made it a quarter of their potential density. They had the opportunity to do more lots
and do it with the current zoning.

Mr. Patton agreed they could have done that If they decided to have namow lots like in Villa Sonata.

Chair Kadlubek asked if the reason for the design proposed is that Pulte thinks it is more attractive and
will seli better - with the pitch fo the street and not to the side.

Mr. Patton said it is an option we would like fo make available to the buyer so it doesn'’t all look the
same. Most consumers whao are older, want less space to maintain. The rear lots are deeper but sldes and
front is less. They are not frying to deceive anybody. The age-targeted area is in the Pulle tradition. A
narrower ot would change the population Pulte wants o service.
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Chair Kadlubek went back to the three conditions of approval, that were now copied, and they would
just look at a and b and not worry about condition ¢.
[See Exhibit 3.]

Mr. Berke agreed. If the Commission chooses to recommend with the conditions of approval to clarify
that it is Pulte and the Developer who post the financial guarantee for the development of the park. This is
100% of the residential component of this subdivision and parks are linked to residential subdivisions.

Chair Kadlubek asked Mr. Siebert how he felt about the first two conditions (2 and b).

Mr. Siebert said Las Soleras has already begun that process on condition a.

Mr. Smith made one correction. “Las Campanas” should read "Las Soleras.”

Chair Kadlubek agreed and thought the Commission would probably have lots of changes here.

Mr. Siebert clarified that in condition b, the $1,100 wou'd come from the impact fee for the lot. The
commitment Staff is requesting is that the impact fee that normafly would be paid at ime of building permit,
those fees would be paid in advance. So he asked if, every time they come in for a building permit, they
would be charged again for the park impact fee.

Mr. Berke thought they needed to go into more depth on this. This was submitted about three hours
ago from their attorney. The assumption is that at building permit, the park fee would be waived.

Chair Kadlubek agreed. That would make sense.

Ms. Martinez explained that when impact fees are collected, they go into a fund and a city committee
decides how that money wili be used. But to earmark them, might need to go to the Goveming Body for
approval. She didn't want the Commission to make a decision on something it has no authority for.

Commissioner Hiatt said he sits on that committee and Ms. Martinez is right. That committee makes
recommendations to Council on how it is spent. But if there is an agreement of minds here, then the
language can by changed to accomplish this obligation. But he was hesitant ta use impact fees in that
context.

Chair Kadlubek suggested they change the language so it is striclly a financial guarantee In that
amount of $323,400 and have some language that for every $1,100 of impact fee that is collected would
come out of that financial guarantee.

Mr. Shandler clarified that if this was a standard development, they would pay their park impact fees.
But under the City Code, when it is part of a Master Plan they (Pulte) don't have to pay any park impact
fees. They will post a financial guarantee. And we should figure out what they would have to pay without
this for a park impact fee.
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Chair Kadlubek reasoned they are just using this equation then, to get a number that makes sense for
the park costs.

Commissioner Hochberg said that means the impact fees language shouldn't even be there.

Chair Kadlubek agreed. So they will rework the language. The calculation of 294 lots times §1,100
should be deleted and not have the number of lots and amount for each.

Ms. Martinez said it is critical to keep *a portion of the cost of development” because we don't want to
make the assumption that this amount is going to cover the cost of the whole park. No one knows what that
cost will be,

Chair Kadlubek said all that is being asked for is a financial guarantee in a form acceptabie to the City
which is $323,400 for the park as a condition of approval here.

Mr. Berke said they usually get a park design and an engineer’s estimate and ask for a guarantee for
that part. He was not sure this would cover the development of a 28-acre park in total. The amount for the
financial guaraniee would probably cover the park portion. And there are others coming forward for Las
Soleras later an so this is important to remember.

Chair Kadlubek assumed that they cannot earmark impact fees but we can earmark this guarantee of
$323,400 which is for a portion of the park. It is not an impact fee. He asked if that would suffice.

Mr. Berke agreed that is a portion of the cast.

Commissioner Kapin pointed out that we don't know this is a proper portion.

Chair Kadlubek agreed but the Commission just wants 1o make sure a park is developed.
Commissioner Kapin asked if it would have to wait until August then.

Chair Kadiubek szid we have to wait until August anyway. There is agreement so why do we want o
get in the middle of it. This number is just a suggestion to get past this problem,

Commissioner Hochberg considered it a reasonable amount, given in good faith. The Commission is
supposed to give Councli a recommendation that will work, He asked why there was such a flurry of activity
in the last few days. They Commission has to leave the imperative and get the party that is going to do it in
here. Often the Commission deals with small things like bike tralls but these are big things here. The Park
and school and Fire Station didn't just emerge yesterday. Everyone understoad those conditions when the
Master Plan was approved.

it is not enough for them to say they made a mistake. Pulte is a big company. They have a legd
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department and should know what these things are. He also didn't know why Pulte needs these behemoth
two-story houses here. But before we get fo that, we need the park, the school and the fire house.

Chair Kadiubek reminded him that this site to be dedicated is not for a school but a field for a school
that already exists. A lot of these things are adjustments from the last few months. With regard to the park.
Qur city's own Parks Depariment is saying to wait for the design. So he was just trying to tip toe forward.
He was totally fine with moving this to the next meeting but wanted to ask a few other things here.

Mr. Berke clarified that in the minutes handed out, what Mr. Thompson said in the past. We arein a
new fiscal year. There is an RFP out to get a master plan complex designed. The current Master Plan
doesn't address the park as it was designed. The park and school and fire house were part of the2008
annexation agreement and came to more specificity in 2015. This is not something that is new. t is
important fo implement these things as quality of life issues.

Chair Kadlubek agreed. We all agree with that. We were adamant about the park and the school in
approving the Master Plan. A lot of the elements have been in the plan, thanks to the amendments in
2015. Monte def Sol was present during the Development Plan hearing and saw the developer try hard to
appease Monte del Sol. He would hate fo see Monte del Sol not agree fo the land have that halt the
process. So if Pulte and Las Soleras are working in good faith with the school, he asked if that would allow
it o go forward.

Mr. Shandler pointed out that those are two different schools. Monte del Sol is a Charter High School
with a sliver of land for a soccer field. SFPS thought they would have an elementary schoot aut there but
never agreed on a location. Mr. Siebert was talking about the public elementary school site.

Mr. Siebert agreed. As part of negofiations with SFP'S, he recommended a site within the Pulte
development and they rejected it. They offerad an altemate site near the Interstate but the School Board
rejected that one also.

Chair Kadlubek said if the Cammission is going to hold up their development because of their
negofiation failure with SFPS, It puts the developer in a bad position and SFPS can keep asking for more,
knowing they are holding up the development.

Mr. Berke said the condition requires a dedication of 10 acres. Whether the SFPS builds a school is
different.

Commissioner Hochberg agreed that postponement is likely but asked to finish the discussion of the
conditions.

Commissioner Hiatt thanked Commissioner Hochberg for expressing some of his own feelings. He
appreciated everything Mr. Patton has done to bring a quality product to the City and also Staff's work with
Pulte. He said he lives close by and drives Govemor Miles every day. He knew what was discussed and
was disappointed that we can't live by these agresments. Pulie is a nationwide company and has models
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that work everywhere else and now they are going down a rabbit hole. He was trying to embrace the
pitched roofs. He didn't see the diversity here and has heard this discussion for 30 years. He was not sure
that having homes that lock alike is bad.

He was aiso concemed about how narrow that 5 feet setback is and what it does to the living
environment. His neighborhood has a few more feet. He was not sure that he was going to support the
variance in the long run but wanted to keep an open mind. If it is not improved, he hoped Pulte had enough
other models. There is a need for pitched roofs in Santa Fé.

He told Mr. Siebert that he could now realize what a conflict of inferest is. He represents both so he
needs to be the mediator and needs to get with the staff to get it worked out. Puite is putin a really bad
spot with the Master Plan. They made a mistake. Those plans will only work if the City grants a variance.

Chair Kadlubek said they have a certain number of models that don't meet the variance. But he asked
why hold them up with those that do meet the ordinance.

Mr. Smith said they cannot start buliding until the recording of the plat happens. The key issue does
hinge on the Govemning Body approval of the park issue.

Mr. Shandler summarized that in 2015, an amendment to Master Plan was approved but not yet
recorded. And subsequent fo that, there are lots that are not recorded. Once the plats are recorded, they
can sell legal lots. The hold up with the Master Plan means they don't have legat lots of record yet.

Chair Kadlubek asked then, why this is in front of the Commission now.

Commissioner Hogan agreed with the testimony that has faken place. He didn't object to the 8 targeted
units. Those exceptions are very reasonable. But he did have a problem with the two-story homes; not so
much with the 5' sethack on ane-story buildings but with the 2-story bulldings. He also had a problem with
having a pitched roof on two-story models.

He asked if there is any regulation on how the two-story modeis get allocated around the development.

Mr. Patton said the buyer gets to choose (site and design). Pulte’s rule is that it can’t be the same
design next to each other. 55% of the lots are age-targeted. 134 are in fraditional lots. Half are choosing
one-story and half are choosing two-story in Pulte developments. So less than one-third would be two-story
homes. No more than three two-story homes could be next to each other. Pulte could put some controls in
place and work something out.

Chair Kadlubek asked if that could be an additional condition of approval of the variances. That could
be critical.

Mr. Berke said the applicant is agreeable to that condition. We will hear about variances in the next
case. These are amendments.
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Commissioner Kapin asked if he was suggesting no two stories next to each other.
Chair Kadlubek said he was suggesting no two models next to each other.

Mr. Patton said their preference would be not to have two-story homes next to each other. They would
like no more than three but could live with two maximum and not the same mode!.

Commissioner Hochberg said the highest is 28'. He asked if Pulte has a lot at 28' feet.

Mr. Patton clarified that there is only one model that is 28' high. Their experience in every other
development is that the height restriction is the mean level of the homes. Santa Fé measures to the very
top of the home. if it was the mean, all homes would be in compliance.

Commissioner Hochberg asked if the other developments have 28' high homes.

Mr. Patton agreed and invited him to come see them. It is just a choice - not a row of 28’ high homes.

Commissioner Hochberg pointed out that whatever the Commission approves for Puite means others
will point out that the Commission has already altowed it.

Mr. Patton said that was why they didn't ask for a variance but for an amendment because it fits with
sumounding developments that all have the same setbacks from other homes. He invited Commissioners to
drive around the area and see the surrounding developments.

Chair Kadlubek said having information on the surrounding heights and setbacks would help the
Commission.

Mr. Shandler concurred. Asking Staff to do the investigation would be preferred.

Mr. Smith said the study session is on July 21 and the regular meeting on August 4. Commissioners
have in the proposed color photographs in the packet. There is more to this case than just the Pulte
subdivision. i is also large enough to do a setback design.

Chair Kadlubek suggested that just knowing what was approved in Nava Adé would help.

Mr. Smith didn't think there were any above 26' in Nava Adé.

Commissloner Propst asked which of the three conditions would likely be resolved if this is postponed
to August 4.

Mr. Berke said there has been a lot more movement with the City and Pulte in the last few weeks. The
Fire Station should be separated. If the Commission wanted to set a deadline for the dedication, we coukd
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accomplish a lot. Hypothetically, we could get the park wrapped up with a solidified design for the regional
park.

Ms. Martinez said with a design charette the first week of August and SFPS Board meeting August 4,
we could have good information and at the second meeting in August, could get it done.

Gommissioner Kapin suggested postponing this to August 18.

Commissioner Greene had an issue with 2-story homes in traditional lots when they are on comer lots
at Las Brisas or the open space. He asked if the Commission could address requiring those either to be
one-story or have fagade fenestration. It is like the wedding cake design and needs- some clarification if
that should be addressed in the design feature. It casts shadows; many are side lots that are entered from
the side streets. Maybe they could preciude sheer two-story fagades.

Secondly, he was concemned about fire egress between those houses and asked if this would require
sprinklers or no added restrictions on them.

Mr. Berke said both National and local building codes are stringent with the ten-foot separation
between structures. With the amendment, the designs would stilt meet the fire code and those within 500° of
a fire hydrant, would not require sprinklers if the driveway is not 150' long. So probably none would need to
be sprinklered.

Commissioner Greene observed there may be more stringent landscaping requirements ke more
street trees to mask the larger volumes.

Commissioner Gutierrez recalled when Mr. Siebert first came in and said he was wearing two hats, he
said this would be a place where people could walk to school, walk to a park. The dedication delays have
put a kink in that. With the amendment tonight, he could have gone either way. People know what they are
getting into with the setbacks. They have the choice fo buy in or stay out. Pulte tried 1o sell the
Commission on more private open space within 300". He would fike 10 see how much is being taken away
with 5' stepback vs. 10' setback. That would show the Commission who is going to benefit from it.

Lastly, Mr. Siebert said they were about to settle the deal with the School Board. He asked if the deal is
money in lieu of dedication of what the deal is.

Mr. Siebert replied that the requirements in city code are that residential subdivisions have no required
open space. Pulie has 22-25% of the total land area as open space.

Commissioner Gutiemez asked if they opened up the open space to increase the regional park.

Mr. Siebert said he didn’t recall the exact commitment for park area off the top of his head. There are
five acres between Monte del Sol and Nava Adé and more aleng the trails.
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Commissioner Gutierrez clarified that he was talking about usable open space, either a trail or what the
fradeoff is.

Mr. Siebert asked if he meant compared fo the Las Soleras Master Plan.

Commissioner Gutiemmez said Pufte gave up something for the park - whatever they agreed fo give up
or provide in open space. What open space is Pulte giving to the whole neighborhood? Mr. Siebert aiso
said most homes wouid be within 300' of open space. He asked how many are not that close.

Mr. Siebert thought it was somewhere between five and ten lots.

Chair Kadiubek said regarding the park, that he needed staff confidence thai the Commission is where
it needs to be on approval of these amendments.

Commissioner Propst recapped that the Commission could expect fo see the school board decision
and on the park, maybe Staff could make another recommendation. She heard that the Commission is
moving in the right direction that apparently, progress has just picked up in the last few weeks. Perhaps by
that time, Las Soleras could be approved at the next meeting.

Commissioner Kapin requested that the Parks Director be here for that meeting too.

Chair Kadlubek asked if the applicant had any other questions.

Commissioner Hochberg said Mr. Siebert represents Las Soleras and asked If he had authority to bind
or commit Las Soleras.

Mr. Siebert said he didn't.

Commissioner Hochberg reasoned that the Commission also needs someone here who does have the
authority.

Mr. Berke asked, in order to keep his rotes straight, if the Commission would like a fully developed park
plan or just assurance that Staff is in conversation about it. This park affects the whole subdivision.

Commissioner Kapin asked for the park plan, if it is possible to have a pian here. She was in favor of
having it as far along as it could be. “We need to see what we can expect from Las Soleras, Pulte and the
City.”

Chair Kadlubek pointed out that parks don't usually get designed before the houses are there. It seems
backward to him.

Commissioner Greene noted that Pulte is building the amenities in their development in Albuquerque.
In this one, they asked Mr. Skaarsgard fo come up with the amenities. Pulte could take it off the table and
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build it themselves if they wanted.

Commissioner Gutierrez added that this was addressed 9-10 months ago and they failed to do that.

Ms. Martinez said that was the Urban Farm.

Commissioner Propst asked Ms. Martinez what kind of benchmark the Commission could use.

Ms. Martinez said her goal would be to use design charettes that lay out the possible options that could
be done in a regional park and could result with a plan. It is coming up with a formal plan and as soon as
they can get that plan the project can go forward and make a decision on a financial guarantee. We need to
have that and possible rough estimates by August 18 so we can have that path moving forward.

Chair Kadlubek said that sounds great.

Action of the Commission

Commissloner Hiatt moved to continue this case to the Planning Commission mesting on
August 18, 2016. Commissioner Propst seconded the motion.

Chair Kadtubek thought the Commission got into a fot of areas that could help the recommendation.
They could probably avoid a lot of long discussion to have the recommendation up front. The Commission
is recommending approval if it conforms fo the Las Soleras Master Plan. There is a lot of ambiguity that
could be cleared up ahead of time. He realized it all came down to the last 5-6 days and a rush for a
decision. Maybe the case is not ready to be discussed tonight.

Mr. Berke said ultimately, Siaff wants the Commission to make the decision. The Commission asked
very good questions tonight. If the findings are that it is consistent with the Las Soleras Master Plan, the
Commission should approve it. But if not, the Commission probably wouldn't. He will work on it.

Chair Kadlubek said what he saw here are recommendations of approval but tonight we are fold it does
not meet the standards and recommend denial or don't bring the case forward. It was not clear tonight but
at the end of the day we ironed out a lot.

Ms. Martinez respected everything the Commission said, especially the statement of ambiguity. A fot
of big picture items were coming together in just the last couple of days.

Qut of respect for Pulte, she felt this was an opportunity to have things heard. We were not trying to be
vague.

The motion to continue this case at the August 18 meeting passed by unanimous roll call vote
with Commissioners Hogan, Greene, Kapin, Gutierrez, Propst, Hiatt and Hochberg voting in favor
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and none voting against.

The Commission fook a short break at 8:37 p.m. and reconvened at 8:44 p.m.

2. Case #2016-57. Varlance Requests to Sign Standards for Presbyterian Hospital. James W.
Siebert & Associates, Inc., agent for Presbylerian Healthcare Services, requests approval of
variances to the provisions of Section 14-8.10 SFCC 1987 ‘Signs', on Tract 8, a 39.03-acre parcel
which is zoned HZ, Hospital Zone District. (Noah Berke, Case Manager) Las-Soleras-Minor

(POSTPONED FROM JUNE 2, 2016 AND JUNE 16, 2016)
Commissioner Hochberg recused himself from consideration of this case and left the meeting.

Mr. Berke presented the staff report which was postponed from the June 16 mesting for minor
modifications and in consultation with City Attomey for the best path. The details of his staff report are
attached herewith to these minutes as Exhibit 4.]

Staff recommended approval of the variance requests.

Applicant's Presentation.

Mr. Siebert (previously swom) used a Power Point for the Commission. He siated the purpose of the
sign regulations and said why Presbyterian Hospital is in compliance with the purpose and intent, The
purpose is for aesthetics, infegrating signs with architecture, direction and wayfinding, and identification.
Heather Flynt, with his firm, running the computer was introduced. [A copy of the presentation is attached to
these minutes as Exhibit 5.]

The sizes were established long ago when Mr. Siebert was with the Planning Department and St.
Vincent's Hospital was developed. They are a mirror of C-1 office disirict standards but not for an actual
hospital.

Mr. Siebert went through each type of sign needed at the hospital and described their function and

size, comparing them with the maximum sizes in the sign ordinance. Where they exceeded the reguiations,
he stated the variance requested. [A copy of the listing is attached to these minutes as Exhibit 6.]

Public Hearing
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There wene no speakers from the public regarding this case.

ions icant.

Commissioner Kapin had no problem with the signage proposed except the big sign seen from 1-25
which doesn't say “Hospital.” She asked why that was not included.

Mr. Siebert deferred fo Mr. Jim Jepsen.
Mr. Jepsen was swom. He stated that it does say “medical center” on the sign.

Commigsioner Kapin understood but that part is very small and she couldn’t meke that out. She asked
how people would know if they couldn't read it.

Mr. Jepsen said they clearly want people 1o know this is a hospital.

Mr. Berke added that the blue hospital markers will also guide people to the hospital in addition to the
larger sign. The blue H signs are at I-25.

Chair Kadlubek asked if the applicant accepts the conditions recommended by Stafl.

Mr. Siebert said they do accept the recommendations.

Action of the Commission

Commissioner Hogan moved to approve Case #2016-57 - Variance Requests to Sign Standards
for Preshyterian Hospital, subject to all staff proposed conditlons. Commissioner Hiatt seconded
the motlon, identifying the specific criteria: from Section 14-3.16 {c}) (1), special circumstances
apply; Unusual physical characteristics exist that distinguish the land or structure, inciuding the
hospital structure, as unique and distinguishable from others; it requires unique wayfinding criterla
for specialty urgent emergency services; there Is unusual topography. Also, there are speclal
circumstances, making it infeasible for reasons other than financlal cost, to develop the property in
compliance with the standards of Chapter 14. Intensity of the development shall not axceed that
which is allowed on other properties in the vicinity that are subject to the same relevant provisions
of Chapter 14, The variance is the minimum variance that will make possible the reasonable use of
the land or structure. The variance is consistent with the purpose and intent of Chapter 14, with the
purpose and intent of the articles and sections from which the variance is granted. And the
varlance Is not contrary to the public interest.

Commissloner Hogan accepted that as friendly and the motion passed by unanimous roli call
vote with Commissioners Hogan, Greens, Kapin, Gutiarrez, Propst and Hiatt voting in favor and
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none voting against. Commissioner Hochberg had recused himself and was not present for the
vote.

4. Case #2016-42. The Pavilion Office Complex Development Plan and Final Subdivision Plat
Time Extension and Amendment to the Phasing Plan. Santa Fe Planning Group Inc., agent for
Commercial Center at 599, requests development plan and final subdivision plat time extension
and amendment fo the phasing pian for 32 lots on 371.2+ acres located west of NM 599, between
Airport Road and 1-25, and east of the Santa Fe Municipa! Airport. The site is zoned BIP (Business
industrial Park) and C-2 {General Commercial). The time extension would extend approvals to
2031. The applicant is also requesting the phasing plan be increased from the original 4 phases of
development to 7 phases to allow smaller increments of development fo occur at one time. Scott
Hoeft, agent for Commercial Center at NM 599. (Donna Wynant, Case Manager) (PFOSTPONED
FROM JUNE 2, 2016 AND JUNE 18, 2016) {TO BE POSTPONED TO AUGUST 4, 2016)

This matter was postponed under Approval of Agenda.

5. Case #2016-51. Haciendas del Mirasol, 700 Hyde Park Road, Preliminary Subdivision Plat.
Cody North, agent for 700 HRP, LLC, requests preliminary subdivision plat approval for 8 fots on
28 acres to be accessed by a private driveway via a connector road off of Hyde Park Road. The
praperty is zoned PRC (Estancia Primera Planmed Residential Community). (Donna Wynant, Case
Manager) (POSTPONED FROM JUNE 16, 2016. TO BE POSTPONED TO AUGUST 4, 2016.)

This matter was postponed under Approval of the Agenda.

G. STAFF COMMUNICATIONS

Mr. Smith reminded them that the Commission has a meeting on August 4% and August 18" in addition
to the study session on July 215t which discusses the West Santa Fé River Plan.

Chair Kadlubek asked if he referenced cases on August 4.
Mr. Smith said yes and listed them.
Chair Kadlubek asked if they would have new cases for that meeting.

Ms. Martinez said the other two items are a presentation on the urban agriculture ordinance and Matt
O'Reilly is prepared to present the St. Michael's Corridor Cverlay Plan.

Chair Kadlubek asked if they would have public hearings on the ordinances.
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Mr. Smith agreed. The ordinance requires a public hearing at the Planning Commission or HDRB.
Chair Kadlubek asked if that was required for resolutions.

Mr. Smith said any resolutions that affect the General Plan would be required for public hearings.

H. MATTERS FROM THE COMMISSION
Chair Kadlubek asked if the study session would have an opporiunity for the public to speak.
Mr. Smith said that is at the Commission’s discretion to accept or not accept public comment.
Commissioner Hiatt asked why they wouldn't accept public comment.

Chair Kadlubek said because the Commission might want to control the discussion itseff, knowing that
it wilt come before the Commission again. He said he was open to having public comment.

Mr. Smith agreed it will be required that the plan and ordinance have a public hearing at a future date.

Chair Kadlubek noted that he sent suggestions to Staff on the format of the study session and would
take other suggestions. He asked if there is a cerlain cut-off date for those suggestions.

Ms. Martinez said the City has published an agenda and plans to have a sub-agenda for the items
Chair Kadlubek listed as other discussion items. She offered to distribute that to the Commissioners.

Chair Kadlubek asked if he could forward that to everyone.
Ms. Martinez agreed and she would take ¢are of that far him.

Commissioner Greene asked if there is an analysis put together on it. The Commission had asked
about that before and he would like time to review the draft.

Ms. Martinez said there is an analysis on process and discusslons out of it and recommendations for
moving forward. Land Use is identifying potential conflicts with Chapter 14 sa they will have that analysis
and will provide it in advance of the meeting.

Commissioner Greene recalled in a previous meeting, he asked if the Commission could have a review
on how the escarpment ordinance is enforced as a choice to preempt questions at the August meeting.
Perhaps they could have Mr. Berke give some review of the cumrent state of the escarpment ordinance, if
that could be added to the agenda.

Mr. Berke asked if he would like it in writing or just as an oral presentation.
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Commissioner Greene said there is a little bit of history and some investment in future plans of it and
how the City shouid be enforcing it. But it is up to the Staff.

Mr. Berke said okay.

Chair Kadlubek suggested maybe limit it to ten minutes and limit questions from the Commission to 5
minutes. It will help the Commission for the August 4t meeting. He heard it at the Summary Commitiee and
sounded pretty tight.

Commissioner Kapin asked if the Commission made a decision regarding public comment at the study
session. She would support a time limit on each comment.

Commissioner Propst agreed.
Chair Kadlubek asked if it needs to be noticed for public comment.
Mr. Smith said there is no requirement to be specific on that.

Chair Kadlubek would like to have public comment. If for nothing else just because it Is an important
discussion and they are up against it with the plan for a lack of public input.

Commissioner Kapin asked if the session is scheduled for two hours.

Ms. Martinez said it could go into two hours. She peinted out that as this draft was worked on, there
were 21 public comment meetings heid.

Chair Kadlubek understood the public meeting at Frenchy's was not well publicized.

Commissioner Greene said the Commission does have some level of knowledge for what to focus on.
There is housing and the other infrastructure matters will be presented by City staff. He asked If they need
to have some advocates for areas that might be under-represented.

Chair Kadlubek said he had asked for John Romero from Traffic and Stan from water; Alexandra Ladd
from Housing and Kate Noble from Economic Development to attend.

Ms. Martinez said Alexandra Ladd will have an altemate there for Affordable Housing.

Commissioner Hiatt asked if the La Clenega case could be at the end of the next regular mesting
because he had to recuse himself,

Commissioner Propst felt public comment needed o be limited in some way.
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Chair Kadlubek suggested letting people sit in for the presentation and then a litle comment afterward.
And comment could also be forwarded to the Commission.

Chair Kadiubek asked if they need to add elections to the August agenda.

Ms. Martinez agreed.

l.  ADJOURNMENT
The meeting was adjoumed at 9:25 p.m.
Approved by:
_.-”'Z.—-—:—" )
Vince Kadlubek, Chair
Submitted by:

Carl Boazfor C ﬂG.Bo .
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memo

DATE: June 30, 2016 for the July 7, 2016 Meeting
TO: Planning Commission . '
VIA: Lisa D. Martinez, Director, Land Use Department

Greg Smith, AICP, Director, Current Planning Division

FROM: Noah Berke, Senior Planner; Current Planning Division N(,g

Case #2016-64. Las Soleras Amendment to Master Plan — R-6 and R-12 Height and
Side Yard Standards. James W. Siebert & Associates, Inc., agent for Las Soleras Oeste,
LTD., Las Soleras Center, and Pulte Homes of NM Inc., requests approval of an
amendment to the Las Soleras Master Plan to establish alternative height and setback
standards for the R-6 and R=12 résidentially zoned districts of Las Soleras. {Noah Berke,

Case Manager) -

1.  RECOMMENDATION .

If the Commission determines that the proposed development standards are consistent with
the intent of the Las Soleras Master Plan and with the intent of Chapter 14, the Commission
should RECOMMEND APPROVAL to the Governing Body for the proposed amendment,
subject to conditions of approval as outlined in Exhibit B.

I EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

In 2009, the Governing Body approved annexation of the Las Soleras property to the City of
Santa Fe along with a General Plan Amendment and rezoning. Those approvals included a
master plan for the zoning of various parcels that were created, and the layout and phasing of
roads and infrastructure. The master plan has been amended twice, most recently in 2015.

This application is being processed as an amendment to the master plan {Subsection 14-
3.19(D)3)]. As an amendment to the master plan, the Commission makes a recommendation
to the Governing Body, which has final approval authority. The decision to approve is based
on a determination of consistency with the intent of the master plan itself; with the master plan
approval criteria [Subsection 14-3.8(D)]; and with the intent of Chapter 14 [Subsection 14-
1.3]. The decision should be based on an evaluation of whether development in accordance

Cases #2016-64: Las Soleras Amendment to Master Plan Height and Setback Standards "Page ! of 8
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plan and regulations to a degree that is equal to or better than would occur if the normal
standards were followed.

The Las Soleras Master Plan currently includes special development standards for commercial
developments, but does not have special standards for residential developments. This
application would establish feduced side yard setbacks and increased helght limits for the
proposexd I'CSIdﬂntlH] strtictures. .

III. APPLICATION DESCRJ}'TION

In 2016, Planning Commission approved the Final Subd1v1310n Plat for Tracts ISA, 15B and
15C of the Las Soleras Subdivision. This subdivision is more commonly known at Estancias
De Las Soleras, Units 1A and 1B. This subdivision consists of 298 residentially zoned lots.
Also approved in 2016 by Planning Commission was the Final Subdivision Plat for Tract }4A
of the Las Soleras Subdivision which is a 77 lot age-targsted subdivision.

The tables on the ﬁ)llnvwng page cnmpaze the current and proposed standm'ds, whlsh@ 3150
ilustrated inExhibit-D2. -

L oo B N S !U ‘.';J"rll‘l‘ ,]{.

Y ‘bih’a il-{ J—"x{

LLA L 14 foet,
(g:rlteAg;: R-6 5 feet/10 feet (24feet1f thack 10 feef)
14A. N . _:,__. ) ' -: . .:.- N .‘._ ..- N
! Lo . : Y A - i"i‘ﬂfl
(1‘3“““‘3"[: R6'. | SfeotlOfeet (m&ufmmm
15A Generally, setbacks
; : | areestablished'tya- |- 7 24 fett! S
(Estancias do Las R-12 | developmentplan | i sback from sde yard i
g l..omhulm),:. ot et | approvedbythe < | mm)—---~ |
S _ _._| Plapning Commission | L
Soleras Pulte R-6 5 feet/10 feet (24 feet if setback 10 fest)
oL . R |7 1afeet
(]E:uttgAg)g R-6 5 foet/10 foet (24 oot if setback 10 feet)

"
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Proposed Amendments To Development Standards

11A '
(Pulte Age Targeted) R-6 5 feet 20 feet 8 inches

14A

(Pulte Age Targeted) R-6 5 feet 20 feet 8 inches

15A

(Egtjg‘;;'flf:lé” R-12 5 feet 28 feet 10 inches

Traditional)

15B

(Eg‘sfe‘;flf‘:l;” R6 5 foet 28 foet 10 inches

Traditional)

15C ' )
(Pulte Age Targeled) R-6 5 feet 20 feet 8§ inches

IV. EVALUATION

When the Pulte subdivisions were approved, the application materials indicated that each of
the proposed lots could be developed in accordance with applicable development standards,
including the height and setback standards provided in Subsection 14-7.2 Building Envelope
Standards — Residential Districts. Review of the applications by staff confirmed that each of
the lots could be developed.

Pulte subsequently determined that this amendment would be needed for all lots in both
subdivisions, in order to accommodate the different home options that they plan to offer.

“Building envelope” standards typically include height limits, maximum lot coverage ratios,
and minimum dimensions for setbacks from street, side and rear lot lines. Along with zoning
density regulations and road standards, building envelope standards are major determinants of
neighborhood character.

Building envelope standards affect the streetscape visual character that differentiates lower-
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density residential neighborhoods from higher-density districts in several ways:

Provision of open spaces (yards) for individual activity and relaxation

Views from the streets and between houses

Provision of daylighting and ventilation

Accommodation of emergency access and the prevention of the spread of fire
(although the Santa Fe stepback standards significantly exceed International
Residential Code and International Fire Code requirements) '
s Protection of privacy

¢ Provision of solar access

Santa Fe building envelope standards include a setback requirement for single-family
detached housing: a side yard setback of five feet is required for portions of the building that
are less than 14 feet tall (typical first-story), and a side yard setback of ten feet is required for
portions of the building that are between 14 and 24 feet tall. Many communities include
requirements to setback the second story for urban design and solar access reasons, and this
kind of building form is also consistent with the “Santa Fe Style” which is made up of Pueblo
Revival and Temitorial Revival styles. Santa Fe regulations have included some form of
setback requirement since 1962 in residential districts, and setback requirements also occur in
many of the nonresidential districts and in the Historic Overlay Districts.

The applicant has stated that the request for the proposed amendment is as follows:

e The light and air standards for building setbacks, which began as a zoning tool in the
1920’s is not as relevant where the residential dwellings are located in close proximity
to open space areas. In the case of Estancias de Las Soleras the lots have been
designed so that no lot is further than 300 feet from an open space area or city trail.

» Landscaping provided by the developer of the projects is extensive and meant to serve
as an amenity throughout the project. The proximity and height of dwellings will be
considerably sofiened with the maturation of the landscape.

o The open space areas and trail locations are designed to connect to the 28 acre regional
park. There is less of a need to provide for open areas adjacent to the dwelling units
when recreational and open space areas are within walking distance of the dwellings.

The applicant has further indicated that this amendment will accommodate their one- and two-
story homes that are available in both flat and pitched roof options. Further details regarding
the applicant’s argument in support of the proposed amendment, and regarding the proposed
structures and their layouts, is shown in Exhibit D2.

Chapter 14 provides for some flexibility in approval of setbacks as part of the approval
process for multi-family developments such as condos and apariments, where a development
plan is part of the approval process. Although development plans are not generally required
for single-family developments, the city has few examples of subdivisions where variances to
the setback regulations have been approved for multiple lots.

Drawings that illustrate the applicant’s request are included as Exhibit D2. Photographs
prepared by staff that illustrates the visual character of neighborhoods built with and without
variances or other exceptions to setback and height regulations are attached as Exhibit A.
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V. APPROVAL PROCEDURES AND CRITERIA

Approval or amendment of a master plan requires the Planning Commission to make the
following findings (Subsection 14-3.9(D)(1):

a) the master plan is consistent with the general plan;

Applicant Response:

This is one of the first large scale residential developments to be approved in the
last 10 years that is actively under development with infrastructure commencing
on the first phase of the Estancias de Las Soleras project. It is also part of the
Las Soleras Master Plan where a variety of commercial, office and institutional
uses have been established by existing zoning districts within the Master Plan.
The human scale is accomplished by the use of various oper space areas
distributed throughout the development and a consistency in the architectural

styles.

A density of three dwellings per acre is approximately consistent with the density
in the Nava Ade development to the north, which is the largest residential
development adjacent to this project. A substantial open space buffer has been
provided on the Estancias de Las Soleras development between the south end of
the Nava Ade subdivision and the closest residential dwelling on the north side of

the Estancias project.

Staff Analysis:

Provision of additional irail linkages and open space are cousistent with the
General Plan and the guiding principles for Las Soleras Master Plan, to ensure
connectivity and link neighborhoods through trails and roadways. A Guiding
Policy of the General Plan also calls for a mix of housing types and this proposal
allows for a mix of single story, two story, pitched and non-pitched roofs. It is not
clear, however, that the modified setback and height limits are critical to

providing the linkages and open space.

b) the master plan is consistent with the purpose and intent of the zoning districts that
apply to, or will apply to, the master plan area, and with the applicable use reguiations
and development standards of those districts; '

Applicant Response:
The intent of the single family residential zoning is to allow for a diversity of

dwelling styles outside the historic district. 1t is difficult to comply with the height
standards for pitched roofs especially if the height of the interior ceilings is
greater than 8 feet. The allowance for additional height is mitigated by the open
space areas that are heavily landscaped and within a short distance of the all
dwellings within the development.

Staff Analysis:
Staff concurs that the seiback and height regulations makes it more difficult to

construct houses with high ceilings and steep roof pitches. However, those
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standards have been met in the majority of recent residential developments within
the city.

¢) development of the master plan area will contribute to the coordinated and efficient
development of the community; and;

Applicant Response:
The Pulte development has accomplished several improvements which add 1o the
“coordinated and efficient development of the conmmunity” consisting of:

o Road connection to Monte del Sol Charter School creating a secondary
emergency access for the school and a secondary access for a congested
roadway caused by early morning and afternoon school traffic.

« Completion of Beckner Road from the present terminus at Las Soleras
Drive to Richards Ave.

e Construction of a trail from Monte del Sol Charter School to the regional
park.

o Construction of trail connections to Nava Ade trails, interconnecting the
two residential developments.

Staff Comment:

Coordinated development of the community includes maintaining appropriate
standards for the quality of the streetscape within residential neighborhoods. It is
not clear that the applicant’s comments regarding road cormections are relevant
to this amendment.

d) the existing and proposed infrastructure, such as streets system, sewer and water
lines, and public facilities, such as fire stations and parks, will be able to accommodate
the impacts of the planned development.

Applicant Response.
In confunction with the development the following infrastructure will be installed:

e Beckner Road improvemenss from Las Soleras Drive to a point east of the
Walking Rain intersection, including water and sewer in the roadway and
@ storm drain system serving the road and lands to the south of Beckner
Road

- o Installation of a loop water line providing for a redundancy in the system
serving Las Soleras.

e An updated traffic study has been prepared to assess the long range
traffic impacts and what is needed to mitigate traffic generated by this
residential development,

o Trails and landscape in the open space areas will be developed in phase 1
of the development.

e The regional park will be developed in conjunction with the construction
of residences in Las Soleras.

o Existing fire stations are adequate to serve the Estancias de Las Soleras
development.
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Staff Comment:
This approval criterion is not applicable to this amendmen.

VI. EARLY NEIGHBORHOOD NOTIFICATION

An Early Neighborhood Notification (ENN) meeting was held at the Genoveva Chavez
Center on May 12, 2016, In atiendance were the project planning consultant, one
representative from Pulte Homes and one City Staff member. There were approximately 3
members of the public present. The ENN notes are attached as Exhibit D1.

VII. CONCLUSION AND CONDITIONS OF APPROVAL

The Land Use Department has evaluated and analyzed the required approval criteria of the
proposed master plan amendment to the height and setback standards for the tracts zoned R-6
and R-12 of the Las Soleras Master Plan.

If the Commission determines that the proposed development standards are consistent with
the intent of the Las Soleras Master Plan and with the intent of Chapter 14, the Commission
should RECOMMEND APPROVAL to the Governing Body for the proposed amendment,
subject to conditions of approval as outlined in Exhibit B

Staff has included a Conditions of Approval Matrix (Exhibit B).

VIII. ATTACHMENTS:

EXHIBIT A: Maps and Photos
1. Current Zoning
2. Future Land Use
3. Aerial Photo
4. Photos of other subdivisions with 5 foot setbacks and height alterations

EXHIBIT B: Conditions of Approval
1. Conditions of Approval Matrix

EXHIBIT C: ENN Materials
1. Meeting sign in sheets May 12, 2016
2. Meeting Notes.

EXHIBITD: Applicant Submittals
1. Application Materials
2. Proposed Height and Setback Materials
3. Lot Line Adjustment Plat Prepared for Beckner Road Equities, Inc.
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Exhibit A

Maps and Photos

1. Current Zoning

2. Future Land Use

3. Aerial Photo

4. Photos of other subdivision with setback and height

exceptions
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Exhibit B

Conditions of Approval

1. Conditions of Approval Matrix
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Exhibit C

ENN Materials

1. Meeting Sign-In Sheet, May 12, 2016
2. Meeting Notes, May 12, 2016
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JAMES W, SIEBERT
AND ASSOCIATES, INC.

915 MERCER STREET * SANTA FE, NEW MEXICO 87505
(505) 983-5588 * FAX (505) 989-7313
jim@jwsiebert.com

MEMORANDUM

Date: June 30, 2016
To: Noah Berke
From: James Siebert/Victoria Dalton

Re: Las Soleras Major Amendment-ENN Meeting Minutes

Jim Siebert started meeting by stating reason for major amendment is to modify building
heights and setbacks and showed on presentation different section described as Age-Targeted,
Traditional within the Estancias de Las Soleras Subdivision and Ross’s Peak. He stated that
traditional would be a mix of two story and single story homes and explained areas that are in
process of construction and explained park land. Jim also explained reasoning of why the
building height is needed and described different roof styles (flat and pitched) and explained
setbacks and how to accomplish heights and reduction of setbacks.

Jim Siebert showed location on the plan of pitched roof and explained the difference in height.
He mentioned that the height of a flat roof home would be estimated at 16°5".

Jim Siebert continued to discuss slope of property and the height of pitched roofs. Jim stated
that Pulte is a possible buyer of Ross’s Peak and therefore have included the Ross’s Peak
Subdivision as part of the amendment. Jim stated that Ross's Peak was approved for duplex and
single story homes. The height would be around 24° 10"

Question: what is the difference from the current height and setback requirements and the
proposed height and setback? Statement was made that two story would require a 10 setback.
Jim Siebert stated that Pulte would make up for the setback by compensating with providing

land to open space and trails.




Question: Is the pitched roof style what’s been shown on the plan and is the City okay with it?
Noah Berke: Architectural design standards need to be mmet, as long as points are made City is
fine. Noah state that flat roofs tend to have more drainage issues and have to be replaced more
often.

Kevin Patton (Pulte): Pitched roofs are preferred more in northern New Mexico due to snow
load.

Noah Berke Masterplan amendments are to amend and coincide with the rest of the models.
Jim Siebert people seem to prefer pitched roof.
Noah Berke asked Jim to discuss the quantity of homes within Estancias de Las Soleras

Jim Siebert stated that the subdivision is more spread out and isn’t so dense.

Kevin Patton pointed out on the plan and stated the pink color on the plan is single story. Other
models are consumer driven. Models in age target homes are designed by consumer feedback.
Yellow color is designed for families and Ross’s Peak will be a different type of consumer and
will not be all two story by any means. :
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Exhibit D

Applicant Materials

1. Application Materials

2. Proposed Height and Setback Materials

3. Legal Lot of Record

4. Lot Line Adjustment Plat Prepared for Beckner Road
Equities, Inc.
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Prima Title, LLC
file# / $-0957/

SPECIAL WARRANTY DEED

LAS SOLERAS CENTER, LLC, a New Mexico limitead liability company, Grantor,
for consideration paid, grants to PULTE HOMES OF NEW MEXICO, INC., a Michigan
corporation, Grantee, whose address is ¢/o 7601 Jefferson, NE, Suite 320, Albuquerque,
New Mexico, 87109, the following-described real estate in Santa Fe County, New Mexico:

Tract 14-B, Tract 15-B, 15-C and Tract 15-D, as shown and delineated on
.. the plat of survey entitied “Lot Line Adjustment Plat prepared for Las Soleras
F Dei Sur, LLC, Las Soleras Oeste Ltd. Co., Las Soleras Community Dasign,
LLC, Geronimo Equites, LLC, comprising of existing Tracts 8, 11, 12B, 14
and 13, Las Soleras, situate within Sections 7, 17 and 18, Township 16
North, Range ¢ East, New Mexico Principal Meridian, City of Santa Fe, Santa
Fe County, New Mexico”, recorded October 29, 2015, in Plat Book 794,
Pages 007-013, #1778342, records of Santa Fe County, New Mexico

TOGETHER WITH ali appurtenant rights, easements and appurtenances, all
water rights, if any, all improvements constructed thersin, except that alf
mineral rights owned by Grantor, if any, shall be reserved by the Grantor.

SUBJECT TO the following:

1. Reservations and exceptions contained in Patent from the United
States of America to Samuel A. Larsan, recorded December 10, 1921, in
Patent Book A, Page 180, and Patent recorded November 4, 1943, in
Patent Book C, Page 83, records of Santa Fe County, New Mexico:

2. Terms and conditions contained in Annexation Agreement recorded
March 4, 2010, as Instrument #1592456, records of Santa Fe Courty, New
Mexico;

3. Terms and conditions contained In City of Santa Fe Ordinance
recorded March 19, 2010, as Instrument #1593744, records of Santa Fe
County, New Mexico;

918Z-11/18 d3IQUODITY HYIID 23S

4. Terms and conditions contained in City of Santa Fe Ordinance
recorded March 18, 2010, as Instrument #1593745, records of Santa Fe
County, New Mexico;

5. Easements and rights incident thereto, notes, restrictions and
conditions, as shown and delineated on the plat of survey entitied “Las
Soleras Annexation, General Plan Amendment, Rezoning to Multiple Zoning
Districts, recorded March 4, 2010, in Plat Book 714, Pages 014-026,
Instrument #1592455, records of Santa Fe County, New Mexico;

-1-




e

B. Easements and rights incident thereto, notes, restrictions and
conditions, as shown and delineated on plat of survey entitied “Lot Line
Adjustment Plan prepared for Las Solaras Del Sur, LLC, Las Soleras Oeste
Ltd., Co., Las Soleras Community Design, LLC, Geronimo Equities, LLC,
comprising of existing Tracts 8, 11, 12B, 14 and 15, Las Soleras . . . situate
within Sections 7, 17 and 18, Township 18 North, Range 8 East, New MexXico
Principal Meridian, City of Santa Fe, Santa Fe County, New Mexico..",
recorded Qctober 29, 2015, in Plat Book 784, Pages 007-013, Instrument
#1778342, records of Santa Fe County, New Mexico,

7. Taxes for the year 2016 and thereafter.

with special warranty covenants.

WITNESS my hand and seal this 8 day of January. 2016. 4
0N
LAS SOLERAS CENTER, LLC, a New Mexico
limited liability company
Byvm%‘—"—%
ohn{}~Mahoney ﬁ
Operations Manager E
STATE OF NEW MEXICO )
-
)8s. -
COUNTY OF BERNALILLO ) \
i
- z b
The foregoing instrument was acknowledgad before me on January , 2016, by S
John J. Mahoney, Operations Manager of Las Sgleras Centgr, LLC, a New Mexicolimited o
liability company. ‘ ﬁj pt
. ) OFFICIAL SEA.
My Commission Expires: Q) GREQG §, ROBINSON
2 -2/ £} NOTARY PUBLIC - GTATE OF NEW NIXIOO
DYy commisaion mpiwe:.._.
H:\Pulte Homes InciSanta FelSants Fe\Las Solras\Special Warmanty Desd Phase (A) Final 1.7 16 docx
COUNTY OF SAMTH FE ) SPECIAL HARRANTY DEED
STATE OF NEW MEXICO } ss PRGES : 2
AT LA I Hureby Cartify That T e i
& ". ....... '?.L.f‘.?;_v.,' 5 :::o;d 0;._, :mg:g‘m Day E;EJ:::::y, z;I:':th;T:Sf;; A
5o Sy Sy as
ﬁ T T e neandeor Some e eenmant 1 1783623
H- ol
%"f_;;ll I%{:&‘?- i & Ny Hand And Seal OF Offjce
'rf;;‘{f’.‘ﬂ!,_ﬁ?\»":;'} Garaldine Salazer
SCTTER NS ._---..émw Clerk, Santa Fe, NN
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Planning Comtnission
July 7, 2016

EXHIBIT 2B



Major Amendment to the Las Soleras Master Plan for Building Heights for Estancias de
. Las Soleras

A request is submitted to modify the building setback and height standards within the Estancias
de Las Soleras single family residential development as described on Exhibit A. The height and
setback standards for Estancias de Las Soleras is defined in this report.

Reason for Amendment

The single family residential dwelling heights proposed in the Las Soleras are requested for the
following reasons:

e Interior ceiling heights are taller than the eight foot ceilings that are more standard
for tract homes. The taller ceiling heights enhances the living environment for the
home where there is a feel of greater expansiveness.

o The light and air standard for building setbacks, which began as a zoning tool in
the 1920°s are not as relevant where the residential dwellings are located in close
proximity to open space areas. In the case of Estancias de las Soleras the lots
have been designed so that no lot is further than 200 feet from an open space area
or City trail. A significant number of lots are located on the edge of open space
areas.

. o Landscaping provided by the developer of the projects is extensive and meant to
serve as an amenity throughout the project. The proximity and height of the
dwellings will be considerably softened with the maturation of the landscape.

o The open space areas and trail locations are designed to connect to the 28 acre
regional park. There is less of a need to provide for open areas adjacent to the
dwellings when recreational and open space areas are within a walking distance of
the dwellings.

» Such projects as Nava Ade and Villa Sonata have two story adjoining homes that
are separated by a five foot side yard setback on each lot. The fact that the two
story homes are not repetitive is sufficient to offset the scale that normally would
be a concern if all the dwellings were two story. At Mirehaven in Albuquerque
approximately 50 percent of the homes are two story. In Villa Sonata in Santa Fe
the percentage of two story homes is less than fifty percent.

¢ Inthe Age Targeted segment of the lots, which represents slightly more than one-
half of the homes in the Estancias de Las Soleras development all of the homes
are single story. While some of the homes in the Age Targeted area require a
modification to the height standard, it is due to architectural embellishments such
as stepped parapet walls or forward facing pitched roofs that help to break up the
design of the street view.

LAS SOLERAS/PULTE MAJOR MP AMENDMENT
CASEN 2016-64







The two areas of Estancias de Las Soleras serve as the categories for establishing the heights and
. setbacks for the development. Each model type, less repetitive designs with decorative elements
that will be constructed is listed below along with the setback and height standards for each unit

type.
Age Targeted Lots— Limited to lots located west of Walking Rain

Model 5220-B
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Summary Description
Front Yard Setback: 20 feet (per code)
Rear Yard Setback: 15 feet {per code)
Side Yard Setback: 5 feet (per code)
Maximum Building Height of 5” side yard setback (14’ per code)
Maximum Building Height: 20°8” (per code)

i
! Indicates building height at 10’ side yard setback

. **#Red type denotes modification from current City Code




. Model 5220-E
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Summary Description

Front Yard Setback: 20 feet (per code)
Rear Yard Setback: 15 feet (per code)
Side Yard Setback: 5 feet (modified from code)
. Maximum Building Height of 5° side yard setback; (16117, modified from code)
Maximum Building Height: 16117 (per code)

=

|
)} Indicates building height at 10° side yard setback

. ***Red type denotes modification from current City Code




Model 5423-A
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Summary Description
Front Yard Setback: 20 feet (per code)
Rear Yard Setback: 15 feet (per code)
Side Yard Setback: 5 feet (modiﬁed from code)
Maximum Building Height: 5’ side yard setback; (18’ 10” modified from code)
Maximum Building Height: 18°10” (per code)

t
I Indicates building height at 10” side yard setback
i

***Red type denotes modification from current City Code




Model 5423-B
@ 10 |

: T8 e
1 [ TR
| o S
T R
i i ([l .
——1 LIS
< 71 T i
q -3 (T3E){ECT [ IS T b l
= |{|\ (30T} CID D OO (IO = |
(A0 ) [T [T () : 4 —
2, {I {00 [ITD T (0 |
PlL.
Summary Description

Front Yard Setback: 20 feet (per code)
Rear Yard Setback: 15 feet (per code)
Side Yard Setback: 5 feet (per code)
. Maximum building height at 5* side yard setback; (13’10 per code)
Maximum Building Height: 18°10”

i
| Indicates building height at 10" side vard seiback

. ***Red type denotes modification from current City Code




Model 5423-D

10 :I
E n 77T
2 # L
\ IO omm 4 '
(T D (D0 (0| = -

[Ty T (NN [

p—
- [
E r
T
o
= |

OO (DA (D MO _ _ DU

240>

Summary Description
Front Yard Setback: 20 feet (per code)
Rear Yard Setback: 15 feet (per code)
Side Yard Setback: 5 feet (modified from code)
Maximum building height at 5° side yard setback; (14’11 modified from code}

Maximum Building Height: 16”11 (per code)

i
| Indicates building height at 10° side yard setback
I

***Red type denotes modification from current City Code




Model 5423-E
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Summary Description
Front Yard Setback: 20 feet (per code)
. Rear Yard Setback: 15 feet (per code)
Side Yard Setback: 5 feet (modified from code)
Maximum building height at 5’ side yard setback; {16°11” modified from code)
Maximum Building Height: 16°11” {per code)
I

I Indicates building height at 10 side yard setback
[

. ***Red type denotes modification from current City Code
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. Model 5424-A
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Summary Description
Front Yard Setback: 20 feet (per code)
¢ Rear Yard Setback: 15 feet (per code)
Side Yard Setback: 5 feet (modified from code)
Maximum building height at 5* side yard setback; (185" modified from code)
Maximum Building Height: 18°5” (per code)

|
I Indicates building height at 1{’ side yard setback

. +**Red type denotes modification from current City Code




Model 5424-B
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Summary Description
Front Yard Setback: 20 feet (per code)
Rear Yard Setback: 15 feet (per code)
Side Yard Setback: 5 feet (per code)
Maximum building height at 5° yard setback; 13’10” (per code)
Maximum Building Height: 18’10 (per code)
I

I Indicates building height at 10° side yard setback
i

***Red type denotes modification from current City Code




. Model 5424-C
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Summary Description
Front Yard Setback: 20 feet
Rear Yard Setback: 15 feet
. Side Yard Setback: 5 feet
Maxirmum building height at 5° yard setback; 13°10” (per code)
Maximum Building Height: 18°10” (per code)
I

| Indicates building height at 10’ side yard setback
I

. ***Red type denotes modification from current City Code
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Summary Description

Front Yard Setback: 20 feet
Rear Yard Setback: 15 feet
Side Yard Setback: 5 feet (modified from code} -
. Maximum height at 5° side yard setback; (14’11 modified from code)
Maximum Building Height: 16'11” {per code)
i

| Indicates building height at 10’ side yard setback
|

. ***Red type denotes modification from current City Code
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Summary Description
Front Yard Setback: 20 feet
Rear Yard Sethack: 15 feet
Side Yard Setback: 3 feet (modified from code)
. Maximum height at 5’ side yard setback; (16’11 modified from code)
Maximum Building Height: 16°11” {per code)
I

I Indicates building height at 10° side yard setback
)

. ***Red type denotes modification from current City Code
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. Model 5220-A
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Summary Description
Front Yard Setback: 20 feet
. Rear Yard Setback: 15 feet
Side Yard Setback: 5 feet (modified from code)
Maximum height at 5’ side yard sethack; (20’8 modified from code)
Maximum Building Height: 20’8” (per code)
|

I Indicates building height at 10” side yard setback
|

. *+**Red type denotes modification from current City Code
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Maodel 5425-A
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Summary Description

Front Yard Setback: 20 feet (per code)

Rear Yard Setback: 15 feet (per code)

Side Yard Setback: 5 feet (modified from code)

Maximum building height at 5° side yard setback; (185" modified from code)
Maximum Building Height: 18°5” (per code)}

I
| Indicates building height at 10" side yard setback
I

***Red type denotes madification from current City Code
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. Model 5425-B
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Summary Description
Front Yard Setback: 20 feet (per code)
Rear Yard Setback: 15 feet (per code)
® Side Yard Setback: 5 feet (per code)
Maximum building height at 5° side yard setback: (13’10 per code)
Maximum Building Height: 18°5” (per code)
i

I Indicates building height at 10 side yard setback
i

. ***Red type denotes modification from current City Code
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Summary Description
Front Yard Setback: 20 feet (per code)
(] Rear Yard Sefback: 15 feet (per code)
Side Yard Setback: 5 feet (modified [rom code)
Maximum building height at 5° side yard setback; {14’ 11” modified from code)
Maximum Building Height: 16°11”

I
[ Indicates building height at 10’ side yard setback
|

. *+*Red type denotes modification from current City Code
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. Model 5425-E
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Summary Description

Front Yard Setback: 20 feet (per code)
Rear Yard Setback: 15 feet (per code)
Side Yard Setback: 5 feet (modified from code)
. Maximum building height at 5 side yard setback; (16 11" modified from code)
Maximum Building Height: 16’11 (per code)

I
1 Indicates building height at 10’ side yard setback
i

. ***Red type denotes modification from current City Code
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Age targeted streetscape
Traditional - limited lots located cast of Walking Rain
Model 5220-B
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Summary Description:
Front Yard Setback: 20 feet {per code)
Rear Yard Setback: 15 feet (per code)
Side Yard Setback: 5 feet (per code)
Maximum Building Height of 5” side yard setback (12710 per code)
Maximum Building Height: 20°8” (per code)
|

I Indicates building height at 10 side yard setback
I

***Red type denotes modification from current City Code
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The front elevation for the typical dwelling model in the Age Target section with a roof pitch to
¢ the street is described below.

Model 5220-A
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summary Description:
Front Yard Setback: 20 feet (per code)
¢ Rear Yard Setback: 15 feet (per code)
Side Yard Setback: 5 feet (modified from code)
Maximum building height at 5° side yard setback; (20°8” modified from code)
Maximum Building Height: 20" 8” (per code)
I
I Indicates building height at 10’ side yard setback
|
. *+*Red type denotes modification from current City Code
19




Flat Roof
@

The flat roof model for the typical dwelling in the Age Targeted section is described on Figure 3
below.

Model 5220-D
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Summary Description
. Front Yard Setback: 20 feet (per code)
Rear Yard Setback: 15 feet (per code)
Side Yard Setback: 5 feet (medified from code)
Maximum building height at 5" side yard setback; (14°11™ modified from code)
Maximum Building Height: 16” 11" (per code)
!

1 Indicates building height at 10” side yard setback
|

. w+*Red type denotes modification from current City Code
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Traditional Models — limited to lots located east of Walking Rain Road
Meodel 4017-B

BT
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24°0"

Front Yard Setback: 20 feet (per code)
Rear Yard Sctback: 15 feet (per code)
Side Yard Setback: 5 feet (per code)
Maximum building height at 5° side yard setback; (12°10” per code)
Maximum Building Height: 19°1” (per code)
|

I Indicates building height at 10° side yard setback
I

***Red type denotes modification from current City Code
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Summary Description
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Summary Description

Front Yard Setback: 20 feet
Rear Yard Setback: 15 feet
Side Yard Setback: 5 feet
[ Maximum building height at 5° side yard setback; (14’5"modified from code)
Maximum Building Height: 16’5
[

] Indicates building height at 10° side yard setback
!

. ***Red type denotes modification from current City Code
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. Pitched Roof — two story
The pitched raof model for the typical dwelling in the Traditional section is described on Figure

6 below.
Model 4028-A
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Summary Description
Front Yard Setback: 20 feet
Rear Yard Setback: 15 feet
Side Yard Setback: 5 feet (modified from code)
Maximum building height at 5° side yard setback; (28’ 10” modified from code)

Maximum Building Height: (28’ 10” modified from code)

|
I Indicates building height at 10” side yard setback
I

. ***Red type denotes modification from current City Code
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Flat Roof - two story

The flat roof model for the typical dwelling in the Traditional section is described on Figure 7
below.

Model 4028-C
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Summary Description
Front Yard Setback: 20 feet (per code)
Rear Yard Sctback: 15 feet (per code)
Side Yard Setback: 5 feet (modified from code)
Maximum building height at 5° side yard setback; (25°3” modified from code)
Maximum Building Height: (2573 modified from city code)
I

| Indicates building height at 10’ side yard setback
I

***Red type denotes modification from current City Code
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Planning Commission
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Bfity off Savata IR, New Miesico

meinm

DATE: Tune 30, 2016 for the July 7, 2016 Meeting

TO: Planning Commission - o
sz

VIA: Lisa D. Martinez, Director, Land Use Department - :

Greg Smith, AICP, Director, Current Planning Divisio@

FROM: Noah Berke, Senior Planner, Current Planning Division NLB

Case #2016-37. Variance Requests to Sign Standards for Presbyterian Hospital.
James W. Siebert & Associates, Inc., agent for Presbyterian Healthcare Services, requests
approval of a variances to the provisions of Section 14-8.10 SFCC 1987 ‘Signs”, on Tract
8, a 39.03 acre parcel which is zoned HZ, Hospital Zone District. (Noah Berke, Case

Manager)
L RECOMMENDATION

' The Land Use Department recommends APPROVAL subject to conditions of approval as
outlined in Exhibit B.

The variances are limited to only the seven Sections of 14-8.10 “Signs” as specified in the
variance section of this document and are limited to the size and quantities in the applicant
materials.

Determination of whether the proposed standards are appropriate should include
consideration of the functional role of signage: to permit identification of the project site from
adjacent streets and readily locate driveways, and to locate different tenants and services once
the customer is on the site. '

IL. EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

The Las Soleras Master Plan was approved in 2009, and significant amendments were most
recently approved by the Govemning Body in 2015. Tract 8 is zoned for hospital use, and
Subsection 14-8.10(G) “General requirements for Signs According to District” includes
regulations for the number, height and area of signs allowed in the HZ Districts.. The Las
Soleras Master Plan includes special development standards for commercial development
along Cerrillos Road, but does not include specific development standards for signage on

Tract 8.

Cases #2016-37: Variance Requests 1o Stgn Standards for Prestyterian Haspital Pagal of 9
Plarining Commission: July 7, 2016




The applicant has requested variances to the provisions of Section 14-8.10 SFCC 1987
‘Signs’, on Tract 8. Those modifications would allow substantially more overall signage
for the 39-acre hospital parcel than would otherwise be permitted.

The proposed variance requests require Planmng Commission reviéw and approval or
disapproval. This heanng before the Commission is the sole public review,

Staff review has conc]uded that the variance requests meet thig appticable approval criteria and

would not adversely affect the Las Soleras Master Plan or the Purpose and Intent of Chapter
14.

L. VARIANCE

The applicant in. requestmg variances from the following sections of the sign ordmanu and
~ has provided detailed information about locations in Exhibit E:

1. ThelnnutoﬂmtatﬂinmberofﬂgnsmtheHZdwuiotﬁ'ommmW |

biilding phus one entry sign. (14-8.10(G)(2)):

'_'Pi'i}pdwdﬁtgnage T e e
Coa SOhNIaJnHospﬂa]andEmergencmeidmg o
(signs F.48, G.2, and G.3) :
b. "2 tn Hospital Building with Expansion (s:gnSF48)
¢c. 4 on Specialty Clinics (signs T.1) Lo

2. The size and/or height limits for the following sign tygies: " .- -

" a Directional orinforsastional signs which are Nmited o (4) four sgyare
feet each to (14-8.10 (E)(1)) and to 15 feet in height (14-8.10 £GX(4)):

Pmpeseds'tamse
S 6square feetforl‘? mfomlanonsxgls(mmH.l)
ii. 24 square feet for 24 directional signs
(signs B.3, B.4,E.1 and E.2)
- iii. 15 square feet for 1 directional 51gn {sign C.1)
iv.. 26 square feet for 1 directional sign (sign B.1)

b. Building-mounted signs which are lirnited to 20% of the wall are they
are on or 80 square feet in sign area, whichever is less (14-
8.10(E)(6)(b)) and 15 feet high (14-8.10(G)#)) to:

~ Proposed S:gnage
295 square. feet and 65 feet high for 3 “Ident:ﬁcanon of
... Dévelopment” signs (sign F.48)
" i, 28 feet hxgh for 1 (one) “Emergency” and “Ambulanoe Orﬂy”
. 'mgneach(mgnsGEandei)
‘26 feet high for 2 (two) parkmg 51gns to mark the garage
" entries (sign P-1) -
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¢. Freestanding Signs which are limited in to 32 square feet and 15 feet
high to (14-8.10(E)(8)):

Proposed Signage:
i. 180 square feet and 18 feet, 4 inches high for 2 freestanding
identification of development signs. (sign A.1)

3. Size of freestanding sign support structure exceeds maximum area of 16
square feet (50% of maximum sign surface arca) (14-8.10(E)(4)(a)) to:

Proposed Signage:
a. 23 square feet for 2 signs (sign B.1)
b. 43 square feet for 2 signs (sign A.1)

4. Projection of Wall Signs: Shall not praject more than one (1) foot from the
wall on which they are displayed. (14-8.10 (E)}(6)()) to:

Proposed Signage:
a. 1 foot 4 inches (signs F.48)

A.) Purpose of Sign Ordmance

The City’s sign regulations are intended to balance the need for a safe and attractive
environment with the need for effective identification of businesses and other types of land
uses. The regulations are based on the idea that reasonable regulation of the signs allowed
for each tenant and lot of record will permit effective identification, while still limiting the
overall size and number of signs in the city. Sign regulations also recognize that there are
other advertising media available, including print, broadcast, mailing and online outlets.

Section 14-8.10(A)(1) states the purpose of the sign regulations:

Section 14-8.10 is intended to establish a comprehensive and balanced system of sign cortrol
that accommodates the need for a well-maintained, safe and attractive environment within the
city, and the need for effective commumications including business identification. It is the
intent of this section to promote the health, safety, general welfare, and aesthetics of the city
by regulating signs that are intended to provide reasonable communication to the public to
achieve the following specific purposes: .

(a) To eliminate potential hazards to motorists and pedestrians using the public sireets,
sidewalks, and rights-of-way;

) To safeguard and enhance private investment and property values;

© To control public nuisances;

@) To protect government investments in public buildings, streets, sidewalks, traffic
control and wiility devices, parks, and open spaces;

(e) To preserve and improve the appearance of the city through adherence o reasonable
aesthetic principles, in order to create an environment that is aitractive to residents

and to nonresidents who come to live, visit, work, or trade;

Cases #2016-57: Variance Request to Sign Standards for Presbyterian Haspital Page 3 of 9
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() To eliminate excessive and confusing sign displays; and
(e To encourage signs which by their design are integrated with and harmonious to the
surrounding environment and the buildings and sites they occupy

The Planning Commission and Governing Body recently reviewed amendments to the master
plan for the Christus St. Vincent Medical Center, which bas more and larger signs than would
normally be permitted by the Hospital District regulations. The Chirstus St. Vincent master
. plan does not have specific provisions with regard to the size and number of signs allowed,
but permits the hospital to request approval of signs based on a sign study to be submitted by
the hospital.

The overall visual impact of signage for a project is a function of various factors:

Number of signs

Size of signs

Height

Contrast, number and brighiness of colors
Type and intensity of illumination

Use of animation or changing images

Use of reflective materials

Location, especially setbacks from the street

The overall “readability” of a signis a function of those same factors, plus:

» Simplicity/complexity of the lettering font
e Length of text message
e Vehicle speed

In general, having a 39.03 site could be viewed as a justification for needing more signs than
would be allowed for a typical site. The scale of this site requires more directional signage to
navigate through the campus and find the services that one is requiring upon their visit.

The proposed variances meet the intent of the sign ordinance as they establish a
comprehensive signage plan that serves the purpose of the Las Soleras Hospital Zone. A
regional medical center requires a significant amount of signage to casily identify the hospital
environment and the emergency and health services that are proposed to be provided on Tract
8. The minimum standards of Section 14-8.10 would minimize the hospitals’ ability to
identify services, businesses, and direction for a medical center of this size.
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B.) Variance Approval Criteria (14-3.16(C)(1)-(5))

The applicant’s full responses to the variance criteria are included in Exhibit E2. The
following summary is organized to address all variance criteria and includes specific
references to each where necessary:

(HistoriciDistL il i : AR
Evaluation: There are unusual physical characteristivs of the site relative to the structure and its
use that distinguish it from others in the vicinity that are subject to the same relevant provisions
of Chapter 14:

¢ A hospital structure is unique and distinguishable from others in the vicinity because it
requires unique wayfinding criteria. Patients accessing the services provided, especially
urgent or emergency services, need clear and visible signage that may not be sufficient
through the current signage ordinance, given the size and scale of this facility.

e The site is not located on a major thoroughfare, but rather is accessed through secondary
roads. The applicant notes this will be of significant importance before other portions of
Las Soleras are completed. Additionally, for those individuals trying to locate the
hospital who are not familiar with the Las Soleras roadway network, clear wayfinding
will continue to be important into the future,

e Tract 8 has unusual topography. Tract 8 is at a lower elevation and is some distance from
.25 which creates in essence a bowl effect. The request for larger signage would provide
compensation by making it more visible and more easily identifiable to those seeking the
regional medical center.

Evaluation: The unique wayfinding needs of the hospital make meeting the sign ordinance
requirements infeasible. To ensure clear and very visible wayfinding for the public the hospital
signage must be easily identifiable to gain access and navigate the property. Additionally, there
are three roads that will provide access to the facility and each must have clear signage to provide
safe and clear access to the property.
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nes intensity as “The extent of development per unit of area; or the
level of use as determined by the number of employees and customers and degree of impact on
surrounding properties such as noise and traffic.” The granting of these variances to the sign
ordinance will not increase the intensity of development.

Evaluation: The applicant asserts that each variance is needed to ensure the minimum visibili
needed from the major roadways (I-25 and Cerrillos Road) to safely lead people to the hospital
and navigate the property. They assert that distance from the building is needed to provide
sufficient light levels for the signs to be adequately lit and to be seen from the distances to those
roadways; the increased height is similarly needed to allow the signs to be seen from these
roadways as they would otherwise be blocked by buildings that would be developed between the
hospital and the roadways; entry signs are needed at all three entries to the facility. The size and
quantities of the signs that have been requested seem to be the minimum variance that will make
reasonable use of the property as a regional medical center that provides varying services in
multiple buildings on 39 acres.

i

Evaluation: The property is zoned HZ — Hospital Zone District. The purpose stated in the zoning

district description includes this specific property “Las Soleras Hospital Zone District.” “The Las

Soleras HZ district is intended to accommodate a hospital and business and professional office

uses in the Las Soleras Development.” The property could be used without a variance for a
different category or lesser intensity of use, however the Governing Body approved the Las
Soleras Hospital zoning district specific to a hospital use. It is unlikely that a hospital could be
developed on this site without variances given to the signage standards. Hospitals that provide
emergency care facilities and other medical services all share the same need for clear and
effective wayfinding,

Evaluation: The purpose of the sign ordinance includes issues of public safety and limiting
visual clutter which can create an unpleasant environment and negatively affect property values.
As described above, hospitals have unique wayfinding needs which de not apply to other land
uses. This is in the interest of public safety. The sign variances requested would not result in
visual clutter as they are designed to create clear and effective directions for people accessing the
hospital. Visual clutter would be counter to the purpose of the sign and wayfinding plan for the
hospital. Therefore, the proposed variances would not be counter to the purpose of the sign
- ordinance.
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Evaluan: The lic interest context for this app! ication is prily
the applicable sections of Chapter 14 and the policies of the General Plan. Staff has not identified
any significant conflicts with Chapter 14, or any other areas where the public interest would be

negatively affected.

IV. DISCUSSION AND ANALYSIS
A.) Project Description

The variances are requested to address the needs of the proposed medical center development
on Tract 8. The development of Tract 8 will require larger quantities and sizes of signage than
would otherwise be permitted under Section 14-8.10 “Signs”.

The proposal is for two phases of development totaling 473,800 square feet of inpatient
services, outpatient services, specialty clinics, an atrium and a central plant. In addition, there
are proposed parking garages totaling 147,080 square feet. The Las Soleras Hospital zoning
district allows for a floor area ratio of 1.8:1 or a possible 3,059,300 square feet of floor area on
the 39.03 acre lot, The proposed project will have a total floor area ratio of 0.37:1, which is
well below the permitted amount.

The first phase of development is expected to open in early 2018 with the antici services
provided to be same day care, urgent care, emergency services, outpatient surgery, behavioral
health, general surgery, orthopedics, podiatry, physical therapy, occupational therapy, speech
therapy, diagnostic services, telehealth and 12 inpatient beds. Future services to be provided
may include increased inpatient beds, ear, nose, throat, infusion services, pulmonary,
theumnatology, urology, and integrative medicine services.

B.) Proposed Standards

The proposed signage plan would exceed each of the Chapter 14-8.10 standards for HZ
districts as identified in the following table:
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14-8.10(G)2)
signs are allowed per building, the combined surface
area of which shall not exceed thirty-two (32) square
feet. [u addition, an entrance sign is allowed as set
forth in Subsection 14-8.10(E)

e e e vy =

For C-1, C-4 and HZ districts not more than two

14-3.10(G)(4) No sign shall exceed fifteen {15) feet in height in
RAC, AC, C-1, C-4 and HZ districts.

14-8. 10(E)(1) Directional or Information Signs or Historic Markers.
No directional or information sign or historic marker
shall exceed four (4) square feet.

14-8.10(EX4)(a) Sign support structure for freestanding signs shall

not exceed fifty percenmt of the allowable sign
surface area for one sign

14-8.10(E)(8) One sign for the permanent identification of a
development shall be permitted, provided, it is
mounted on a permanent masonry structure and the
sign does not exceed thirty-two (32) square feet, 1fa
development has an additional entrance on another
street, a second sign not to exceed thirty-two (32)
square feet is permitted.

14-8.10{E)(6)X=a) Wall Signs: Shall not project more than one (1) foot
from the wall on which they are displayed. Wall
signs shall not project over public property except
where the building wall is less than one (1) foot
from the property line. In this case, the sign may
project up to one (1) foot from the building wall,
provided that it does not impede or endanger
pedestrian or vehicular traffic

14-3.1{(E)6)Xb) Shatl, in po case, exceed twenty percent of the area
of the wall on which they are displayed or eighty
(80) square feet in sign area, whichever is less, even
if the digtrict permits a larger total sign arca.

Determination of whether the proposed standards are appropriate should include
consideration of the functional role of signage: to permit identification of the project site from
adjacent streets and readily locate driveways, and to locate different tenants and services once
the customer is on the site.

C.} Photometrics and Landscaping

The proposed development application for Tract 8 includes a photometric plan which includes
the lighting associated with the proposed comprehensive signage. The City Engineer has
reviewed the photometric plan and holds the opinion it is compliance with Section 14-8.9.
(Exhibit C2)

The basic landscaping requirements of Section 14-8.10(E)(4)(c) have been met with this
application. The applicant has furthered provided a comprehensive landscaping plan that
includes landscaping for all freestanding or monument signs. (Exhibit C1).

D.) Early Neighborhood Notification Meeting

An Tarly Neighborhood Notification (ENN) meeting was held at the Southside Library Main
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o Branch on March 28, 2016. In attendance were five city staff, the project architects, the

o project planning consultant, and three members of Presbyterian Healthcare Services. There
were approximately 20 members of the public present. The ENN notes are attached as Exhibit
D1.

V. CONCLUSION AND CONDITIONS OF APPROVAL

The Land Use Department recommends APPROVAL of the proposed variance request t0 the
signage regulations. Staff has included a Conditions of Approval Matrix (Exhibit B).

V. ATTACHMENTS:

EXHIBIT A: ‘Maps
1. Current Zoning
2. Future Land Use
3. Aerial Photo

EXHIBIT B: Conditions of Approval
1. Conditions of Approval Matrix

EXHIBIT C: Development Review Team Memoranda
1. Landscape Memorandum, Somie Ahmed
2. City Subdivision Engineer Email, Risana “RB” Zaxus

EXHIBIT D: ENN Materials
1. Meeting Sign in Sheet March 28, 2016
2. Meeting Notes March 28, 2016

EXHIBIT E: Applicant Submittals
1. Application Materials
2. Comprehensive Signage Plan
3. Lot Line Adjustment Plat Prepared for Beckner Road Equities, Inc.
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Exhibit A

Maps

1. Current Zoning
2. Future Land Use
3. Aerial Photo




0Y HAHYDIF

.,

o HINHIY A
11V 0615 S

aATE I0VHIN DN

HASYHAINS

EIL
o4

i Cd
LCEE
{0

GAg
EOLHED [oh0]
aogr,

aag
0N IKON

1§t
188k

HASYHIIOS -
HASYHIIOG HO § YHIIAL

SYI1LEI



dd HINN DG
2094

YRR 23]
i " DEINIYHT LV
DSIHYRD LY ANISSOHD
CHISSOHD L]

.”.;.... M

LI/
AAVHINOUD
0305

A4¥HIN0Ud

0A78 FAYHIFCEd
7

HOSVII05
5 Y3 OOES aAd

A0YH 1K1 Odd
DEey

aad
A0UNINOHL
Ll Lirg

oATE

FAYNINCHAE oAe

I0hIMON
Jitd
HASVHA0S HO 5 YHII08
477 00,




. PR "
PEER".
5 DBEY Iigh

IOVHINOE

..:.,”_Amﬂ.
0YRAIOUG

JGVHANOYd

[TALY

asvaTIos 3
; V10005

MO SYNI0S §yniias
S G471 4525 ROTEN :

. Py e




GGy off SamGa ey New Miesdice

Exhibit B

Conditions of Approval

1. Conditions of Ap-proval. Matrix
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Exhibit C

‘Development Review Team

1. Landscape Memorandum
2. City Subdivision Engineer Email
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memo

DATE: June 30, 2016
TO: Noah Berke, Land Use Planner Senior
FROM: Somie Ahmed, Planner Technician Senior

SUBJECT: Comments for Case #2016-50, Presbyterian Hospital Final Development Plan

Based on plans dated Aptil 18", the following are staff's final comuments for the Presbyterian
Hospital Final Development Plan:

1. As per Article 14-8.4(F)(2)()) “Plant Material Standards,” it shall be the responsibility
of the owner o tenant to propetly maintain all materials and installation required by
this section, including but not limited to; proper pruning, soil testing, fertilizing and
weeding. -

2. Details for landscaping at all signs must be submitted at time of construction permit.




BERKE, NOAH L.

From: ZAXUS, RISANA B.

Sent: Manday, May 0%, 2016 4:05 FM

To: BERKE, NOAH L.

Subject: Case # 2016-50, Presbyterian Health Services Hospital
Follow Up Flag: Follow up

Flag Status: Completed

Mr. Berke —

" Regarding the above-referenced case, all of my previous concerns have been addressed, and | have no further review
comments.

| do support the variance to disturbance of over-30% slopes.

RB Zaxus
City Engineer
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Exhibit D

ENN Materials

1. Meeting Sign-In Sheet, March 28, 2016
2. Meeting Notes, March 28, 2016
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Prepared by:
James W. Sicbert & Assoc., Inc.
March 29, 2016

PRESBYTERIAN HEALTHCARE SERVICES

ENN MEETING MINUTES
MARCH 28, 2016
Meeting Attendees
PHS: Jim Jeppson
Helen Brooks
Robin Devine

JWS Planning Consultant:  James W. Sieberi

DPS Architects:  Steven Perich
John Laur

City of Santa Fe: Greg Smith
Noah Berke, Case Manager
Soamiya Ahmed, Planner Tech

RB Zaxus, City Engineer
Sandra Kassens, Engineer Assistant

Meeting began at approximately 5:4{ p.m. with an introduction from James Siebert, Planning
consultant, James W. Siebert & Assoc., Inc., Jim Jeppson, Administrative Director of real estate
for PHS, Helen Brooks, PHS Santa Fe Administrator and Robin Devine, Vice President,
Emerging Business Opportunities for PHS, Steven Perich, Architect and John Laur, Architect of

Dekker/Perich/Sabatini.

Jim Siebert gave brief overview of PHS request for construction of a medical center and the
standards of the Hospital Zone (HZ) district that was established by the prior approval of the Las
Soleras Development. Jim Siebert went on to explain that since the zoning is in place for subject
parcel, there is no consideration for a zoning amendment. The request would go before the
Planning Commission due to the size of the building, which exceeds 30,000 sq. ft. and requires a
development plan review. Jim Siebert presented and pointed out oo a map of Las Soleras the
location of where the hospital will be in relation to roads, residential subdivisions, parks and
trails. Jim elaborated an the trail system and pointed out the connection of the Las Soleras trail
and timing of completion of each segment of the Las Soleras Trail system. Question: will the
trail eventually connect to other trails that lead io Nava Ade? Jim Siebert responded that it
would over a period of time and pointed out on the maps the trails relative to parcels and open

space.




Jim Siebert concluded the introduction of his presentation and introduced Helen Brooks.

Helen Brooks, the goal of PHS is to create an outpatient medical center with beds that would
complement existing services and focus on patient experience and quality. The first phase would
be approximately 270,000 sq.ft, consisting of an emergency room, urgent care, surgery, irnaging
facility and inpatient and outpatient beds. Question: What is the timing of when the facility will
open? Helen Brooks: PHS hopes to be open by early 2018. Question: Will there be services
Jor outpatient surgeries or just emergency surgeries? Helen Brooks: There will be services for
both but would only have beds for short stay surgeries.

John Luar (DPS) Presented the PHS plan and showed the location of the access roads to the
facility, discussed the height of the structure and stated that the main structure will be 70 feet at
some points. John pointed out the location of the first phase and explained the plans to construct
the plant with the first phase along with the helipad and ambulance access. John stated that the
ambulance access is separate from the main entry. John continued to discuss the phase of
development and explained that the second phase would consist of medical office/specialty
clinics that would occupy six proposed buildings and expand into the developed shell. These
buildings will be developed individually and would consist of outpatient clinics with a
relationship to the hospital. John continued on to discuss the location of the parking garage and
explained that water savings fixtures are being used throughout the facility. Question: How
mary stories is the parking garage? John Luar responded that the parking garage would
initially be one story with future expansion to 3 stories.

Question: How many bed are anticipated for future growth? Helen Brooks responds that there
will be a total of 30 beds.

Question: What is the impact on traffic during peak hours? Jim Siebert responds this type of
land use requires a traffic impact analysis to be performed by a professional traffic engineer.
The traffic analysis is currently be prepared and the engineer is looking at numbers and
comparing to the previous traffic study that was prepared for the Las Soleras Development. The
study will provide an assessment of the impact at the Crossing at Chamiso and Beckner, Beckner
Road and Las Soleras Drive and access points to Cerrillos Road. '

Question: Was the hospital zone previously approved with the Las Soleras Development?

Jim Siebert responds that the hospital use was part of the Las Soleras Development plan when
the Annexation, Master Plan, General Plan Amendment and Rezoning was approved.

Question: Will there be an additional traffic light installed?

Jim Siebert responds that the previous TIA was based on a 20 year horizon and the intersection
of Crossing at Chamiso and Cerrillos Road are designed to accommodate the 20 year horizon.
Additional improvements will be. needed at the Beckner and Cerrils Road intersections. It has
not been determined if a traffic signal will be warranted at the Beckner Road and Crossing at
Chamiso intersection. Jim Siebert pointed out the roundabouts have been designed for Las
Soleras Dr. and Rail Runner Road and Walking Rain.




Jim Siebert presented the variances to the sign standards and how compliance with those
requirements would not be achieved since hospitals are known to have highly visible signs for
emergency and direction finding. The the size of the sign of 35 square feet for two signs is not
adequate.

The other variance is for the disturbance of slopes. The City Code allows for three isolated
occurrences of 1000 sq.ft., and the variance is very minimal and the requirement is slightly
exceeded. Jim further discussed that a request to amend the road phasing plan is necessary to
change the completion of the Cerrillos to Beckner Road connection from Las Soleras Dr. to the

Crossing at Chamiso.
Question: Will there be further expansion in the future?

John Luar responds that plans have included the future expansion of the hospital and medical
clinics. Helen Brooks agreed that there would be future expansion and further studies are
required for the plan for future additions to the medical center. Jim Jeppson added that the plan
includes a shell which will provide for expansion without any future disturbance to the hospital.

Question: is Preshyterian thinking about having a shuttle from the rail runner station for
employees that commute from Albuguerque. Jim Siebert responded that the previous approval
for Las Soleras included a rail runner station, however the current state administration does not
want to see anymore stops. The Metropolitan Planning Organization (MPO) still shows plans for
the rail runmer station under a different administration the rail runner status may be given further
consideration. Jim Jepson responded that they have not thought that far in advance on where all
the employees will come from. Robin Devin stated that they have been assessing the number of
people that would commute from Albuguerque and it was determined that many of the current
employees of the Albuquerque hospital commute from Santa Fe.

Question: Will any patient be able to be seen by Presbyterian or will they be turned away to
other facilities that honor certain insurances? Robin responded that Presbyterian will honor all
existing contracts and does not plan to change existing contracts in the future.

Noah Berke, City land use stated that a conversation with the Santa Fe Trails is necessary to
determine if there are possibilities to have bus stops that could serve the hospital.

Comment: Many people do rot like helipads even though with a hospital they are necessary.

Jim Jeppson explained how helicopters will come and go with minimal disturbance to residents
north of the hospital.

Question: There are currently stand alone clinics, has there be a needs assessment performed
to determine if more growth is needed and is a second hospital needed? Robin Devine stated
that an assessment has been completed and there will not be a duplication of services, however
competition is needed and the goal is not to raise the cost of medical care. Robin further stated



that the proposed hospital is not a full service hospital and is not being built to replace other
clinics. PHS provides services that work to reduce cost. One of the services Rabin discuss was
the telehealth service. Question: if PHS owned a hospital in Santa Fe, would they be proposing
a second hospital? Robin Devine stated that Christus St. Vincent hospital is not for sale and that
there is always a need for more competition in order to get better services.

Question: [f someone needs extended care would they be transferred to Albuguerque? Robin
Devine responded that the patients would be transferred to the nearest hospital depending on the
Level of Service offered by the hospital since sometimes they are at capacity and do not have
room for new patients.

Question;: What does the new facility on St. Michaels Drive consist of? Belen Brooks
responded that the new facility is both an outpatient clinic as well as urgent care.

Question: Is a helicopter used transport patients to or from hospital? Robin Devine stated that
the helicopter would be primarily used to transport patients from the hospital to other appropriate
healthcare facilities.

Question: Will PHS provide behavioral out patient to the homeless people? Robin Devine
stated that they do provide charitable services and do not turn away persons in need of medical
attention.

Jim Jeppson called for the adjournment of the meeting at approximately 6:30 and offered those
who had more questions to stay and PHS could talk with them.
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Exhibit E

Applicant Materials

1. Application Materials
2. Comprehesive Signage Plan
3. Lot Line Adjustment Plat Prepared for Beckner Road

Equities, Inc.




SPECIAL WARRANTY DEED

BECKNER ROAD EQUITIES INC., a New Mexico ("Grantor”), for
consideration, grants to PRESBYTERIAN HEALTHCARE SERVICES, a New Mexico
corporalion ("Grantee™) whose address Is P.O. Box 26666, Albuqusrque, NM 87125, the

_ following property in Santa Fe County, New Mexico, fo-wit:

Lot C-1, as shown on the plat entitied “Lot Line Adjustment
Plat prepared for The Crossing LLC," located within Section
18, T16N, ROE, N.M.P.M., flled in the Office of the County
Clerk, Santa Fe County, New Mexico, on April 22, 2008 in
Plat Book 680, Page 13, as instrument number 1523049

With special warranty covenanis.

The exceptions-to the Deed are shown on the atfached Exdhibit “A” as
provided by the First American Title Insurance Company’s Tile Commitment
dated April 18, 2008 and identified as file #1065819-Al04, MLF.

WITNESS its hand this 30" day of June, 2008.

STATE OF NEW MEXICO y .
) ss.
COUNTY OF BERNALILLO )

The foregoing Instument was acknowledged before me this 30% day of June, 2008 by
Gordon L. Skarsgard, as President of Beckner Road Equities, Inc., a New Mexico

‘corporation, and aitasted to by Joshua J ka ry, for and on behalf of said
company. eow Lo
Notary Public

My commigsion expires:

’

i




EXHIBIT A
(Exceptions {o the Deed as provided by the First American Title insurance
Company's Title Commitment dated April 18, 2008 and identified as file
#1065819-Al04, MLF)

Taxes for the year 2008, and thereafier. (See 13.14,5.12 NMAC)
Reservations contained in Patent from United States of America recorded February 17,
194] in Book C of Patents, page 14, as Document No. 64420 and Septamber 8, 1948 in
Bouok C of Patents, page 229, as Document No. 90354 1/2, records of Santa Fe, County,
New Mexico. )
» Easement granted to Public Service Company of New Mexico, filed ime 14, 1957,
recorded in Book 136, page 49, as Document No. 223,231, records of Santa Fe County,
New Mexico, _
City of Santa Fe, New Mexico - Cip Project No, 922 Right of Way and Basement Gratit,
recorded July 31, 2002 in Book 2177, page 228, and in Book 2177, page 233, records of
Santa Fe County, New Mexico.
Santa Fe County Fire Dopartinent Office of the Fire Marshal Affidavit, recorded April
22, 2008 as' Instrument No. 1523050, records Santa Fe County, New Mexico,
s Notes, conditions, eagements, and rights incident thereto, all as shown on plat entitled
"The Crossing at Las Soleras Master Plan®, filed Febraary 8, 2008, recorded in Plat Book
675, page 009-021, records Santa Fe County, New Mexica.
Notes and conditions smmbered one throngh sixteen on the Plat recorded in Book 592,
Pages 033-034, numbered one through nine on the Plat recorded in Book 659, Pagos 046-
047, and mumbered one through 9 on the Plat recorded in Book 680, page (13, records of
Santa Fe County, New Mexico, and 25° No-Build Seiback from and FEMA Flood plan es
shown on the Plats recorded in Book 592, pages 033-034 and Book 659, Pages 046-047,

records of Santa Fe Comnty, New Mexico.

e Communal Property Maintenance Agreement, executed by and between The Crossing,
Ltd. Co., Beckner Road Equities, Inc., and Las Soleras Oeste, Lid. Co. dated the 30® day

of June 2008 and recorded on the o _day of Jpma, 2008 as Instrament No. /5735803,

records Santa Fe County, New Mexico.

» AccessEasmmt,exwmedByTheCmssing,I.td.Co.datedﬂaemquyofmzws
and recorded on the 30 _ day of 4.1 2008 ag Instrument No. 153 082, records Santa

Fe County, New Mexico.

L ) TN
SOUTY OF SONVA FE .9 e - URRRANTY
JTRIE OF REW MBX1CO .~ ) as ’
! Horobyy Ceriify That This Instruseat Has Filed for
Qcoerd On Tite 38TH Day OF June, 9.0., 2006 ut 16:84
And Hae Dhaly Recorded as froabrument # 15308564
H The l!m:nr?‘ Of Santa Fe Lty

. & My Hand And Seal 0Ff TFice
Jepyiy :ﬁ’?

County Clerk, Santa Fe, HH

Vzlerje Eaplnoza
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Planning Commission
July 7, 2016

EXHIBIT 6




SIGN VARIANCE REQUEST AND KESPONSE TO VARIANCE CRITERIA

As a reference to the variances that are being requested and their location on the development
plan, the following listing of sign types is provided as noted by the letter and number (eg. F.48 is
a wall mounted sign). For the type and location of signs see sheets AS 102, AS 103, and AS 502
included at the end of the sign variance section and in the plan set.

Phase 1

Wall mounted si A8

Proposed number of wall mounted signs: 5

Permitted number of signs: 2 Variance requested: 3 signs
Proposed sign area: 3 @ 295sq.ft. Total = 885 sq.fi.
Permitted sign area: 32 sq.R. Variance request: 833 sq fi.
. Emergency & Ambulance signs: 2 (G2&G3I)
Proposed sign area: 33 sq.ft. for 2 signs
Permitied sign area: 0sq.ft. Variance requested: 33sq.fi.

Maximum Sign Height from Adjoining Roadway for Wall Mounted Signs

Proposed height: 3 main signs 65ft.
Permitted height: 15ft. Variance requested 50ft

Proposed height: 2 emergency & ambulance signs: 28 ft
Permitted height: 1SR Variance requested: 13 ft above permitted height
Permitted size: 20"  Variance requested: 407

Size of Letters (F.48) {(applies to 3 wall mounted signs)
Proposed main wall mounted: 607

. Permitted size: 20" Variance requested: 40"

PHS SIGN VARIANCES
CASE# 2016-57



Depth of letters from wall (applies to 3 wall mounted signs)

Proposed depth: 167

Permitted depth: 12”  Variance requested: 4"
Freestanding Identification Signs (A.1
Proposed number of freestanding identification signs: 2

Permitted signs: 2 one for each side of the road, no variance requested for main
identification signs

Proposed sign area each: 180 sq.ft. x 2 = 360 sq. fi.

Permitted size of sign: 16 sq.&. @  Fariance requested 328 sq. fi., both signs

Proposed sign height: 15 ft

Permitted sign height: 14 ft Variance requested: 1 ft
Entrance Signs (B.1)
Number of signs: Unspecified

Permitted number of signs: 0 Variance requested: 3

Sign area @ 3 signs: 26 sq. ft.=78 sq. fi. Variance requested: 78 sq. fi. total

Directional signs (B.3, B.4.C.1,E1.E2 H.1}

Code allows for 3 signs not to exceed each 4 square feet for a total allowable area of 15 square
feet

(B.3) Proposed number of signs: 1
Proposed sign area: 24 sq.ft.
Permitied sign area: 4 sq.ft. Variance requested: 24 sg fi.
(B.4} Proposed number of signs: 1]
Proposed sign area: 24 sq.ft.

Permitted sign area: 4 sq.ft. Variance reguested: 20 sq fi.



(C.1) Proposed number of signs:

Proposed sign area:

Permitted sign area:

(E.1) Proposed number of signs:

Proposed sign area:

Permitted sign area:
{E.2) Proposed number of signs:
Proposed sign area:

Permitted sign area:
(H.1) Proposed number of signs:
Proposed sign area:

Pemmitted sign area:

1

15 sq.fi.
4 gq.ft. Variance requested: 11sq.fi.
15

24 gq. ft. x 15 = 360 sq.fi.

S6sq.1t. Variance requested; 360 sgf.
2

24 sq.ft. x 2 =48 sq.ft.

8 sq.ft. Variance requested; 48 sq.fi.
11

6 sq.fl. x 11 = 66 sq.ft.

44 sq.ft. Variance requested: 22 sq.fi.

Variance from total number of directional signs: 28

Phase 2

Wall mounted signs

(T.1) Proposed number of signs:

Permitted signs:
Proposed sign area:

Permitted sigrl area:
Proposed sign height:

Permitted sign height:
Directional signs

(E.1) Number of signs:

4

2 Variance requested: 2

36 sq.ft. x 4 = 144 gq.fi.

32 sq.fi. Variance requested: 112 sq.fi.
26ft

15ft Variance requested: 11 ft

3



Proposed sign area: 24 sq.fi. x 3 =72 sq.ft.

Permitted sign area: 12 sq.f1. Variance requested: 72 sq.fi.
{E.2) Number of signs: 2
Proposed sign area: 24 sq.ft x 2 =48 sq.ft.
Permitied sign area: 8 sq.ft. Variance Requested: 48 sq.fi.
(H.1) Number of signs: 4
Proposed sign area: 6 sq.ft. x 4= 24 sq.ft.

Permitted sign area: 16 sq.ft. Variance requested: 24 sq.fi.

Variance from total number of directional signs: 6



Request for variance of number and square feet of wall signs per Section 14-8.10 (G)(2) to
allow for 3 wall signs on the hospital in phase 1, and four on a separate building in phase 2,
with a total sign area in phase 1 of 885 square feet, and total wall mounted sign area of 144
square feet in phase 2 from the 32 square feet permiited by City Code.

RESPONSE TO VARIANCE CRITERIA

Subsections 14-3.16(C)(1) through (5) and, if applicable, Subsection 14-3.15(CX6), are required
to grant a variance.

(1)  One or more of the following special circumstances applies:

(8  unusual physical characteristics exist that distinguish the land or structure from others in
the vicinity that are subject to the same relevant provisions of Chapter 14, characteristics that
existed at the time of the adoption of the regulation from which the variance is sought, or that
were created by natural forces or by government action for which no compensation was paid;

The building housing the hospital is 786 feet from the southbound driving lane of 1-25, is 1,318
feet from the closest travel lane on Cerrillos Road. The medical center is not located adjacent to
major, heavily trafficked roadways. Although with the completion of Beckner as a 4 lane facility
and completion of the two bridge crossings of the Arrayo de los Chamisos for the Crossing at
Chamiso and Las Soleras Drive will considerably increase the traffic in Las Soleras it will most
likely be several years before all of the above roadways are completed. Visibility is paramount
since people arriving at the hospital for several years will not have an understanding of the road
systems that are existing and will be constructed in the area. People who are arriving at the
hospital in an emergency situation need to easily identify the location of the hospital from the
principal roadways providing access to the site.

Four signs are requested on the free-standing building in phase 2 to have visibility from Las
Soleras Drive and from inside the medical center. Each sign is 36 square feet in size to be seen
from Las Soleras Drive and from the furthest distance in the parking lot when appreaching the
building.

The maximum of 32 square feet divided between two signs on different sides of the building
Jacade would not be sufficient to provide for visibility from Cerrillos Road and I-25 or the
specialty clinic when approaching the medical center from Las Soleras Drive.

(b)  the parcel is a legal nonconforming lot created prior to the adoption of the regulation
from which the variance is sought, or that was created by government action for which no
compensation was paid;

{¢)  there is an inherent conflict in applicable regulations that cannot be resolved by
compliance with the more-restrictive provision as provided in Section 14-1.7; or

(d) the land or structure is nonconforming and has been designated as a landmark,
contributing or significant property pursuant to Section 14-5.2 (Historic Districts).



(2) The special circumstances make it infeasible, for reasons other than financial cost, to
develop the property in compliance with the standards of Chapter 14.

The need for the larger sign area is for the benefit of the user of Presbyterian Healthcare Services
medical facilities. This a matter not only of visibility but of safety. In emergency situations it is
essential to have a sign visible from I-25 and Cervillos Road since the majority of regional users
will most likely arrive via 1-25 and local Santa Fe residents will utilize Cerrillos Road as the
principal access to the hospital.

During the first few years of the medical center operations the visibility aspect will be critical
since both local and regional patients are not familiar with Las Soleras and the internal road
system within Las Soleras. The building itself will create an identifiable landmark but readable
signage will be necessary o identify the building as a hospital.

(3)  The intensity of development shall not exceed that which is allowed on other properties in
the vicinity that are subject to the same relevant provisions of Chapter 14.

There is only one zoning district in the entive City that is classified as the Las Soleras Hospital
zone. Therefore, is not possible to compare the intensity of use to other properties in Santa Fe.

(4)  The variance is the minimum variance that will make possible the reasonable use of the
land or structure. The following factors shall be considered:

There is a question regarding the maximum permitted sign area allowed in the City Code which
is a combined area of 32 square feet for two facades of the building. This compares to a
building in a commercial retail zone district that permits a sign area of 80 square feet per
building in a multi-building complex and a free standing sign of 16 square feet. Given that
hospitals are set back a considerable distance from the roadway and have a greater need for
visibility it seems that there is an imbalance in allowable sign area between an HZ district and
commercial districts in Santa Fe.

It is interesting to observe that professional office buildings, including medical offices have the
sarne sign restrictions as a hospital building in a Hospital Zone district. Given the difference in
scale of a professional office building to a hospital the difference in sign area is not
proportional. The area for the facade facing I-25 (SE elevation) is 8,490 square feel. The area
of the sign represents 3.5 percent of the building facade. The area for the facade facing
Cerrillos Road and Beckner Road (SW elevation) is 18,452 square feet representing 1.6 percent
of the facade for this side of the building. The NE fagade facing Cerrillos is 16,650 square feet
representing 1.8 percent of the building facade.

(a)  whether the property has been or could be used without variances for a different category
or lesser intensity of use;

A variety of uses are permitted within an HZ district, including single family dwellings. A low
density single family housing project could most likely be planned for the property without the
need for variances. Any lesser intensity use other than uses allowed for medical related



purposes would be contrary to the intent of the district which is the provision of @ range of
medical services needed ta serve the community. The development plan as proposed is limited fo
medical and health related services.

(b)  consistency with the purpose and intent of Chapter 14, with the purpose and intent of the
articles and sections from which the variance is granted and with the applicable goals and
policies of the general plan.

City Code
Section 14-1.3 (B) of the City Code states:

Create conditions favorable to the health, safety, convenience, prosperity and general welfare of
the residents of Santa Fe by coordinating streets within proposed subdivisions with existing or
planned streets or other features of the general plan; providing parks and trails; providing sewer,
water and other infrastructure; providing adequate open space for traffic, recreation, drainage,
light and air; and providing for the appropriate distribution of population and traffic.

The medical center creates conditions favorable to the health, safety, convenience and general
welfare of the residents of Santa Fe. The medical center is part of the Las Soleras planned
community where streets, utilities, trails and parks have been coordinated and received a
comprehensive review by professional staff and local government authorities.

General Plan Themes
2.2 Quality of Life

“Enhance the quality of life of the community and ensure provision of community services for
residents.”

What greater service can be offered to a community than protecting the heaith of the individuals
living or visiting in the Santa Fe and the region. PHS already serves 60,000 patients in the
northern New Mexico and this is the opportunity to improve on the level of service already
provided in the region.

2.6 Regional Perspective

“Maintain a regional growth management perspective and work with other private and
governmental entities towards that goal.”

PHS provides a health care service for the regional community. Many of the local and state
government employees will have the opportunity to avail themselves of additional health services
not currently provided in Santa Fe by PHS. As part of the development review application process
PHS has reached out to variety of health care providers in Santa Fe. The 135 million dollars for
the construction of phase ! will create hundreds of jobs during the building process. After the
building is completed several hundred jobs will be created for doctors, nurses, support personnel
and for building and grounds engineering and maintenance.



(5)  The variance is not contrary to the public interest.

This variance is in the public interest since the larger signs will assist people traveling to the
medical center the ability to directional orient themselves from I-25 and Cerrillos Road and

better find their way to the center from the two major roadways. There is no harm created to
individuals or the public by granting this variance.

Request for variance of sign area per section 14-8,10(E)6)(b) from s maximnm sign area of
80 square feet to 885 square feet for three signs on the main building in Phase 1 and 144
square feet in Phase I1.

RESPONSE TO VARIANCE CRITERIA

Subsections 14-3.16(C)(1) through (5) and, if applicable, Subsection 14-3.15(C)(6), are required
to grant a variance.

(1)  One or more of the following special circumstances applies:

(a)  unusual physical characteristics exist that distinguish the land or structure from others in
the vicinity that are subject to the same relevant provisions of Chapter 14, characteristics that
existed at the time of the adoption of the regulation from which the variance is sought, or that
were created by natural forces or by government action for which no compensation was paid;

The building housing the hospital is 786 feet from the southbound driving lane of 125, is 1,318
Jeet from the closest travel lane on Cerrillos Road. The medical center is not located adjacent to
major, heavily trafficked roadways. Although with the completion of Beckner as a 4 lane facility
and completion of the two bridge crossings of the Arroyo de los Chamisos for the Crossing at
Chamiso and Las Soleras Drive will considerably increase the traffic in Las Soleras it will most
likely be several years before all of the above roadways are completed. Visibility is paramount
since people arriving at the hospital for several years will not have an understanding of the road
systems that are existing and will be constructed in the area. People who are arriving at the
hospital in an emergency situation need to easily identify the location of the hospital from the
principal roadways providing access 1o the site.

Four signs are requested on the free-standing building in phase 2 to have visibility from Las
Soleras Drive and from inside the medical center. Each sign is 36 square feet in size to be seen
from Las Soleras Drive and from the furthest distance in the parking lot when approaching the
building.

The maximum of 32 square feet divided between two signs on different sides of the building
fagade would not be sufficient to provide for visibility from Cerrillos Road and I-25 or the
specialty clinic when approaching the medical center from Las Soleras Drive or Beckner Road.

(b}  the parcel is a legal nonconforming lot created prior to the adoption of the regulation
from which the variance is sought, or that was created by government action for which no
compensation was paid;



(¢}  thereis an inherent conflict in applicable regulations that cannot be resolved by
compliance with the more-restrictive provision as provided in Section 14-1.7; or

{(d)  theland or structure is nonconforming and has been designated as a landmark,
contributing or significant property pursuant to Section 14-5.2 (Historic Districts).

(2)  The special circumstances make it infeasible, for reasons other than financial cost, to
develop the property in compliance with the standards of Chapter 14.

The need for the larger sign area is for the benefit of the user of Presbyterian Healthcare Services
medical facilities. This a matter not only of visibility but of safety. In emergency situations it is
essential to have a sign visible from I-25 and Cerrillos Road since the majority of regional users
will most likely arrive via 1-25 and local Santa Fe residents will utilize Cerrillos Road as the

principal access to the hospital.

During the first few years of the medical center operations the visibility aspect will be critical
since both local and regional patients are not fomiliar with Las Soleras and the internal road
system within Las Soleras. The building itself will create an identifiable landmark but readable
signage will be necessary to identify the building as a hospital.

(3)  The intensity of development shall not exceed that which is allowed on other properties in
the vicinity that are subject to the same relevant provisions of Chapter 14.

There is only one zoning district in the entive City that is classified as the Las Soleras Hospital
zone. Therefore, is not possible to compare the intensity of use to other properties in Santa Fe.

{(4)  The variance is the minimum variance that will make possible the reasonable use of the
land or structure. The foliowing factors shall be considered:

There is a question regarding the maximum permitted sign area allowed in the City Code which
is a combined area of 32 square feet for two facades of the building. This compares to a
building in a commercial retail zone district that permits a sign area of 80 square feet per
building in a multi-building complex and a free standing sign of 16 square feet. Given that
hospitals are set back a considerable distance from the roadway and have a greater need for
visibility it seems that there is an imbalance in allowable sign area between an HZ district and
commercial districts in Santa Fe.

It is interesting to observe that professional office buildings, including medical offices have the
same sign restrictions as a hospital building in a Hospital Zone district. Given the difference in
scale of a professional office building to a hospital the difference in sign area is not
proportional. The area for the facade facing 1-25 (SE elevation) is 8,490 square feet. The area
of the sign represents 3.5 percent of the building facade. The area for the facade facing
Cerrillos Road and Beckner Road (SW elevation) is 18,452 square feet representing 1.6 percent
of the facade for this side of the building. The NE facade facing Cerrillos is 16,650 square feet
representing 1.8 percent of the building facade.



(a) whether the property has been or could be used without variances for a different category
or lesser intensity of use;

A variety of uses are permitted within an HZ district, including single family dwellings. A4 low
density single family housing project could most likely be planned for the property without the
need for variances. Any lesser intensity use other than uses allowed for medical related
purposes would be contrary to the intent of the disirict which is the provision of a range of
medical services needed to serve the community. The development plan as proposed is limited to
medical and health related services.

(b)  consistency with the purpose and intent of Chapter 14, with the purpose and intent of the
articles and sections from which the variance is granted and with the applicable goals and
policies of the general plan.

City Code
Section 14-1.3 (B) of the City Code states:

Create conditions favorable to the health, safety, convenience, prosperity and general welfare of
the residents of Santa Fe by coordinating streets within proposed subdivisions with existing or
planned streets or other features of the general plan; providing parks and trails; providing sewer,
water and other infrastructure; providing adequate open space for traffic, recreation, drainage,
light and air; and providing for the appropriate distribution of population and traffic.

The medical center creates conditions favorable to the health, safety, convenience and general
welfare of the residents of Santa Fe, The medical center is part of the Las Soleras planned
community where streets, utilities, trails and parks have been coordinated and received a

comprehensive review by professional staff and local government authorities.

General Plan Themes
2.2 Quality of Life

“Enhance the quality of life of the community and ensure provision of community services for
residents.”

What greater service can be offered to a community than protecting the health of the individuals
living or visiting in the Santa Fe and the region. PHS already serves 60,000 patients in the
northern New Mexico and this is the opportunity to improve on the level of service already
provided in the region.

2.6 Regional Perspective

“Maintain a regional growth management perspective and work with other private and
governmental entities towards that goal.”

PHS provides a health care service for the regional community. Many of the local and state
government employees will have the opportunity to avail themselves of additional health services
not currently provided in Santa Fe by PHS. As part of the development review application process
PHS has reached out to variety of health care providers in Santa Fe. The 135 million dollars for
the construction of phase 1 will create hundreds of jobs during the building process. After the
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building is completed several hundred jobs will be created for doctors, nurses, support personnel
and for building and grounds engineering and maintenance.

(5)  The variance is not contrary 1o the public interest.

This variance is in the public interest since the larger signs will assist people traveling to the
medical center the ability to directional orient themselves from I-25 and Cerrillos Road and

better find their way to the center from the two major roadways. There is no harm created to
individuals or the public by granfing this variance.

Request for variance of projection for wall mounted sign from the wall for individual
letters on main wall mounted sign from one foot from the wall to one foot four inches, per
Section 14-8.10 (E) (6) (a)) for 3 main wall mounted signs in Phase 1.

RESPONSE TO VARIANCE CRITERIA

Subsections 14-3.16(C)(1) through (5) and, if applicable, Subsection 14-3.15(C)(6), are
required to grant a variance.

(1)  One or more of the following special circumstances applies:

(@  unusual physical characteristics exist that distinguish the land or siruciure from others in
the vicinity that are subject to the same relevant provisions of Chapter 14, characteristics that
existed at the time of the adoption of the regulation from which the variance is sought, or that
were created by natural forces or by government action for which no compensation was paid;

The building housing the hospital is 786 feet from the southbound driving lane of I-25, is 1,318
feet from the closest travel lane on Cerrillos Road. The medical center is not located adjacent to
major, heavily trafficked roadways. Although with the completion of Beckner as a 4 lane facility
and completion of the two bridge crossings of the Arroyo de los Chamisos for the Crossing at
Chamiso and Las Soleras Drive will considerably increase the traffic in Las Soleras it will most
likely be several years before all of the above roadways are completed. Visibility is paramount
since people arriving at the hospital for several years will not have an understanding of the road
systems that are existing and will be constructed in the area. People who are arriving at the
hospital in an emergency situation need to easily identify the location of the hospital from the
principal roadways providing access to the site. The height of the individual letters and the need
to back light the letters for observation after dark reguires an internal structure and mounting
structure that results in a total depth of one foot four inches. A lesser depth to the letter would
not provide sufficient light to see the sign from a distance during the night time.

(b)  the parcel is a legal nonconforming lot created prior to the adoption of the regulation
from which the variance is sought, or that was created by government action for which no
compensation was paid;

(c)  thereis an inherent conflict in applicable regulations that cannot be resolved by
compliance with the more-restrictive provision as provided in Section 14-1.7; or

11




(d)  the land or structure is nonconforming and has been designated as a landmark,
contributing or significant property pursuant to Section 14-5.2 {Historic Districts).

(2)  The spexial circumstances make it infeasible, for reasons other than financial cost, to
develop the property in compliance with the standards of Chapter 14.

The need for a sign greater than the permitted depth is for the benefit of the user of Preshyterian
Healthcare Services medical facilities. This a matter not only of visibility during the night but of
safety. In emergency situations it is essential to have a sign visible from I-25 and Cerrillos Road
since the majority of regional users will most likely arrive via I-25 and local Santa Fe residents
will utilize Cerrillos Road as the principal access to the hospital. This is especially important
during the night time since patients arriving in an emergency situation and unfamiliar with the
location of the hospital need to orient themselves. A well-lit light is essential for that orientation
to occur,

(3)  The intensity of development shall not exceed that which is allowed on other properties in
the vicinity that are subject to the same relevant provisions of Chapter 14.

There is only one zoning district in the entire City that is classified as the Las Soleras Hospital
zone. Therefore, is not possible to compare the intensity of use to other properties in Santa Fe.

{4) The variance is the minimum variance that will make possible the reasonable use of the
land or structure. The following factors shall be considered:

1t is minimum variance from the standpoint of visibility. It would be difficult to see the main sign
given the distance from I-25 and Cerrillos Road. Visibility during the night becomes a critical
factor in emergency situations. A thinner sign could not accommodate the wattage that is
needed to provide a sufficiently bright sign to be easily visible from I-25 and Cerrillos Road and
arriving at the hospital from Beckner Road,

(a)  whether the property has been or could be used without variances for a different category
or lesser intensity of use; _

A variety of uses are permitted within an HZ district, including single family dwellings. A low
density single family housing project could most likely be planned for the property without the
need for variances. Any lesser intensity use other than uses allowed for medical related
purposes would be contrary fo the intent of the district which is the provision of a range of
medical services needed to serve the community. The development plan as proposed is limited to
medical and health related services.

(b)  consistency with the purpose and intent of Chapter 14, with the purpose and intent of the
articles and sections from which the variance is granted and with the applicable goals and
policies of the general plan.
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City Code
Section 14-1.3 {(B) of the City Code states:

Create conditions favorable to the health, safety, convenience, prosperity and general welfare of
the residents of Santa Fe by coordinating streets within proposed subdivisions with existing or
planned streets or other features of the general plan; providing parks and trails, providing sewer,
water and other infrastructure; providing adequate open space for traffic, recreation, drainage,
light and air; and providing for the appropriate distribution of population and traffic.

The medical center creates conditions favorable to the health, safety, convenience and general
welfare of the residents of Santa Fe. The medical center is part of the Las Soleras planned
community where streets, utilities, trails and parks have been coordinated and received a
comprehensive review by professional staff and local government authorities.

General Plan Themes
2.2 Quality of Life

“Enhance the quality of life of the community and ensure provision of community services for
residents,”

What greater service can be offered to a community than protecting the health of the individuals
living or visiting in the Santa Fe and the region. PHS already serves 60,000 patients in the
northern New Mexico and this is the opportunizy to improve on the level of service already
provided in the region.

2.6 Regional Perspective

“Maintain a regional growth management perspective and work with other private and
governmental entities towards that goal.”

PHS provides a health care service for the regional community. Many of the local and state
governmen!t employees will have the opportunity to avail themselves of additional health services
not currently provided in Santa Fe by PHS. As part of the development review application process
PHS has reached out to variety of health care providers in Santa Fe. The 135 million dollars for
the construction of phase 1 will create hundreds of jobs during the building process. After the
building is completed several hundred jobs will be created for doctors, nurses, support personnel
and for building and grounds engineering and maintenance.

(5)  The variance is not contrary to the public interest.

This variance is in the public interest since the greater depth to the sign and the brighter the
light from the sign will assist in the night time visibility providing the public with a safety beacon
to assist is seeking out the hospital from 1-25 and Cerrillos Road. There is no harm created to
individuals or the public by granting this variance.
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Request for variance of Identification Signs per Section 14-8.10 (E) (8) from a maximum
area of 32 square feet for each sign to 180 square feet and Section 14-8.10(G)(4) limiting the
height to 15 feet requesting a height of 18 feet 4 inches, which includes a 3 foot 4 inch
masonry base.

RESPONSE TO VARIANCE CRITERIA

Subsections 14-3.16(C)(1) through (5) and, if applicable, Subsection 14-3.15(C)(6), are
required to grant a variance.

(1)  One or more of the following special circumstances applies:

(a)  unusual physical characteristics exist that distinguish the land or structure from others in
the vicinity that are subject to the same relevant provisions of Chapter 14, characteristics that
existed at the time of the adoption of the regulation from which the variance is sought, or that
were created by natural forces or by government action for which no compensation was paid;

One identification sign is located on Beckner Road and one identification sign is located on the
Crossing at Chamiso, which is permitted by Code. These two roadways will serve as the
principal access roads to the hospital, especially in the first years of the hospital’s operation
before the connection is completed for Las Soleras Drive from Cerrillos Road to Beckner Road.
Identification signs are permitted on each of the two roadways, but 32 square feet is insufficient
to adequately notice drivers of the hospital.

(b)  the parcel is a Jegal nonconforming lot created prior to the adoption of the regulation
from which the variance is sought, or that was created by government action for which no
compensation was paid;

{c) there is an inherent conflict in applicable regulations that cannot be resolved by
compliance with the more-restrictive provision as provided in Section 14-1.7; or

(d) the land or structure is nonconforming and has been designated as a lJandmark,
contributing or significant property pursuant to Section 14-5.2 (Historic Districts).

(2)  The special circumstances make it infeasible, for reasons other than financial cost, to
develop the property in compliance with the standards of Chapter 14,

The inability to find the access to the hospital, especially for emergency purposes defeais the
principal purpose of the hospital which is to provide the highest level of medical care possible.
A client with a severe medical condition cannot wander around the medical center looking for
the appropriate clinic, urgent care or emergency services. In the worst case this could end up in
a needless death. Signage is one of the most critical design elementis in the development of a
hospital. Without adeguate signage a hospital cannot function to the capacity that is needed for
adequate health care.
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(3)  The intensity of development shall not exceed that which is allowed on other properties in
the vicinity that are subject to the same relevant provisions of Chapter 14.

There is only one zoning district in the entire City that is classified as the Las Soleras Hospital
zone. Therefore, is not possible to compare the intensity of use to other properties in Santa Fe.

(4)  The variance is the minimum variance that will make possible the reasonable use of the
land or structure. The following factors shall be considered:

‘It is critical to catch the driver s attention as they approach the hospital on Beckner Road. The

identification signs are used to alert the driver that a hospital access is forthcoming. A4 32
square foot sign is insufficient to adequately advise drivers of the presence of an access point to
the hospital. The sign height and size is a minimum standard for a driver approaching at 43
miles per hour, which is the posted speed limit for Beckner Road,

(a)  whether the property has been or could be used without variances for a different category
or lesser intensity of use; '

A variety of uses are permitted within an HZ district, including single family dwellings. A low
density single family housing project could most likely be planned for the property without the
need for variances. Any lesser intensity use other than uses allowed for medical related
purposes would be contrary to the intent of the district which is the provision of a range of
medical services needed to serve the community. The development plan as proposed is limited 1o
medical and health related services.

(b)  consistency with the purpose and intent of Chapter 14, with the purpose and intent of the
articles and sections from which the variance is granted and with the applicable goals and
policies of the general plan.

City Code
Section 14-1.3 (B) of the City Code states:

Create conditions favorable to the health, safety, convenience, prosperity and general welfare of
the residents of Santa Fe by coordinating streets within proposed subdivisions with existing or
planned streets or other features of the general plan; providing parks and trails; providing sewer,
water and other infrastructure; providing adequate open space for traffic, recreation, drainage,
light and air; and providing for the appropriate distribution of population and traffic.

The medical center creates conditions favorabie to the health, safety, convenience and general
welfare of the residents of Santa Fe. The medical center is part of the Las Soleras planned
community where sireets, utilities, trails and parks have been coordinated and received a

comprehensive review by professional staff and local government authorities.
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General Plan Themes
2.2 Quality of Life

“Enhance the quality of life of the community and ensure provision of community services for
residents.”

What greater service can be offered to a community than protecting the health of the individuals
living or visiting in the Santa Fe and the region. PHS already serves 60,000 patients in the
northern New Mexico and this is the opportunity to improve on the level of service already
provided in the region.

2.6 Regional Perspective

“Maintain a regional growth management perspective and work with other private and
governmental entities towards that goal.”

PHS provides a health care service for the regional community. Many of the local and state
government employees will have the opportunity to avail themselves of additional health services
not currenily provided in Santa Fe by PHS. As part of the development review application process
PHS has reached out to variety of health care providers in Santa Fe. The 135 million dollars for
the construction of phase 1 will create hundreds of jobs during the building process. After the
building is completed several hundred jobs will be created for doctors, nurses, support personnel
and for building and grounds engineering and maintenance.

(5)  The variance is not contrary to the public interest.

This variance is in the public interest since the ability to identify the hospital access from a
distance is especially important to patients visiting the hospital for the first time. In emergency
situations, is critical to have a visual identifier to locate the access to the hospital.. There is no
harm created to individuals or the public by granting this variance and gquite the contrary there
is harm by not granting the variance.
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Request for variance of wall signs from maximum height of 15 feet to 65 feet per Section
14-8.10 (G) (4) for 3 main signs and 2 signs for emergency and ambulance from 15 feet to
28 feet.

RESPONSE TO VARIANCE CRITERIA

Subsections 14-3.16(C)(1) through (5) and, if applicable, Subsection 14-3.15(C)(6), are
required to grant a variance.

(1)  One or more of the following special circumstances applies:

(a)  unusual physical characteristics exist that distinguish the land or structure from others in
the vicinity that are subject to the same relevant provisions of Chapter 14, characteristics that
existed at the time of the adoption of the regulation from which the variance is sought, or that
were created by natural forces or by government action for which no compensation was paid;

The building housing the hospital is 786 feet from the southbound driving lane of 1-25, is 1,318
Jeet from the closest travel lane on Cerrillos Road. The medical center is not located adjacent to
major, heavily trafficked roadways. Although with the completion of Beckner as a 4 lane facility
and completion of the two bridge crossings of the Arroyo de los Chamisos for the Crossing at
Chamiso and Las Soleras Drive will considerably increase the traffic in Las Soleras it will most
likely be several years before all of the above roadways are completed. Visibility is paramount
since people arriving at the hospital for several years will not have an understanding of the road
systems that are existing and will be constructed in the area. People who are arriving at the
hospital in an emergency situation need to easily identify the location of the hospital from the
principal roadways providing access to the site. A sign located 15 feet from the ground
elevation at the building facade would eventually be hidden by the height of buildings between
the 1-25 and the hospital and Cerrillos Road and the hospital which under C-2 zoming allows for
building heights up to 45 feet.

{b) the parcel is a legal nonconforming lot created prior to the adoption of the regulation
from which the variance is sought, or that was created by government action for which no
compensation was paid;

(¢) thereis an inherent conflict in applicable regulations that cannot be resolved by
compliance with the more-restrictive provision as provided in Section 14-1.7; or

(d) the land or structure is nonconforming and has been designated as a landmark,
contributing or significant property pursuant to Section 14-5.2 (Historic Districts).

(2)  The special circumstances make it infeasible, for reasons other than financial cost, to
develop the property in compliance with the standards of Chapter 14,

The need for a sign higher in height than 15 feet is for the benefit of the user of Presbyterian
Healthcare Services medical facilities. This a matter not only of visibility but of safety. In
emergency situations it is essential to have a sign visible from 1-25 and Cerrillos Road since the
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majority of regional users will most likely arrive via I-25 and local Santa Fe residents will utilize
Cerrillos Road as the principal access to the hospital.

During the first few years of the medical center operations the visibility aspect will be critical
since both local and regional patients are not familiar with Las Soleras and the internal road
system within Las Soleras.

(3)  The intensity of development shall not exceed that which is allowed on other properties in
the vicinity that are subject to the same relevant provisions of Chapter 14.

There is only one zoning district in the entire City that is classified as the Las Soleras Hospital
zone. Therefore, is not possible to compare the intensity of use to other properties in Santa Fe.

(4}  The variance is the minimum variance that will make possible the reasonable use of the
land or structure. The following factors shall be considered:

It is minimum variance from the standpoint of visibility. It would be difficuit to see the main sign
at a 15 foot height when the hospital opens with little development between the hospital and 1-25
and Cerrillos Road. At such time as buildings are constructed between 1-25 and Cerrillos Road
and the hospital the sign would be totally obstructed. There would be no benefit to approving a
sign unless it is visible fram the two major roadways. The location of the sign serves as a safety
and directional factor for patients driving to the hospital,

{a)  whether the property has been or couid be used without variances for a different category
or lesser intensity of use;

A variety of uses are permitted within an HZ district, including single family dwellings. A low
density single family housing project could most likely be planned for the property withoit the
need for variances. Any lesser intensity use other than uses allowed for medical related
purposes would be contrary to the intent of the district which is the provision of a range of
medical services needed to serve the community. The development plan as proposed is limited to
medical and health related services.

(b)  consistency with the purpose and intent of Chapter 14, with the purpose and intent of the
articles and sections from which the variance is granted and with the applicable goals and
policies of the general plan.

City Code
Section 14-1.3 (B) of the City Code states:

Create conditions favorable to the health, safety, convenience, prosperity and general welfare of
the residents of Santa Fe by coordinating streets within proposed subdivisions with existing or
planned streets or ather features of the general plan; providing parks and trails; providing sewer,
water and other infrastructure; providing adequate open space for traffic, recreation, drainage,
light and air; and providing for the appropriate distribution of population and traffic.
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The medical center creates conditions favorable to the health, safety, convenience and general
welfare of the residents of Santa Fe. The medical center is part of the Las Soleras planned
community where streets, utilities, trails and parks have been coordinated and received a
comprehensive review by professional staff and local government authorities.

Generai Plan Themes
2.2 Quality of Life

“Enhance the quality of life of the community and ensure provision of community services for
residents.”

What greater service can be offered to a community than protecting the health of the individuals
living or visiting in the Santa Fe and the region. PHS already serves 60,000 patients in the
northern New Mexico and this is the opportunity to improve on the level of service already
provided in the region.

2.6 Regional Perspective

“Maintain a regional growth management perspective and work with other private and
governmental entities towards that goal.”

PHS provides a health care service for the regional community. Many of the local and state
government employees will have the opportunity to avail themselves of additional health services
not currently provided in Santa Fe by PHS. As part of the development review application process
PHS has reached out to variety of health care providers in Santa Fe. The 135 million dollars for
the construction of phase 1 will create hundreds of jobs during the building process. After the
building is completed several hundred jobs will be created for doctors, nurses, support personnel
and for building and grounds engineering and maintenance.

(5)  The variance is not contrary to the public interest.

This variance is in the public interest since the signs greater height will assist people traveling 1o
the medical center the ability 1o directional orient themselves from I-25 and Cerrillos Road and
better find their way to the center from the two major roadways. There is no harm created to
individuals or the public by granting this variance.
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Request for variance of entrance signs per Section 14-8.10 (G) (3) from one sign to three
signs and variance from Section 14-8.10 (G) (2) limiting all signs to maximum of 32 square
feet.

RESPONSE TO VARIANCE CRITERIA

Subsections 14-3.16(C)(1) through (5) and, if applicable, Subsection 14-3.15(C)(6), are
required to grant a variance.

{1)  One or more of the following special circumstances applies:

(a) unusual physical characteristics exist that distinguish the land or structure from others in
the vicinity that are subject to the same relevant provisions of Chapter 14, characteristics that
existed at the time of the adoption of the regulation from which the variance is sought, or that
were created by natural forces or by government action for which no compensation was paid;

The entrance signs are located on Beckner Road, Las Soleras Drive and Crossing at Chamiso
which are the three main roads providing access to the hospital. 1t is essential for patients
arriving by these three main roadway to know that these access points serve as the entry to the
hospital. The tract of land where the hospital is located is 39 acres in size. Having one entrance
sign with three points of access for such a large parcel of land would require the traveler to
search out the correct entrance to the hospital. In an emergency situation this could have
harmful results to someone that is injured of suffering a severe iliness.

(b)  the parcel is a legal nonconforming lot created prior to the adoption of the regulation
from which the variance is sought, or that was created by government action for which no

compensation was paid;

(¢}  thereis an inherent conflict in applicable regulations that cannot be resolved by
compliance with the more-restrictive provision as provided in Section 14-1.7; ot

(d) the land or structure is nonconforming and has been designated as a landmark,
contributing or significant property pursuant to Section 14-5.2 (Historic Districts).

(2)  The special circumstances make it infeasible, for reasons other than financial cost, to
develop the property in compliance with the standards of Chapter 14.

The inability to find the access o the hospital, especially for emergency purposes defeais the
principal purpose of the hospital which is to provide the highest level of medical care possible.
A client with a severe medical condition cannot wander around the medical center looking for
the appropriate clinic, urgent care or emergency services. In the worst case this could end up in
a needless death. Signage is one of the most critical design elements in the development of a
hospital. Without adequate signage a hospital cannot function to the capacity that is needed for
adequate health care.
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(3)  The intensity of development shall not exceed that which is allowed on other properties in
the vicinity that are subject 1o the same relevant provisions of Chapter 14.

There is only one zoning district in the entire City that is classified as the Las Soleras Hospital
zone. Therefore, is not possible to compare the intensity of use to other properties in Santa Fe,

(4)  The variance is the minimum variance that will make possible the reasonable use of the
land or structure. The following factors shall be considered:

A minimum of one sign is needed from each of the three major roadways that provide access to
the property. The variance the minimum needed to ensure tha: patients can arrive at their
designated points with a minimum of delay.

(a)  whether the property has been or could be used without variances for a different category
or lesser intensity of use;

A variety of uses are permitted within an HZ district, including single family dwellings. A low
density single family housing project could most likely be planned jor the property without the
need for variances. Any lesser intensity use other than uses allowed for medical related
purposes would be contrary to the intent of the district which is the provision of a range of
medical services needed to serve the community. The development plan as proposed is limited to
medical and health related services.

{(b)  consistency with the purpose and intent of Chapter 14, with the purpose and intent of the
articles and sections from which the vartance is granted and with the applicable goals and
policies of the general plan.

City Code
Section 14-1.3 (B) of the City Code states:

Create conditions favorable to the health, safety, convenience, prosperity and general welfare of
the residents of Santa Fe by coordinating streets within proposed subdivisions with existing or
planned streets or other features of the general plan; providing parks and trails; providing sewer,
water and other infrastructure; providing adequate open space for traffic, recreation, drainage,
light and air; and providing for the appropriate distribution of population and traffic.

The medical center creates conditions favorable to the health, safety, convenience and general
welfare of the residents of Santa Fe. The medical center is part of the Las Soleras planned
communily where streets, utilities, trails and parks have been coordinated and received a
comprehensive review by professional staff and local government authorities.

General Plan Themes
2.2 Quality of Life

“Enhance the quality of life of the community and ensure provision of community services for
residents.”
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What greater service can be offered to a community than protecting the heaith of the individuals
living or visiting in the Santa Fe and the region. PHS already serves 60,000 patients in the
northern New Mexico and this is the opportunity to improve on the level of service already
provided in the region.

2.6 Regional Perspective

“Maintain a regional growth management perspective and work with other private and
governmental entities towards that goal,”

PHS provides a health care service for the regional community. Many of the local and state
government employees will have the opportunity to avail themselves of additional health services
not currently provided in Santa Fe by PHS. As part of the development review application process
PHS has reached out to variety of health care providers in Santa Fe. The 135 million doliars for
the construction of phase 1 will create hundreds of jobs during the building process. After the
building is completed several hundred jobs will be created for doctors, nurses, support personnel
and for building and grounds engineering and maintenance.

(5}  The variance is not contrary to the public interest.

This variance is in the public interest since the ability to arrive at the correct location within the
medical center, especially in an emergency situation, is certainly in the public interest. There is
no harm created to individuals or the public by granting this variance and quite the contrary
there is harm by not granting the variance.
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