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AMENDED

PLANNING COMMISSION
Thursday, September 8, 2016 - 6:00pm
City Council Chambers
City Hall 1* Floor - 200 Lincoln Avenue

ROLL CALL

PLEDGE OF ALLEGIANCE

APPROVAL OF AGENDA

APPROVAL OF CONSENT AGENDA

APPROVAL OF MINUTES AND FINDINGS/CONCLUSIONS
MINUTES: August 4,2016

FINDINGS/CONCLUSIONS:

Case #2016-72. Kachina Ridge Phase III Preliminary Development Plan.

Case #2016-73. Kachina Ridge Phase III Preliminary Subdivision Plat.

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

Case #2016-64. Las Soleras Amendment to Master Plan — R-6 and R-12 Height and
Side Yard Standards.

F. CONSENT

mEOEp

1. Case#2016-82. San Isidro Apartments Development Plan Time Extension. Report of
the Land Use Director’s approval of a one-year administrative time extension for Phase 11
B (up to 126 units) of the San [sidro Apartments Development Plan located at 4501 San
Ignacio Road. The August 17, 2016 expiration would be extended to August 17, 2017.
Sommer Karnes & Associates LLP, agents for BRT Realty Operating Partnership.
{Donna Wynant, Case Manager)

OLD BUSINESS
. NEW BUSINESS

= o

1. An ordinance amending the Land Development Code to update land-use categories, table of
permitted uses to add agricultural uses; amending Subsection 14-6.2(h) of the Land
Development Code to prohibit animal production and slaughterhouses, and providing for
agricultural uses; creating a new Subsection 14-6.3(d)(4) of the Land Development Code
to allow for agricultural home occupation exceptions; amending Section 14-8.7 of the
Land Development Code to waive architectural design review of agricultural related
structures by the Land Development Director; and amending Subsection 14-12 of the
Land Development Code to include definitions for terms relating to urban agriculture.
{Mayor Gonzales and Councilor [ves) {John Alejandro)

a) A resolution creating the City Of Santa Fe Procedures and Guidelines For Urban Agriculture
Activities and Uses. (Mayor Gonzales and Councilor Ives) (John Alejandro)
\ (POSTPONED FROM JULY 7, 2016 AND AUGUST 4, 2016) )
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2. An Ordinance Relating to the Land Development Code, Chapter 14 SFCC 1987, Creating

a New Subsection 14-5.5(D) Entitled the “Midtown Local [nnovation Corridor Overlay

District” (Midtown LINC Overlay District) and Establishing Permitted Uses, Definitions,

Standards, and Incentives for Qualifying Projects within the District; Amending the

following Articles to add Provisions for Qualifying Projects within the District: 14-3.8(B)

Development Plan Approvals, Table 14-6.1-1 Special Use Permits, 14-6.2(A)7)

Dwelling Units within C-2 and SC Districts, 14-8.6(B)(4) Reduction of Required Parking

Spaces, Table 14-8.7-2 Architectural Design Standards and Point Allocations, 14-8.13(E)

Development Water Budget Criteria, 14-8.14(D) Impact Fees; Relating to the Building

and Housing Code, Chapter 7 SFCC 1987, Amending Subsection 7-1.10 Application of

the International Existing Building Code; Relating to the Sewer Code, Chapter 22 SFCC

1987, Amending Subsection, 22-6.6 Exhibit A Section 7 Wastewater Utility Expansion

Charge; Relating to the Water Code, Chapter 25 SFCC 1987, 25-4.2 Exhibit B Rate

' Schedule 8 Utility Expansion Charge; and Making Such Other Changes that are

i Necessary to Carry Out the Purpose of this Ordinance. (Mayor Gonzales) (Matthew
j O’Reilly)

3. Case #2016-70. Alma Dura Preliminary Subdivision. JenkinsGavin Inc. agent for
Vallecita, LL.C, requesis preliminary subdivision plat approval for 9 lots on +/- 10.73
acres. The property is located south of the intersection of Valley Drive and Vallecita
Drive and is zoned R-1 (Residential, one dwelling unit per acre). (Dan Esquibel, Case
Manager)

I. STAFF COMMUNICATIONS
J. MATTERS FROM THE COMMISSION
K. ADJOURNMENT

NOTES:

1) Procedures in front of the Planning Commission are governed by the City of Santa Fe Rules & Procedures
for City Commitiees, 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 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 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 swom 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 disabilitics in need of special accommodations or the hearing impaired needing an
interpreter please contact the City Clerk’s Office (955-6520) 5 days prior to the hearing date.
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PLANNING COMMISSION
Thursday, September 8, 2016 - 6:00pm
City Council Chambers
City Hall 1* Floor - 200 Lincoln Avenue

PLEDGE OF ALLEGIANCE

APPROVAL OF AGENDA

APPROVAL OF CONSENT AGENDA

APPROVAL OF MINUTES AND FINDINGS/CONCLUSIONS
MINUTES: August 4, 2016

FINDINGS/CONCLUSIONS:

Case #2016-72. Kachina Ridge Phase III Preliminary Development Plan.

Case #2016-73. Kachina Ridge Phase I Preliminary Subdivision Plat,

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

CONSENT

1. Case #2016-82. San Isidro Apartments Development Plan Time Extension. Report of
the Land Use Director’s approval of a one-year administrative time extension for Phase II
B (up to 126 units) of the San Isidro Apartments Development Plan located at 4501 San
[gnacio Road. The August 17, 2016 expiration would be extended to August 17, 2017.
Sommer Karnes & Associates LLP, agents for BRT Realty Operating Partnership.
(Donna Wynant, Case Manager)

OLD BUSINESS
NEVW BUSINESS

1. An ordinance amending the Land Development Code to update land-use categories, table of
permitted uses to add agricultural uscs; amending Subsection 14-6.2(h) of the Land
Development Code to prohibit animal production and slaughterhouses, and providing for
agricultural uses; creating a new Subsection 14-6.3(d)(4) of the Land Development Code
to allow for agricultural home occupation exceptions; amending Section 14-8.7 of the
Land Development Code to waive architectural design review of agricultural related
structures by the Land Development Director; and amending Subsection 14-12 of the
Land Development Code to include definitions for terms relating to wrban agriculture.
(Mayor Gonzales and Councilor Ives) (John Alejandro)

a) A resolution creating the City Of Santa Fe Procedures and Guidelines For Urban Agriculture
Activities and Uses. (Mayor Gonzales and Councilor Ives) {John Alejandro)

(POSTPONED FROM JULY 7, 2016 AND AUGUST 4, 2016)
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2. An Ordinance Relating to the Land Development Code, Chapter 14 SFCC 1987, Creating
a New Subsection 14-5.5(D) Entitled the “Midtown Local Innovation Corridor QOverlay
District” (Midtown LINC Overlay District) and Establishing Permitted Uses, Definitions,
Standards, and Incentives for Qualifying Projects within the District; Amending the
following Articles to add Provisions for Qualifying Projects within the District: 14-3.8(B)
Development Plan Approvals, Table 14-6.1-1 Special Use Permits, 14-6.2(A)(7)
Dwelling Units within C-2 and SC Districts, 14-8.6(B)(4) Reduction of Required Parking
Spaces, Table 14-8.7-2 Architectural Design Standards and Point Allocations, 14-8.13(E)
Development Water Budget Criteria, 14-8.14(D) Impact Fees; Relating to the Building
and Housing Code, Chapter 7 SFCC 1987, Amending Subsection 7-1.10 Application of
the International Existing Building Code; Relating to the Sewer Code, Chapter 22 SFCC
1987, Amending Subsection, 22-6.6 Exhibit A Section 7 Wastewater Utility Expansion
Charge; Relating to the Water Code, Chapter 25 SFCC 1987, 25-4.2 Exhibit B Rate
Schedule § Utility Expansion Charge; and Making Such Other Changes that are
Necessary to Carry Out the Purpose of this Ordinance. (Mayor Gonzales) (Matthew
O’Reilly)

3. Case #2016-70. Alma Dura Preliminary Subdivision. JenkinsGavin Inc. agent for
Vallecita, LLC, requests preliminary subdivision plat approval for 9 lots on +/- 10.73
acres. The property is located south of the intersection of Valley Drive and Vallecita
Drive and is zoned R-1 (Residential, one dwelling unit per acre). (Dan Esquibel, Case
Manager)

I. STAFF COMMUNICATIONS
J. MATTERS FROM THE COMMISSION
K. 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 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 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 (o 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.

*Persons with disabilities in need of special accommodations or the hearing impaired needing an
interpreter please contact the City Clerk’s Office (955-6520) 5 days prior to the hearing date.
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PLANNING COMMISSION
Thursday, September 8, 2016 - 6:00pm
City Counclil Chambers
City Hall 1%t Floor - 200 Lincoln Avenus

CALL TO ORDER

A regular meeting of the City of Senta Fé Planning Commission was called to order by Vice-Chalr Brian
Gutierrez on the above date at approximately 6:00 p.m. in the Council Chambers at City Hall, 200 Lincoln
Avenue, Santa Fé, New Mexico.

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

Members Present

Commissioner Brian Patrick Gutierrez, Vice-Chair
Commissioner Roman Abeyta

Commissioner Justin Greene

Commissioner Stephen Hochberg

Commissioner Piper Kapin

Commissioner Sarah Cottrell Propst

Membars Absent

Commissioner Vince Kadiubek, Chair [excused)
Commissioner John B. Hiatt, Secretary [excused]
Commissioner Mark Hogan {excused]

Others Present:
Ms. Lisa Martinez, Land Use Department Director

Mr. Greg Smith, Current Planning Division Director and Staff Liaison

Mr. Zach Shandler, Assistant City Aftomey

Mr. Car Boaz, Stenographer
NOTE: All items in the Committee packet for ail 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

The Pledge of Allegiance was recited.
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C. APPROVAL OF AGENDA

Ms. Martinez requested changes to the agenda; first to give Mayor Gonzales an opportunity 1o speak
regarding the St. Mike’s Overlay Plan as well as the Urban Agriculture Ordinance being proposed. Because
his time is limited, she requested that the Commission give him an opportunity to speak to both of those
propasals. She also requested to reorder the action items by hearing first Case #3, the Alma Dura
Subdivision, and then a final presentation by Mr. O'Reilly on the St. Mike’s Corridor Plan (Case #1) and
then consider the Urban Agriculture Ordinance (Case #2).

Commissioner Propst moved to approve the agenda as amended. Commissioner Kapin
seconded the motion and it passed by unanimous voice vote.

STATEMENT OF MAYOR JAVIER GONZALES:
Mayar Gonzales made his statement as follows:

Good evening Mr. Chairman, members of the public. Thank you for allowing me to address the
Planning Commission on two crifical issues. And of course, will make it has brief as possible because as
the agenda was amended, we want fo make sure that individuals that are here are able to participate in the
public dialogue so they will be able to get home before it geis too dark.

Mr. O'Reilly will be presenting on his months’ long work on trying to begin to develop policy around
delivering housing into our City, particularly around the St. Mike's cormidor, which for several years has
been designated by the City Council as a place 1o repurpose; 1o serve as a place where we can actually
bring our community together as opposed to what it serves as right now which is as it was originally built,
which is a 5 to 7 Lane Road, largely dividing the southem part of the City from the eastem part of the City.
We believe that with the new overlay that you will be considering tonight, that for the first fime in our City
will be an opportunity ta repurpose an area that fruly brings our community together and addresses some
critical needs our City is facing.

If we just left at the 30,000-foot level, we know we have systemic issues in our City that are creating
challenges for our future. More than 50% of our warkforce is over the age of 55. Approximately 60% of our
waorkforce live somewhere other than the City of Santa Fe. So that means that when you look to our future,
this idea of creating accessible housing is critical to meeting the demands of an economy that needs to be
available to everybody. And, if you can't access housing, it's going o be very difficult to participate in the
economy.

So when you look at the overlay district fonight, you'll see a proposal that actually incenfivizes private
property owners to repurpose their property. St. Michael's Drive today, when you look at the entire surface,
70+% of it is parking lots. And the only property that's been repurposed is a property that use to sek
automoblies to now pay gasoline station. We know that those properties can serve a better purpose for our
community in meeting our housing and economic goals. So tonight, you'll see incentives that will promote
density, that will require mixed use development, particuiarty in the areas of multi-family housing and first
chance to create a design that we can truly be proud of by reading some of the land use rules that restrict
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what design looks like from color, all the way to architecture, So it gives us an opportunity fo explore the
innovative side and create an exciting part for Santa Fe.

Why is it needed? We know. We've seen the data over the last five years because there hasn't been
any new supply of housing. Rental prices have gone up 19%. Average wages have actually stayed
stagnant. So when you take that into account, with the cost of living adjusiments, are working families have
actually seen a decrease of dollars in their pockets. And we need to reverse that trend and part of it is to
make rental housing more available.

It's not to say what you are going fo see tonight is perfect and does require more participation with the
neighborhoods, particularly, that are going to be affected in that area. Mr. O'Reilly has begun those
conversations through an ENN process, and we will continue to have more as this moves forward. But, ff
we don't do it, | fear that we are going to continue to see some of the divisions that have occurred
throughout this city over the past several years. And just in front of this Commission over the last few years,
the issue of the Gearhart Apartments - the issue of the apartments on Agua Fria and Siler - those are just
two primary examples of where our neighborhoods were under siege, really. And we struggled because we
knew we needed to see some housing go forwand. So those were ultimately denied. This is in response o
that of finding a place that does make some sense for high density urban infills.

Please consider that and aliow for it to go forward so that we can continue to work with the
neighborhoods and the Council can deliver it.

The second part really goes back o our earliest roots as a community, our urban ag ordinance. We
know that Santa Fe, even when you think about the indigenous culture, this was a place where farming was
part of the main economic commerce. And aver time, as our city grew, our agricultural fields fumed to lots
for homes and we lost some of those agricultural fields. We also recognize that we are under a great threat
of climate change and the need to address our food securily. It's critical. Part of addressing our food
security is creating a safe and healthy environment for locally growing food in our community. But our city
code does not really address the rules around how you develop some agriculture use space. And so we
spent the last year and a half and later on tonight, John will go through some of the groups that we've met
with to develop an urban ag ordinance that reaily promotes the growth of locally sourced food. The key
point for you and the City Council is to make sure the balance is in place between the nelghborhoods and
some of the homes where they would like to actually begin to produce local agriculture. So, concems that
have come back regarding the height of greenhauses, the width, the sizes — those are all areas that Y'm
anxious for you to deliberate on and to consider and make recommendations. This is not meant to provide
infill greenhouses. It's meant to make sure that if somebody has a parcel of land on their property and
would like to grow food on their land but they can't. f they want to use it as a source of income, they can do
that also and do so in a way that adds to the productivity and the livelihood of their families. There are a
number of factors that led to having 10 cease what they were doing in the community gardens but it struck a
chord in our community that we have to find a way to allow for locally sourced food to be generated. Also
have fo find ways in this new economy for ways that local families can produce new sources of income.
And this may be an exciting and fun way to make that happen.

| ask that you weigh in and provide some consideration and mold it in a way that is reflective on the
needs of our community. What we need to do is, we need drive to a conclusion on it. Because minus it,
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there are a number of people who cannot begin to look at ways to be able to produce food locally. So we
need a vehicle today to allow for that to happen, whatever it looks like. It will go through community process
and realily take the input. Those are twa critical areas that | believe tonight as you consider them, you will
see that when you think about the future of Santa F&, addressing the threats of climate change as critical
and making sure that we have a city where housing is accessible to everyone, especially people that are
just entering our work force, is a critical need that we have. And if we don't address it, we will continue to
export hundreds of millions of dollars into the Albuquerque and Rio Rancho economies where that is
basically served - those economies have served — as the affordable housing component for our city,
because that is where our workers have gone to.

Thank you for the time, Mr. Chairman, and thanks to the members of the Planning Commission for the
work thet you do on this. | think you will find Matt and John capable of answering in great depth the details
of the proposal that will be before you. And | am looking forward to see these proposals be able to get
through the Planning Commission with recommendations to the Council that make senss for our City.

D. APPROVAL OF CONSENT AGENDA
Commissioner Kapin moved to approve the Consent Agenda. Commissloner Propst seconded
the motion and it passed by unanimous volce vote.
D. APPROVAL OF MINUTES AND FINDINGS/CONCLUSIONS
1. MINUTES: July 7, 2016
Mr. Smith said there were no changes from Staff for the July 7, 2016 minutes.

Commissioner Propst noted the agenda should have said August 4, 2016 minutes. She painted out that
the Commission has already approved the July 7 minutes.

Mr. Smith agreed and said there were no changes from Staff for the August 4t minutes.

Commissioner Kapin moved to approve the minutes of August 4, 2016 as presented,
Commissioner Propst seconded the motion and it passed by unanimous voice vote.

2. FINDINGS/CONCLUSIONS:

Case #2016-72. Kachina Ridge Phase |li Preliminary Development Plan.

Case #2016-73. Kachina Ridge Phase Il Preliminary Subdivision Plat.

A copy of the Findings of Fact and Conclusions of Law for Case #2016-72 and Case #2016-73 is
attached to these minutes as Exhibit 1.
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Mr. Shandler said there are no changes from Staff for either of these cases.

Commissioner Abeyta moved to approve the Findings of Fact and Conclusions of Law for
Case #2016-72 and Case #2016-73 as presented. Commissioner Hochberg seconded the motion
and it passed by unanimous voice vote.

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

A copy of the Findings of Fact and Conclusions of Law for Case #2016-51 is attached to these
minutes as Exhibit 2.

Commissioner Greene recused himself from consideration of the Findings and Conclusions for
Case #2016-51.

Mr. Shandler reported that the applicant requested two changes. In Finding 14 A-1, striking the last
sentence. He confirmed with Historic Preservation Staff that the statement was unnecessary. And 14-B
little 3, 1o add the sentence, "except as permitted by City Code.”

He said he put on the Commissioners' desks a document from members of the Liano Library
Neighborhood and he asked the Commissioners 1o read that statement.

Commissioner Abeyta said he read it earlier.
Each Commissioner said they have read it.

Mr. Shandler recommended approval of the Findings of Fact and Conclusions of law for Case
#2016-51 with the 2 amendments.

Commissloner Abeyta moved approval of the Findings of Fact and Conclusions of law for
Case #2016-51 with the 2 amendments. Commissioner Kapin seconded the motion and It
passed by unanimous voice vote.

Case #2016-64. Las Soleras Amendment to Master Plan ~ R-6 and R-12 Helght and Slde Yard
Standards.

A copy of the Findings of Fact and Conclusions of Law for Case #2016-64 is attached to these
minutes as Exhibit 3.

Mr. Shandler said the applicant asked for three minor amendments that were emailed to the
Commissianers. The first was in finding #14 to strike the phrase “of a sidewall” and replace it with
“distance between buildings on sidewalls.” That would clarify there is ten feet between the buildings.
Finding #22, insert Exhibit B amended conditions of approval matrix before the phrase, “Table H" to
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clarify to a future reader where Table H is in the exhibit record. And thirdly, in Finding 23-A - insert the
word, “voluntarily” before “choose.” This clarifies that it is a voluntary, not mandatory condition of
approval.

Commissioner Propst recused from this vote because she was not at the meeting when it was
discussed.

Commissioner Hochberg asked Mr. Shandler “how you have a finding that voluntary?* “What does
that mean? Is this a wish list?”

Mr. Shandler said it is a voluntary — *| guess you could call it a request but not a mandatory
condition that Mr. Greene made at the last meeting.”

Commissioner Hochberg asked if Staff accepts that or has no opinion.

Mr. Shandler recalled there was some debate about that issue and he advised Member Greene
that it cauld only be a permissible item but was kind of part of a voting item — a voting action so he
decided he should include it.

Commissioner Kapin asked to recuse herself because she was absent from the last meseting.

Mr. Shandler said, “Mr. Chair, it is not a mandatory requirement when you miss a meeting, not to
vote on the Findings. If you wish, | won't twist your arm but it would be best that there be no question
about having five affirmative votes.”

Commissioner Kapin said she was personally not comfortable voting on it.

Mr. Shandler said that was okay. He added that “There is a series of law that says when you
recuse, it counts toward the majority. It is a disputed point that between the 20 and administrative
lawyers in the State, so do what you feel is comfortable and it will be okay.

Chair Gutierrez asked if the Commission would still have a quorum.

Mr. Shandler said, Mr. Chairman, you'll be fine. With two commissioners, i that's how they feel,
they should vote that way.”

Commissioner Kapin said it was controversial and she was not going to vote on it.

Commissioner Abeyta moved for approval of the Findings of Fact and Conclusions of Law
for Case #2016-64 with the amendments. Commissioner Greene seconded the motion.

Commissioner Greene said this is on the Soleras project. | haven't been recused so | will second
it.

The vote resulted In a voice vote of two in favor and one opposed. (Commissloner Hochberg
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dissented.)

Chair Gutierrez asked for a roll call vote.

The roll cal! vote was: Commissioner Greene in favor, Commissloner Kapin recused,
Commissioner Propst recused, Commissioner Abeyta In faver, Commissioner Hochberg
opposed.

Mr. Boaz stated that the motion failed.

Mr. Shandler said, *Mr. Chairman, | will hold this over until ! could get a quorum. It was not what i
was expecting so | need a little time to work through this. Let's get to some other agenda items.”

Chair Gutierrez asked if they should move to consider it at a date certain.
Mr. Shandler advised them to pass over this item for now.
[STENOGRAPHER'S NOTE: Mr. Shandler had stated earlier that recused members were counted with

the majority of voters which meant the motion did pass. This was reconsidered later in the meeting.]

E. CONSENT

1. Case #2016-82. San Isldro Apartments Development Plan Time Extension. Report of the
Land Use Director's approval of a one-year administrative time extension for Phase 11 B (up to
126 units) of the San Isidro Apartments Development Plan located a1 4501 San Ignacio Road.
The August 17, 2016 expiration would be extended to August 17, 2017. Sommer Kames &
Associates LLP, agents for BRT Realty Operating Partnership. (Donna Wynant, Case
Manager)

A copy of the report for Case #2016-82 is attached fo these minutes as Exhibit 4.

Commissloner Abeyta moved to approve Case #2016-82. Commissioner Kapin seconded the
motion and it passed by unanimous voice vote.

F. OLD BUSINESS

There was no Old Business

G. NEW BUSINESS

3. Case #2016-70. Alma Dura Preliminary Subdivision. JenkinsGavin Inc. agent for Vallecita,
LLC, requests preliminary subdivision plat approval for @ lots on +/- 10.73 acres. The property
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is located south of the intersection of Valley Drive and Vallecita Drive and is zoned R-1
(Residential, one dwelling unit per acre). (Dan Esquibel, Case Manager)

Mr. Esquibel presented the staff report for this case. A copy of the Staff Report for Case #2016-70
is attached to these minutes as Exhibit 5.

Mr. Esquibel listed the DRT members who would speak 1o the conditions.

He showed the vicinity map showing the subject property at Valley Drive. This properly is zoned R-
1. Adjacent is R-2, PRC to the west and R-5. He showed what the densities look like as included on
page 2 of the report and calculated the adjacent densities.

The Subdivision density could be seen from the pattem. It fits in that for area development. It is
partially within the escarpment overlay. Conditions are imposed for that. The applicant agreed to build
only outside the escarpment area. That will be presented in the final subdivision plat.

The buildable areas were shown in purpose in relation to the escarpment. One major drainage is
Arroyo de las Piedras at the north edge of the property. Open space is there and just north at the
entrance to the property. It is in mountainous train and 25% has slopes that are 20% or greater. The
map showed the slopes and where the buildable areas are located.

For utilities, the sewer runs through the property and water is avaitable to them. All utilities will be
there. One fire hydrant exists and the Fire Marshal provided his review In Exhibit B.

In conclusion, the application was submitted an March 31; the ENN was held on May 12 and was
well attended. Some DRT members can give the concems of the community. One was the condition of
the sewer system. The second was how far back it will be from the fiood zone and that was answered
with the application. Jon Griego can talk to the land use itself.

Mr. Stan Holtand spoked to the sewer conditions. He was informed eariier about neighbor
concerns and major sewer backups that had occurred at Bishops Ladge Road in the past. That would
have been before 1998. There were some very serious backups and that was from roots that caused a
lot of damage.

With the CIP 654 project in 1998, the sewer up to Valley Drive was completely replaced. A pipe
burst and a brand new line put in. he believed that issue has been taken care of. Since 2009, sewer
records show no backups occurred in that area.

He admitted there are a lot of trees on Valley Drive and he would like to see a lot of the Elms
disappear. Up Valley Drive is a 10" PVC line tha is in pretty good shape. He checked the flow this
morning and found that pipe about 1/4 full at this time. So it is able to handle this project. Backups
are always a concem and that is why have maintenance teams out there.

The sewer lines up Valencia is where the major developments are going in on big lots but this Is a
ten-inch line and has plenty of capacity for this development and future ones upstream.
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Commissioner Kapin asked if there is a schedule for maintenance on these lines.

Mr. Holland agreed. We divide the City into maintenance areas. They try to cover all downtown
lines {and this would be one of them) at least once every five years.

Commissioner Kapin knew that Elms grow fast. In five years, she asked if there have been any
breaches from roots in that area.

Mr. Holland said there were none that he was aware of. The City is starting to use more root
control methods. We realize that not only in the service lines but also in the manholes - so using root
control is good to give Staff a three-year period with chemicals to knock the roots back.

Commissioner Kapin asked if he saw Elms on that property.

Mr. Holland said he didn’t walk up into the property.

Commissioner Kapin asked if he would want that as a condition of approval.

Mr. Holland said Elms are his personal favorite because they have nasty roots but Cottonwoods
and Pine trees are also problematic.

Commissioner Greene asked how many more than the 9 units proposed would be able fo tap into
this line upstream.

Mr. Holland thought 1,500 to 2,000 could be handled. But there are prabably less than 300 lots tied
in now. Not all of them have residences on them.

Commissioner Greene said there was a sewer line a previous project and asked if this would
connect with that one.

Mr. Holiand clarified that it is a separate sewer line.

Commissioner Greene asked if it would be better for them to tie in to the new one.

Mr. Holland said they couldn't because of the distance involved. That other line is also 10" line.
That line was put In for the Matador Apariments. They anticipated more homes up there than had been
approved.

There were no other questions regarding the sewer system.

Mr. Reynaldo Gonzales, Fire Marshall, reporied next.

Marshal Gonzales said they placed the hydrant as requested. It is not a dead end 8o no
tumarounds are needed for this project. And the sprinklers depend on the size of the structures.
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Commissioner Greene asked if there was any discussion to provide access through here to
adjacent properties.

Marshal Gonzales said they discussed it but that is for the adjacent development to determine.

Commissioner Greene asked if the City granted access at that location.

Marshal Gonzales agreed - through La Madera.

Commissioner Greene asked if the Fire Department could secure the access on the back side or if
that was a done deal. The City could have asked for a dedicated twenty-foot fire easement along the
back side.

Marshal Gonzales said they cannot require it of a subdivision that is not in the planning process.

Commissioner Greene asked if he could require access along the arroyo.

Marshal Gonzales didn’t know if it is a buildable surface.

Commissioner Greene noted that it is open space.

Marshal Gonzales explained that each one will have their own egress and access point.

Commissioner Greene suggested that when they had alt three developments together they could
have a had a coordinated master plan but one of them had refused to submit a plan.

Marshal Gonzales replied with an inaudible statement.

Commissioner Greene said in the previous case, there was expressed a desirability to master plan
all three. If they are talking about it, we have an obligation to determine that they have fire access.
They could close off access for future development.

Mr. Esquibel said he did look at all the connectivity in this area. When we talked with Marshat
Gonzales, they said they have adequate service from Station #1 without the need for an additional
access point. The potential subdivision, because there was no need to build through that terrain, the
individual agreed to run access over to the west with respect {o the same access point at Hyde Park
Road. So we looked at all access points and the results. Staff is okay with what is proposed. Certainly
the Commission can require other access. All the DRT members found the subdivision met the
Chapter 14 requirements and City code.

Commissioner Hochberg asked Marshal Gonzales if the application before the Commission meets
the fire code.

Marshal Gonzales agreed.
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There were no other questions for the Fire Marshal.

Sandra Kassens came forward for the Traffic Division. She explained that this subdivision does not
require a traffic study, based on the criteria for that and the applicant did a small traffic study on their
own volition and confirmed that no study is needed.

Regarding the bridge an the Vallecitas Road, which is actually a box culvert, the design meeis the
standards. She had nothing else to add unless the Commission has questions.

Commissioner Hochberg asked if she didn't hear the testimony from the previous hearing.
Ms. Kassens agreed.

Commissioner Hochberg said at that time, the Commission was given the impression that for that
development they went day and night for the traffic study.

Ms. Kassens agreed.
Commissioner Hochberg asked why she said it was small, then, if it was done night and day.

Mr. Esquibel explained that study was for a different area. This study was for Valley Drive and with
anly nine lots, did not warrant a traffic study. The study she is refemring to was done by the applicant.

Commissioner Hochberg reasoned that were there two studies.
Mr. Esquibel agreed and this one is different.

Commissioner Propst understood that large study was for an entirely separate road and had a lot
more lots. So that study was required because it was Hyde Park Road.

Ms. Kassens said there are only eight houses but includes one that is adjacent. It was something
that we recommended they do.

Commissioner Kapin said the entrance location is in proximity to Valley and Vallecitas. She was
surprised with that location of the access road being allowed. It is right on a bend at a key intersection.
There is not a lot of traffic there but asked if Ms. Kassens could address that.

Ms. Kassens said they looked at the sile distance and found there is not a problem and the
distance from the other intersection. That is about the only place they could access it.

Commissioner Kapin asked if they could not access it from Valley Drive.

Ms. Kassens said that is correct.
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Commissioner Greene asked if Valley Drive is at capacity for traffic.

Ms. Kassens couldn't answer that but the study showed it would not exceed capacity. She didn't
think it is over capacity now.

Commissioner Greene asked if this development has trails or bike (anes to get pecple to recreation
sites or downtown.

Ms. Kassens said she couldn't answer that.

Commissioner Greene asked if there are any fraffic problems with Vatley Drive at Bishops Lodge.

Ms. Kassens said no.

Commissioner Greene said he was more concerned with existing problems.

Ms. Kassens said she would have to research that,

Commissioner Greene asked if there is a speeding problem on Valley Drive.

Ms. Kassens didn't know.

Commissioner Kapin was trying 1o see how it is orienfed. It locks like the comer goes right to the
intersection of Valley and Vallecitas. She asked if there was any {alk about a roundabout to make it all

work fogether rather than a stop out. She asked if that is relevant.

Ms. Kassens said a roundabout is not warranted for this project. There is not enough traffic to
cause us to look at it and the intersection is not failing.

Commissioner Kapin thought it would be a potentlal for future. She asked if there was any
projected estimate about when it might fail. She was just thinking of money set aside for that in the
future.

|
| Ms. Kassens didn’t’ know of any study to predict when it might fail based on future developments
‘ up the road.

Commissioner Kapin said it would be good to have that information.

Ms. Kassens said she would make a note of that.

Mr. Esquibel said there are no trails out there now but the City would require trait linkages.
Commissioner Greene said the arroyo is there.

Mr. Esquibel pointed out that it is open so anyone could hike there. The arroyo will continue to be
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open there.
Commissioner Greene didn't know if there were any gabions ar a six-foot wall.

Mr. Esquibet said the applicant could address that issus. Jon Griego is here to speak on terrain
management.

Commissioner Greens asked if there is any connection to Valiey Drive for sidewalk or anything
besides just an entrance.

Mr. Esquibe! said Valiey Drive has some sidewalks so not much is needed. And if Mr. Griego
doesn’t know, the applicants do.

Mr. Griego said this was assignad to him at the last minute but based on his review, there were -
concerns raised on flood plain and terrain management.

Commissioner Hochberg asked if there are any issues at all left for escarpment.

Mr. Griego said the concerns have all been addressed by reconfiguring buildable areas.
Commissioner Hochberg asked if no varianca is needed.

Mr. Griega said there are none to his knowledge.

Commissioner Greene was there any assessment done fo analyze the impact. “Were all of these
houses clustered outside of the Foothills or Ridgetop subdivisions.”

Mr. Griego said there are four lots that have escarpment on them but one is just a sliver. They did
configure two lots to be totally outside the ridgetop area and they will have 1o address that.

Commissioner Greene asked if they could have avoided Foothitls altogether but some are in the
Foothills.

Mr. Griego said they have two lots in the overiay.

Mr. Esquibel agreed. Two lots entirely within the escarpment area and Somie Ahmed met with
them and they agreed to reconfigure the buildable areas. She agreed with that configuration for
buildable areas.

In the next submittal, the applicant will show those buildable areas te not be in the foothilis 50 no
building will affect the escarpment at all.

Commissioner Greene pointed out that those two lots have access points subject to slope through
30% slopes just for the driveway. Isn’t that part of the review to make sure they have legitimate
access?
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Mr. Griego said they are allowed to have three disturbances per thousand square feet.
Commissioner Greene asked if that is for each lot.

Mr. Griego didn't know if it applies to each individual lot but he believed it is per lot.
Mr. Smith said the applicant's engineer will provide details on that.

Commissioner Kapin asked if those two might need variances.

Mr. Esquibel clarified that no variances are requested for the subdivision at all. All of it will meet
Chapter 14 requirements for development and driveways over escarpment areas and 30% slopes.

Mr. Esquibel said Alexandra Ladd is reporting for Affordable Housing.

Ms. Ladd said this project falls under the simplified program and the applicant is able to provide a
fee instead of providing lots because it is fewer than fen lots.

Applicant’s Presentation

Present and swom were Ms. Jennifer Jenkins 130 Grant Avenue, Ms. Colleen Gavin, 130 Grant
Avenue, Ms. Oralynn Guerrerortiz, Civil Engineer, and Mr. Rustin Blankenship, Property Owner.

Ms. Jenkins had a brief presentation and would answer the questions that were raised. For
background, she pointed out the subject property and Amber Hills to the northeast. It was divided in
1982 and the subject property was 1o be phase 2 of Amber Hills. they have a utility easement far
Phase One where water and sewer were constructed through the subject property. Phase 2 was never
subdivided; just sewer and road improvements in the early 1980s.

Now they are here with a request for approval. The Iot sizes range from 0.8 acre 1o 1.4 acres and
sizes are very consistent with the adjacent subdivision.

Ms. Jenkins showed several photos of the site to give a sense of context and conditions. The
intent was always that Vallecita was the access peint into this property. The roadway was shown for
water and sewer mains and the disturbed area for utility improvements. Most of the mature vegetation
will be undisturbed as well as vegetation in the arroyo. The only elms are in the arroyo and they won't
touch the arroyo. The rest is shrub and evergreens. She showed the open space corridor to Amber
Hills, the fire hydrant, and more of the roadway.

Due to its small size, no traffic analysis was required. In order to address concems of neighbors,
they addressed the intersections at Valley Drive and Bishops Lodge Road with a 48-hour traffic count.
They discovered the peak hour for aftemoon will generate 9 vehicles and there are no mare than 48
vehicles through the day in either direction so Valley Drive Is not over capacity. And this is a “drop in
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the bucket” affect.

Regarding Commissicner Kapin's concern on the access point, she showed an aerial and the
topography. We have no access to Valley as it is separated by a significant arroyo.  She showed the
only access to a public way. It works quite well with minimum traffic.

Regarding emergency access, Hacienda del Sol proposed and got it approved at the iast meeting.
There is a stub-out road for future development and shared access to Hyde Park Road. When that is
developed, they will share access with Hacienda del Sol. The Fire Chief is satisfied with the access.
Williams Street serves as the secondary access. That open space has never been subdivided.
Williams dead ends into that property. When they met with Staff and they agree it is an excellent
access 10 the fire station. So there didn't seem to be need for additional access to the subject
property.

Also at the Vallecita access point, the arroyo is a hundred-year flood plain and there is not enough
room for a roundabout with the bridge and culverts that would have to be built.

Traffic signats require a minimum volume. Roundabouts are very similar in warrants. So here, it
would not be warranted on sheer traffic volumes and the right of way available there and the homes
already existing.

Ms. Jenkins mentioned a couple of detention ponds next to the arroyo that exist and they will be
left alone.

Regarding the escarpment, lots 3, 4, 5, 6 have a small part of escarpment in the Ridgetop. There
is no prohibition of development in the Foothills but there are restrictions in height and to be located as
far from the view line as possibie. We need to demonstrate that each lot has at least 2,000 square
feet of buildable area that don't disturb 30% slopes. That restriction is met with this plan. We have a
couple that lie completely in the escarpment. As these homes are permitted, there were concems.
Prior o applying for a building permit, we have to demonstrate that we are at the lowest point on the
site. A view analysis is presented and we are not yet at the point of presenting that to the City. The
feasibility is shown with a bubble on each lot. The driveways shown demanstrate that feasibility from
the main road.

Chapter 14 and the escarpment provisions provide that if unavoidable, a small part of 30% can be
disturbed for driveways and utility extensions. The City will review and confirm that the design Is In
accord with provigions of the code.

Lastly, Rustin Blankenship, owner, wouid like a few words and she reserved rebuttal prior to close
of the public hearing.

Mr. Blankenship said he is a small business owner and was excited to have the opportunity to
build this small subdivision.

Commissioner Propst asked how he decided on the number of lots.
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Mr. Blankenship said he wanted ten but decided to go with nine.

Mr. Esquibel added that the density is based on a number of factors. They subtract the floodway
area from the acres and multiply that times the density factor, which is one in this case, and from that
point forward, they multipty times the mountainous and difficult terrain faclor which results in 75% and
the 50% bonus for Affordable Housing bonus which means nine is the maximum number of lots the
City would allow for this property.

Commissioner Propst asked Mr. Esquibel if the City would not have allowed 10 lots.
Mr. Esquibel agreed.

Chair Gutierrez gave sach speaker three minutes for their comments.

Public Hearing

Present and sworn was Ms. Hannah Folkes, 120 Valley Drive who said, * am here to speak as a
long-term resident. I've lived on Valley Drive for many years. And | think that the traffic impact that has
been discussed is not my experience in living here at all. | think that 9 hames are going to have a lot
more than 9 vehicles going up and down Valley Drive. The child will probably have three or maybe four
vehicles going up and down three times a day. That's almost 300 cars going up and down in front of
my house. Valley Drive, as you know, was built in the 50's to be a dead end. It was built with the cul-
de-sac for about 30 houses as a small residential neighborhood. In the 1990s it was opened up
officially by the City with a bridge over the aoyo and for 30 years we have been subjected to
development traffic that goes all the way from Bishops Lodge Road 1o Gonzales Road. All day long we
are subjected to dump trucks, cement trucks, construction vehicles for the construction that has gone
on for 30 years and on top of that, there are SUVs speeding down the road all day long. That's what |
see outside my window every day. There are toddlers on our sireet and teenagers who would like to
ride bikes and skateboards and young adults leaming to drive. But they can't that street because there
are blind curves and the City knew that street was not built to be a public thoroughfare with hundreds
of houses because they put in speed humps and they put in chokers which have only served to make it
with dangerous because It is difficutt to pass. And when someone is coming at you, speading down the
street at 60 miles an hour, you have to pull off. People cannot cross that street safely and speed
humps have harmed foundations and plaster because trucks weighing over five tons, which is over the
weight limit, go over those humps daily. And that construction is not going to stap. So on top of that,
another 9 houses with the potential for connection 1o the other spaca. It is potentially hundreds of cars
added to Valley Drive which is already maxed out — way over what it was intended to be.’

Present and swom was Mr. Bryan Stuppy, 3144 La Paz Lane, who said he has lived on Valley
Drive with his family that was adopted, taken in in the late 1950's when there were just a couple of
houses and had watched what has happened in the last couple of years and it is sad 1o see. | would
recommend a severe traffic study, not this vague what 've heard. There is a lot. I'm thinking about my
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family - there is a toddler that is like two years old who was playing — Andre - on the road.

I remember years ago that your father had to put in that speed bump and narrowed the street
because it was crazy about 10 or 20 years ago. | don't know what year was. As far as the sewer, |
remember your house like exploded because of the sewer and that's on Valley Drive.

So | hope you think about what is going on because this congestion in this development is too
much.

Present and sworn was Mr. Fred Pierce, 184 Valley Drive on the dirt road section above the
bridge, said, *| have the first house that sits up on the hill and almost every night at this time of year,
my wife and | will eat dinner out on our side porch and | see the bridge and I'm totally amazed that
there are only 48 vehicles going down 1o that way coming off of Bishops Lodge Road. It blows my
mind. | see traffic there that gets kind of messy and it's actually a dangerous spot coming across that
bridge. There is vegetation on Valley just an the south side of the bridge that rarely gets properly cut
and trimmed by the City. And | call every year; sometimes two and three times. And the only
department that has come out before, and then a really fine job is the Parks Depariment. With come
out and then the work. Called me and asked me what | thought and | told them it was a fantastic job.
The Roads Department comes out and kind of whacks the staff down a little and down in the arroyo.
That's about it. There is a blind spot there with the vegetation. As you coming up Valley Drive and
coming across the bridge and there has been more than one almost accident of cars coming up that
way and turning and not stopping. And, not stopping of course, is a problem there. | just wanted to let
you know there is a lot of traffic. And as we mentioned the reconstruction traffic. 1 don't know what all
is being built an top of the hill but there are heavy, heavy vehicles crossing the bridge and up Vallecita
every day.

The only other thing | really would like to say is that because of that intersection and because of
the other situation with the neighborhood, seconded the motion and it passed by unanimous voice |
first mentioned is that it would be very nice if the approach to and from this housing area would be
right off of Artist Road. As you go down Artist Road - and | did this one time back just to see. As you
go down Artist upward in that section behind where this development is going to go, you don't see into
the houses across the road on the southeast side - nothing. You don’t see anything. And that, to me,
would be the best place to have the approach to and from this area right up to that road and then up
and down from there.

Present and swom was Ms. Sandra Green, 611 Gonzales Road, wha said, “Thanks for hearing us
and I'll try to be very brief today. I'd like to point out a few aspects of the Alma Dura Development that
shotld be addressed in order to have & holistic and also a good development for the neighborhood in
Santa Fé. I'm not against development. But we need some nice developments. First, the Alma Dura
Development should be part of the Master plan for the whole neighborhood. That includes the
Haciendas, the nearest sub project. it is not part of the 1981-3 Ordinance and it doesn't have to be
developed together. But as far as the development process that our community needs, and you
Commissioners fight for that, the Aima Dura should be part of the bigger picture. I'm talking about
traffic and access. Last time we heard that only eight houses down Tract 30 because there are no
impacts. Now we have 3 more houses and it follows the same thinking. So we're done with Tract 30.
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However, we are already talking about having 17 houses combined with their guest houses. If this
development is done without a master plan, we will have problems in the future. All the related
developments should have a Master Plan. Itis the same thing about drainage and terrain
management. Each house may notf be affecting anything. But 17 maybe and, in the future, another 39.

She showed a picture with 39 properties and @ more - about § with guest houses and it would be
potentially 112 houses. It will impact our neighborhood. I'm not asking you o reject the project but to
ask the developers to go back and develop it in a holistic way, including Cody North, Emie Romero,
this one and our neighbothood. The developers finish their job and then leave and go on to the next.
The Commissioners approve the projects and move on but we, as neighbors, cannot mave on. We live
there. We are the most impacted and if not addressed today, we have no way in the future. Itis also
not fair 1o the new homeowners who don’t know what they have 1o deal with. So | ask for more time
and a real study carefully for alt who are impacted including traffic, drainage, tervain management and
probably other issues t00.

Present and sworn was Mr. John Gibbs, 133 Valley Drive, who said, “| am the very nearest house
to this proposed development and | will try not to repeat things that were already said but | would like
to add to a couple of those. And partially, what Sandra said. When you talk about these numbers of
houses, but untii she said it, | have not heard anyone say this is 16 houses since every single one of
them can have a guest house. | really do think that is the only honestly talk about traffic and everything
else, sewage and runoff. | haven’t heard much tatk about flood. That Arroyo looks like the Colorado
River when it rains hard. It is really raging. There is another major drainage that comes down through
their and hits right at the intersection. That concerns me as well, but | won't go into that because I'm
not an expert in that.”

“But | want o give you some history. in 1991, or a few years before that, there actually was an
ilegal ramp across the arroyo without permission. That was when the neighborhood - only a few of us
remain from those days - objected to it. We came to meetings like this that went late into the nightara
long time. As a matter of fact, one of the City arguments to leave that illegal ramp open was all about
fire access. They didn’t want one way in and one way out. I'm hearing now tonight on this one; the Fire
Department says that is just fine. | would suggest that we look back in a few years if this is proposed
and accepted and see if then the City is asking for another way out of this su bdivision for the same
reason they did back in 1991.

“A little bit more history: The neighborhood had a lawsuit against the City from this. It came down
to that. We couldn’t get any agreement. And we asked for a locked gate that the fire department could
get through but we couidn't sell that. A few days before the court case was to be heard, we walked
with the City Attorney, and he said, ‘I think there is a good chance that we will win. But if you do, the
City could condemn it and did whatever we want, So how far do you want to go? How much money do
you want to spend on this?' And we dropped the case at that time. But part of the promise from City -
and of course not one Commissioner remains nor the mayor that made these promises - but the
promise was that we are going to limit the traffic on Valley Drive. Then we would limit fraffic on Vailey
Drive. We have already platted all of Vallecita and Paseo det Sur, Gonzales, everything else is
flooding down on to you, platied legal dead end streets. And we're going to limit the weight limit on that
bridge that crosses and speed humps. That promise was made by the City. No one is here now to say
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that they remember it. The only ones who remember that are the ones who live on the street there.
There are a fot more things that | couid say but | know thase are the most important ones.

Present and sworn was Ms. Pamela Burmham, 115 Valley Drive, who said, ¥'ve lived in Santa Fe
for thirty years and I've lived on Valley Drive for 18 years. And in that amount of time that I've been on
Valley Drive, the traffic has increased exponentialiy from all the development that is further up the road
off of Hyde Park Rd. in Gonzales Road. So the commuters and people who work on these properties
come in from Bishops Lodge. They go dawn Valley Drive, up Vallecita to Gonzales and up to other
avenues or streets up in the developments that are higher up. | five exactly at the first narrowing - a
choke. | live exactly just prior to that. 'm retired and | work in my garden. I'm outside a lot. I'm a bike
rider. | don't see cars stop to slow down to grow over the speed bump. They don't. They go faster. |
was out this morning with Ann and we were standing there talking and an SUV went by us. | can't say
how fast they were going they certainly were not going 20 miles an hour or even 30 mph. 1tis like
reckless abandon to get from one place to another and we have become the short cut.

*On this Commission, | would request that you please ask for a formal traffic study, please. It is
much more severe than what was presented.”

Present and swomn was Ms. Karen Heldmeyer, 325 East Berger, speaking for the Neighborhood
Network. “We're not going to speak on the specifics because we think the neighbors can do that very
eloquently themsalves. But | wanted to bring up two issues that have been brought up by multiple
neighborhoods to the Network. Number one Is that the packets, not just for this case, but for the two
that follow were not availabie Tuesday aftemaon. They are up now which is Thursday. But, people who
wanted to study them over the weekend, they were not available. The Commigsion gets them on
Friday; the public should also get them on Friday,

“Secondly, what we've heard from a lot of people is that this whole area with a very difficult terrain
should be master planned fo address some of the issues that you yourself have brought up tonight
about drainage, about sewage, about traffic. Downhill neighbors have already suffered from the effects
of those things from the development that is already there. But what you've done is a bunch of
piecemeal developments. Each one says theirs is not so bad. And what you get is death by a thousand
cuts. They all need to be looked at in a more comprehensive way.

“Lastly, from a personal point of view, not the Neighborhood Network, but as a member of the
escarpment task force is the issue of buildable lots. What we found on the Task Force is that peaple
who buy this type of property usually want to build - they are expensive pieces of property - they want
o build high end homes. Many of them want to build something much bigger than 2,000 sq. ft. We get
variances at this point, if any other developments are any indication they are. We will get variance
requests because peopie want 3000 or 4000 square foot sized homes. And that's going 10 go outside
the buildable lot area. You have the power tonight to limit on the subdivision plat to the buildings that
are within the buildable lot area listed on that plat. | would urge you to do so.

Present and sworn was Ms. Jennifer Johnson, 605 Sunset Street, who said she had three points fo
bring up. “We are - where | live is next to Williams Street. And | think as Ms. Jenkins talked about, they
can count on secondary access from Williams Street. This goes back to ask planning. It goes back to,
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actualiy, what | just like to read quickly from your memo from August 4, Staff analysis has identified
several significant issues. This is regarding the Haciendas de! Mirasol, and one of them says the PRC
district regulations require a phasing program for roads, emergency access, and other infrastructure
for both tract one and tract two. Coordination with the infrastructure for a third vacant parcel located
east of tract two on Vallecita Drive — and that is Alma Dura. That's what we're talking about right now.
It is outside the PRC but it said it is desirable and a preliminary subdivision [was put together but that
they would like 1o see ... It would be desirable to see it laid out for the roads and the infrastructure in
the beginning. And | think that is what people have talked to this already but | think it is a little
suspicious that as Ms. Jenkins said, Ernie Romero was her client but had not heard anything about the
development. He came 10 us as a neighborhood Association and spring. And he and Cody North came
together to talk about the development's phase 1 and phase 2. And then the next thing we know it was
split up. And it's like we don't have anything to do with each other. We're not really developing that. It
is a divide and conquer strategy and a way to get through you get your planning through without
having to take into accountability these access roads. It will default on us if the Hacienda del Marisol
and the Alma Dura are finished and under construction and approved, once Emie Romero comes with
his other 40 acres. There would be no way for him to get in there. An access is going to fall on us and
our small strests instead of a master plan just for the infrastructure. If you coutd just give us 60 days
and create a date certain - 60 days out in November to not just look at all of it together and just get the
roads in - just figure out the access before there are no other options.

“And then that brings me to one other thing. We talked about the cluster away from the ridges on
the two lots. | think they are lois 4 and & in Alma Dura. It cost about - | think Ms. Jenkins spoke to two
lots in the escarpment - that there were no other options except to build on the escarpment. And my
question is really? There is no other option? s it the option not to build there at all? And } think we take
a lot of things for granted like this and there really are other options. And | don't like it being framed in
that manner. | hope that is considered as we go forward. I'd really like 1o 1alk about the master plan
again. Let's figure out especially the fire access - how we are getting in and out and cannot that same
road serve for construction of all of these projects off of Hyde Park which is a highway’ which is a state
road.”

Present and swom was Mr. Roger Riveraque, who sald, “I've seen a lot of developments. This is
not a bad development. It could end up a lot worse, So be careful.”

Present and swom was Mr. Rick Martinez, 725 Mesilla Road, who said, ‘| do want fo mention one
thing that | feel is very ironic. A project like this gets a credit for daing affordable housing, yet they
don't have to build an affordable house. They give the money to the City to avoid building house. The
whole idea is to bring affordable housing to more parts of the city and once again, we are losing that.
They get a bonus density and not an affordable house in an area that is really needed to.”

Present and swom was Mr. Richard Faolkes, 119 Valley Drive and President of the Greater
Callecita Neighborhood Association. He provided a couple of handouts for Commissioners on behalf of
the Greater Callecita Neighborhood Association. He said, °l love 1o stand up and scream about traffic
because | grew up on Valley Drive. | raised my two daughters on Valley Drive and now watching out
for my grandson who lives there. So | can talk about the histary forever. | can also talk about the
sewage from my personal experience. It was my house that was flooded with sewage in 1995. lt was a
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five-inch pipe that was expanded and replaced by 8" pipe, not a 10-inch pipe. The person who would
know is Matt O'Reilly, who was the engineer on the Los Vecinos project. | remember him calling me
and talking to me about the pipe that was replacing - the larger pipe that was replacing the old sewer
pipe. Anyway, it was my house that was flooded. It cost the City about $300,000 to repair my house
and my neighbor's house. So is good to pay attention to the sewage issue.

Also, | thought that a traffic study was due before pretiminary approval, And when | got the hard
copy of the Staff Report, there was no traffic study. it might be my misunderstanding.

| want to talk touch on something that Jennifer Johnson talked about and so did Ms. Greene - and
that is about the lack of a Master Plan. The Staff Report that preceded the Haciendas dei Mirasol last
month, August 41, the Cody North development. Staff was already looking at what is commonly called
tract one and tract two. Cody North's property was tract one. Ernie Romero’s property was tract two.
That was presented like that at every meeting with the neighbors; at the ENN meeting it was tract one
and tract two. It was phase 1 and phase 2 and it was Cody North's development and Romero's
development, First they worked together and then they were not. These are part of the PRC. We were
part of the ariginal Estancia Primera Ordinance 1981-3. 81-3 governs what goes on on the north side
of Hyde Park Road. It alsc governs, and we can argue o what degree, what these two tracts are
touching. You could call it tract 3 or you can call it the Alma Dura development. And if | could direct
you to page 5, and | just want to read for the record. But on page 5 of the Staff Memo of July 28 for the
August 4 mesting when the Haciendas del Mirasol was approved. It says, no plans have yet been
submitted to indicate how tract two will be developed. And if | could pause there; There have been
plenty of preliminary drawings that have been presented at neighborhood meetings and at the ENN
meeting showing plans with several houses and cluster houses on Emie Romero’s Tract 2. So | don't
understand why the agent has not seen those. The various unofficial versions of the expired master
plan all show access to tract one via a dead-end private road or driveway. Access fo tract two shown
in various combinations of road and driveway extensions from the intersections with Hyde Park Road
from Williams Street and from a stubbed out connection to the Alma Dura parcel.

So the Staff has clearly been locking at this as three3 pieces - the three same connected pieces -
as they should be. That would be the Master Plan. The problem is, these things are being approved or
considered separalely piecemeal. That is a classic serial development. It is prohibiled by the code, 14-
3.7A -5 - Common Promotional Plans. A plan or schems of operation undertaken by a single applicant
or a group of applicants acting in concert to offer for safe or lease, lots for the land that is either
contiguous or part of the same area of land or is known, designated, or advertised as a common unit
or by a common nare, shali constitute a single subdivision plat. We believe they have to took at this -
they being the Commission and the Council. They have to look at this as one.

“These are govemed by 81-3. And it is already a mixed message; it is confusing. The Staff looks at
it as tract 1 and tract 2 and they are talking about access on Williams Street or connections on Alma
Dura. That is crossing Tract 2. That's Emie Romero's property. Tract 2 can’t be anything. It is
iandlocked without accessing Williams Street for Alma Dura. This has to be looked at as one big
development. And if it is, all of the conditions of the code, 1981-3 are that this is one. That is the
Master Plan and that is what it is supposed o be. This piecemeal thing where you approve the
Hacienda del Mirasal once and then you approve or disapprove Alma Dura and then wait around for
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Ernie Romero 1o come in and say he needs access for fire truck or something. Aima Dura or Williams
Street - that is piecemeal - a classic serial development. And it's not legat in this City. So | urge you to
tread on this carefully and | do agree with Jennifer Johnson. If you table this, | think we can get ali the
parties together. We can hash something out quickly and save everybody a lot of time and money.

Present and sworn was Mr. Raymond Herrera, 379 Hillside avenue, who said, *| don't know any of
you and most of you don't know me. Most of you were not even born when | was at City Hall for the
last 30 years addressing developments. | am part of the Historic Hillside Neighborhood Association
that was formed because of Estancia Primera 35 years ago. That created Ordinance 1981-3 because
of what was happening and because there was nothing to protect neighborhoods back then. And it was
left up to us to form our own organization and fo force the City ta comply with the ordinance that we
created. This development falls under that ordinance and | wish you would study it and make sure that
it camplies with the ordinance.

"Also, | would like to thank the people who have spoken tonight. | think that they gave great
presentations on the haif of their neighborhoods. It is amazing how small neighbarhoods like this have
been destroyed in the fast 30 years because of piecemeal developments like this without a master
plan. It is frustrating to be here once more addressing those things that shouldn't be an issue.

Present and sworn was Ms. Suby Bowden 333 Montezuma, who said, “Commissioners, | spoke fo
you before on behalf of the Greater Callecita Neighborhood Assaciation regarding the Haciendas del
Mirasol application. | simply wanted to say that we were given dominance of the report. | wanted to
Clarify two points that you have not heard tonight. One of them is that the Staff was very helpful in
getting us information in the process of Mirasol. But thera were certain documents that were not
released to the Greater Callecita Neighborhood Association until 3 hours before the meeting and in
that process, it was only discovered after the meeting that Alma Dura was spoken about as fract 3 and
also spoke about that all three ghould be studied.

*| came in late for the presentation and the image on the screen showed tract 2 roadways
connecting to Alma Dura. So that was on the screen and talked about by Agent Jennifer Jenkins'
presentation. | heard her speak about that connection so it was both visually on the screen tonight and
it was also talked about tonight.

Present and sworn was Ms. Marg Veneklaussen, 205 Williams Street, who said, “you know what?
I'm not against development and I'm not a person who doesn't know that Santa Fe needs change. |
know that. I'm a realtor, for God's sake. I'm not against this. But what | want you to do is just take a
little time - 660 days and put together a Master Plan. | know Cody North personally and | think he is a
wonderful guy. | don’t know Mr. Blankenship too well but | know Mr. Romero. And | don't think any of
them wants to hurt Santa Fe. So | think you need 1o sit down and come up with something great and
stap each other on the back and say Look at what we did.

There were no further speakers from the public regarding this case and Vice-Chalr Gutierrez
closed the public hearing.
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Mr. Esquibel asked to clarify some things for the record. One of the things that was directed to us
from the Land Use Director was to make sure that we always, no matter who comes in, provide
information on whatever project that we get. Anyone can come in and look at the file. If they want a
digitat copy, we are directed o do that without hesitatian from the day submitted to the day it is heard
in the public hearing. Our office is open for all of it.

Ms. Jenkins wanted to make a few brief comments.

Mr. Shandler asked for a clarification for the record. One of the speakers had a last name of
Greene. He asked if she was any relation to any of the Commissioners.

Commissioner Greene agreed that she is his wife.
Mr. Shandler said that may be a problem and he would thank about that.

Ms. Jenkins had a few items to address. Interestingly, there has been some discussion this
evening regarding Master Plan. She said, “l could go into and quote title and verse when a Master
Plan is required in the City Code. This is not one of those times. When you have three separate pieces
of properties owned by three separate people doing separate projects doesn’t meet the standard or a
master plan. The Common Promofional Plan | am very familiar with that code provision as well. This is
not. This property, based upon the... This property was already master planned in 1982 as phase 2 of
the Amber Hills Subdivision. It is zoned R-1 and it happens to back up to Hacienda. It has separate
access via Valley Drive and Valiecita. Ergo, we platted access. The PRC zoning district we happened
to be next door to is a separate item. It has been planned in the past. The plan has changed; different
applications are coming before you. That access is from Artist Road. This has already been done.

But Ms. Bowden was refeming to is this utility easement. Because the City requires that utility
easements for water and sewer extensions extend to the furthest property lines. This is not a planned
roadway connection. It's a utility easement. City Staff did contact us and said it did not make sense
and urged us fo look at the possibility of some roadway connectivity between this project ...

We are not adjacent to the Mirasol project - not by a longshot. She pointed out the location on the
area map. It was referenced that Mr. Romera's property would be landlocked. That is inaccurate
statement. As | stated, a stub out through Hacienda is being provided to tract two. Williams Street is a
potential emergency access. It is a public way. Staff did their due diligence. They were very
conscientious. They called Mr. North with Hacienda and Mr. Romero. We all went fo a meeting. Mr.
Zach Shandler was there and Mr. Greg Smith was there. Dan Esquibel was there and we looked at this
holistically - what makes sense. There were not emergency access issues. Mr. John Romero, the
City’s Traffic engineer attended the meeting as well and Rey Gonzales attended too. It was a packed
room. This was senior staff addressing these issues and we were all in the room together. Due
diligence was done. It was determined there was no benefit to creating any kind of connections from
Alma Dura into Tract 2. There was no benefit. We are a private land of 9 homes. | don't know what is
planned in Tract 2 nor the timing of it. And that will have to be addressed then.

We had a lot of dialog with the City on these issues. The reason a connection is not shown from
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Alma Dura to Tract 2 is because the City Traffic engineer opposed it and Fire Marshal said it was not
necessary. So this was addressed. There are staff people here in the room who were there and can
address it too. This is a separate properly, separate owner, and there is no collusion here.

Questions to the Applicant

Commissioner Propst had a couple of questions in reference fo guest houses. She asked if guest
houses anticipated, restricted, or left up to the developers,

Ms. Jenkins anticipated there could be but probably not every house because of the terrain. So
you might see one or two but there s no plan to build guest houses. The homeowners make the
choice.

Commissioner Propst asked if she could walk the Commission through the project and address
what the maximum size home could be built without coming in for a variance. She agreed that this is a
high end part of town and she didn't think anyone would propose a 2,000 square foot home.

Ms. Jenkins said on lot 3, a vast majority of the lot is buildable. Lot 3 is the smallest lot and is 8/10
of an acre. A half-acre is over 20,000 square feet of building able area. So Lot 3 is 20,000 square feet.
Lot 4 is a little more. So the buildable areas well exceed the 2,000 minimum buildable area.

In Casa Solana, most lots are about 6,000 square feet. You could easily put a 2,000 square foot
house on them. These lots are much bigger and most have 50% buitdable area. We are not
anticipating any need for a variance to comply with the escarpment reguiations.

Commissioner Kapin asked Mr. Esquibel what potential number of houses that would trigger a
fraffic study.

Mr. Esquibel deferred to Ms. Kassens -

Ms. Kassens said there are guidelines but nothing is set as standard. Some developments may
appear not to need a traffic study and there are others that do. But there is no set amount of traffic
volume to trigger it. If there are over 25 cars in peak hour it would likely need a traffic study.

Commissioner Hochberg said regarding traffic, that he heard in public comment. That it seems to
be not the nine houses that would potentially denigrate it but a quastion of incremental increase. The
testimony from those who five there under oath that there is through traffic that they can’t stop. So it
isn’t that the 9 new homes suddenly create a terrible situation but is the straw that breaks the camel's
back. Some place, someone has fo say it is a lot of traffic — too much, and we anticipate even more
from other developments. This looks like a nice praject and there are people who say a solution could
be worked out. He just wanted ta understand if the Commission is predisposed to grant a 60-day wait,
id anyone coutd generate a traffic study either by the applicant or the neighborhood that finds this so
difficult about what kind of vehicles or the speeds are. Somebody should be doing the study.
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Ms. Kassens said they did a 48-hour study. That is factored in with how many this development is
preducing. She got a lot of comment about cut-through traffic from Vallecita and she didn't know what
can be done with that. Speeding is not normally addressed in a traffic study.

Mr. Smith said the Traffic engineering division has dealt with this. And the neighbors could inltiate
a study.

Commissioner Kapin asked if here has been a record of accidents at Valley and Vallecita - any
record of that.

Ms. Kassens said the study by the applicant didn't cover that. But it could be done. The Staff could
investigate the accidents, if the Commission wants.

Commissioner Kapin said the applicant did a 48-hour study. She asked what a normal traffic study
the City would do in comparisan with the one that was done.

Ms. Kassens said they did two counts. The City could have a person out counting traffic, Including
pedestrians and bikes. Typically for developments, the applicant hires someone to do traffic counts.
We would count for at least two hours during peak hours three times each day and determine the level
of service and the capacity.

Commissioner Kapin asked if the Traffic Division would use their study.

Ms. Kassens agreed.

Commissioner Abeyta asked Mr. Esquibel if there are other vacant tracts along Valley Drive.

Mr. Esquibel said he didn't look at that and would have 1o go look at it.

Commissioner Abeyta understood the concem for traffic and that made him a little hesitant about
this development. He would like to see what other connections were on Vallecita. He was not confident
that all the traffic has been addressed.

Mr. Esquibel said he could find out if athers were done in about 5 minutes.

Vice-Chair Gutierrez said the Commission should keep going and Mr. Esquibel could look for the
answer.

Mr. Esquibel said he would print a larger area and try to bring that out sa the Commission can see
the road network and the vacant areas.

Commissioner Kapin said in the public comment a lot came up about how it looks for a Master
Plan. She asked how that gets started and if it is something the Commission should look at for this
area. The idea of connectivity is important. How does it start?

Santa Fe Planning Commission Saptember 8, 2016 Page 25




Mr. Smith said that tract 1 and tract 2 are parts of a PRC zone adopted for sav hundred acres back
in 1981. Those are the only large vacant parcels from that original PRC Master Plan district. As
explained a little, with Mirasol. Alma Dura is cutside the boundaries so the ordinance does not require
all three 1o be done simultaneously. Hacienda planned for emergency and functional access with the
stub out to Hyde Park Road. Ms. Jenkins pointed out the meeting we have had on access. His
understanding was that in that meeting, Traffic determined na functional benefit for connections
between Alma Dura and Tract2. There was no benefit fo do that.

Mr. Shandler said in the Master Plan section of the code on applicability, he first thought it would
say something like 20 acres ar a certain population would require a master plan. But in Section 14-
3.9B- applicability, it says that a master plan is required in conjunction with rezoning apptications and
may be required in conjunction with specific annexation applications. But for a development plan may
be submitied in lieu of a master plan.

Ms. Martinez added that it is inferesting that in the last 18 months, development in particular areas
of town and seem to be coincidental. There has been one after another show up on the West River
corridor or, coincidental that a project last month showed up in this particular area of Hyde Park Road,
and then this project comes forward next. We didn't plan it that way. We don't try to time those things.
It just happened that way.

Certainly important issues have been brought forward this evening but [ think we should probably
start having some preliminary discussions of those issues with the Long Range Planning Sub
Committee and the Long Range Planning Staff to see what can be done to better address what comes
forward. She wili address that with them.

Commissioner Kapin thought that should happen before these applications stack up on fop of each
other. There might be a way to start thinking about the City’s part in it.

Mr. Smith said regarding specific meetings on this tract of land, that Mr. Romero was given every
opportunity to make specific proposals about how he would attempt or not to coordinate access to his
tract of land for future development. He has chosen not to make any formal application on a submittal.
In terms of minimum criteria for access and fire code for emergency access, a stub out will provide
minimal development whether an emergency is done.

Commissioner Hochberg asked if they were not now actually looking at four issues and have a
living, breathing applicant in front of the Commission by himself who wants to go forward with this
project and it complies with everything the City requires. We have an obligation 1o the community but
aiso to the applicant. So aren't we supposed to address the application?

Mr. Smith agreed. Staff has recommended and the Flre Marshal and the Traffic Division that it
does meet the minimum standards. The Planning Commission could require stub outs of streets to
adjoining properties but it is not required by code on this property.

Commissioner Propst thought the Commission would not require it fo connect to adjacent
developments. She said she is familiar with it because she lives up that way. She appreciated the
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traffic concems and short cuts of people going down that way. She wished there was a greater traffic
study in front of the Commission. She didn’t know at what point, but it probably should occur before the
prefiminary is approved. She didn't think it should connect up with other developments and secondly,
she asked if the Commission could get 3 more detailed traffic study.

Commissioner Greene asked regarding the escarpment if Ms. Jenkins had said there was no other
choice for citing these buiidings in the Foothills subdistrict,

Ms. Jenkins explained as they laid out the subdivision that in accordance with the permissible
density there are lots that sit wholly within the Foothills subdistrict and they don’t have any buildable
area outside the escarpment.

Commissioner Greene understood but sald they could have kept it as open space.

Ms. Jenkins agreed they could have been and was happy to have him clarify that. They chose fo
keep the lots at that size to be consistent with the neighboring lots.

Mr. Esquibel distributed a map of the larger area. A copy of the map is attached fo these minutes
as Exhibit 5.

Commissioner Greene said he tended to remember from historic documents that there were some
areas of 30% slopes and that there are two tiers to that property. There is the upper tier and a lower
tier that Alma Dura is a portion of. He asked Ms. Jenkins if she was sure that they could gain access
from Artist Road down to the lower tier without disturbing 30% slopes.

Ms. Jenkins said she was not because she had not seen those documents. The adjacent property
was not her project. But she would expect that Mr. Romero would ensure that his property has
adequate legal access. That is what she would anticipate that she has not studied that.

Commissioner Greene said that adequate legal access could be from Alma Dura or fiom Williams
Street.

Ms. Jenkins agreed.

Commissioner Greene said he wanted to be clear about that. In 1981-3 it says all infrastructure on-
site and off-site should be addressed in this and thase connections would sort of say should have been
planned with connections previously all, including potentiatly, bringing ail the traffic off of Aima Dura
onto Hyde Park Road.

Ms. Jenkins said, I think that is the desire that through a master planning process we would not
have access to Vallecita. We have not easement or right of access to fract 2. Our only point of legal
access is to Vallecita.

Commissioner Greene said, “But it could be master-pianned.
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Ms. Jenkins said, “Anything can be master planned but that would require consent of property
owners.”

Commissioner Greene asked if she would consent.
Ms. Jenkins asked what he was asking her to consent to.

Commissioner Greene asked if she would you agree to master planning and up to 60 days to talk
with the neighbors and bring the neighbors in. If three develapers of the City were having a meeting to
coordinate or not coordinate or choose not to coordinate, at that same meeting should have been
representatives of the public, a representative of the public of the neighbors who said, "Wait a minute.
We think that this should go thraugh. We think that this couid help our neighborhood. This road
connecting to Hyde Park Road could aciually alleviate a lot of traffic on Valley Drive. It would cut
through your neighborhood but it could actually draw a lot of traffic that was going down Valley Drive
that had to go around.”

Ms. Jenkins said, “Maybe. | don't know.”

Commissioner Greene said, “A comprehensive network traffic study might identify that and was
probably required at the last case. How are you getting ... Is Alejandro ... Is Alexandra ... Is Ms, Ladd
here at this point? How are they... How is this case eligible for both an affordability bonus or a density
bonus by shifting the sites off? Can you take in lieu and still get the bonus?*

Ms. Jenkins said the Affordable Housing Ordinance was amended a few years ago to make
different allowances for small projects (ten dwelling units or less). The density bonus is an entitiement
by right for any project that complies with the Santa Fe Homes Program Ordinance. There is no
prohibition. We are simply complying with the ordinance as it is written. The density bonus is 15%.
Elsewhere In the ordinance, it talks about when you have to provide homes on site and when you are
eligible to pay a fee based upon the size of the project. It does not say that only projects that provide a
home on-site are entitied 1o a density bonus. We are in compliance with the ordinance and we did vet
it with the City Atiorney's office and the City Attomey can confirm that.

Commissionar Greene surmised that when the ordinance was changed a few years ago, it did not
affect the density bonus section.

Ms. Jenkins said that section remains untouched.

Commissioner Greene asked, “Do you buys own the street frontage along Valley Drive? And do
you have any frontage along Valley Drive?”

Ms. Jenkins said no. The aroyo runs elong Valley and homes back up to Valley Drive so there is
no direct frontage on Valley Drive.

Commissianer Greene asked if there were conditions of approval for Amber Hills that would carry
forward to this phase.
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Ms. Jenkins said there were none that she was aware of. On the vicinity map, Valley Drive is still
shown as a dead end road and in Amber Hills, Vallecita would be dead end. But the City elected 10
connect the two.

Commissioner Greene asked which came first: the connection across the arroyo or if this was the
establishing road for Valiecita,

Ms. Jenkins said “this" came first. They got access from the top, from Gonzales Road. She was
sure people in the neighborhood were around at that time but she wasn't.

Commissioner Greene asked if there are any sidewalks for pedestrians or trails along that stretch
of road that "you guys developed.”

Ms. Jenkins said the sidewalks at Valley Drive stop short of the intersection and there are none on
Vallecita Drive.

Commissioner Greene asked if she would be willing to connect those missing gaps.

Ms. Jenkins asked where.

Commissioner Greene said “ail along this entire stretch of Vallecita that runs through Phase 1.
Ms. Jenkins asked him to clarify.

Commissioner Greene suggested- that could be brought up to code now for all who walk that area
up there - to build some infrastructure and make it more livable.

Ms. Jenkins asked where the sidewalk was contemplated by Commissioner Greene.
Commissioner Greene said it is up Vallecita along Valley Drive.

Ms. Jenkins said they would not agree and she would need to confer with client, they would have
to look at the cost of those.

Commissioner Propst asked if the applicant would agree to do & professional traffic study.
Ms. Jenkins said yes.

Commissioner Propst asked, regarding affordable hausing, why they decided on 9 and not 8 or 7
lots.

Ms. Jenkins said there were a few elements involved. it is zoned R-1 which would be ten lots at
one home per acre. But this is in a mountainous terrain overlay with slopes exceeding 20%. So they
were only allowed 75% of the density. Then they had the density bonus per Santa Fé Homes
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Ordinance and also had a fiood plain and had to deduct a third of an acre that was in the flood piain.
So with those elements, it was just math - not creativity. And that resulted in 9 lots. They would be
entitled to 10 and with the density up to 11 and 75% is 8.625 and they are entitied to round it up to 9
lots.

Commissioner Propst asked Mr. Esquibel if Staff agreed with that.

Mr. Esquibel said Staff agrees.

Commissioner Hochberg asked, if the tract wauld have accommodated 15 lots and the developer
chose fo do 9, whether they would be entitled to the Affordable Housing bonus.

Mr. Smith said they would. It is based on the number they choose io build. The Planning
Commission could say it is compiletely unsuitable and 5% would >>>> that is not what staff is
recommending here.

Commissioner Hochberg reasoned that- they are actualty maxing out this proparty.

Mr. Smith agreed.

Action of the Commission

Commissioner Abeyta moved to approve Case #2016-70 subject to the staff conditions and
the added condition to do another traffic study. Commissioner Propst seconded the motlon.

Commissioner Hochberg asked for a description of the traffic study to be performed.

Ms. Jenkins said the next level would address the level of sefvice analysis at Valley Drive and
Vallecita and the Valley Drive/Bishops Road infersections and the capacity of Valley Drive ltself and
would address source generation with actual on-the-ground counts.

Commissioner Abeyta agreed to that description.

Mr. Smith said that is a broad scope and asked if the Commission would like to see that added
information.

Commissioner Hochberg said the Commission still wants to see it.
Commissioner Greene wanted a sidewalk for ADA compiiance or bike [ane.
Vice-Chair Gutierrez asked Mr. Shandier for comment.

Mr. Shandler said, based on the ethics code, Section 17-4 of the Judicial Code of Conduct 21-211,
he advised that Commissioner Greene should recuse himself from the motion. He believed
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Commissioner Green was trying o make an amendment,
Commissioner Greene said okay.
Commissioner Greene recused himself.

The roli call vote resulted In a unanimous vote with Commissioner Kapln, Commissioner
Propst, Commissioner Hochberg and Commissioner Abeyta voting in favor and none voting
against.

The Commission recessed from 9:00 fo 8:08 p.m.

2. An Ordinance Relating to the Land Development Code, Chapter 14 SFCC 1987, Creating a
New Subsection 14-5.5(0) Entitled the “Midtown Local Innovation Corridor Overlay District”
{Midtown LINC Overlay District) and Establishing Permitted Uses, Definitlons, Standards,
and Incentives for Qualifying Projects within the District; Amending the following Articles to
add Provisions for Qualifying Projects within the District: 14-3.8(8) Development Plan
Approvals, Table 14-6.1-1 Specal Use Permits, 14-6.2{A)(7) Dwelling Unlts within C-2 and SC
Districts, 14-8.6(B){4) Reduction of Required Parking Spaces, Table 14-8.7-2 Architectural
Design Standards and Paint Allocations, 14-8.13(E) Development Water Budget Criteria, 14-
8.14(D) Impact Fees; Relating to the Buikiing and Housing Code, Chapter 7 SFCC 1987,
Amending Subsection 7-1.10 Application of the International Existing Bullding Code;
Relating to the Sewer Code, Chapter 22 SFCC 1987, Amending Subsection, 22-6.6 Exhibit A
Section 7 Wastewater Utility Expansion Charge; Relating to the Water Code, Chapter 25
SFCC 1987, 25-4.2 Exhibit B Rate Schedule 8 Utility Expansion Charge; and Making Such
Other Changes that are Necessary to Canry Out the Purposa of this Ordinance. (Mayor
Gonzales) (Matthew O'Reilly)

Staff Report

Mr. O'Railly starled with history of why we are here at this fime. Back in 1998, the General Plan was
adopted and part of it was the City classified St, Mikes 1.2 miles as a redevelopment corridor to be
designed to provide an opportunity for redevelopment and reintensification and targeted for mixed use
development.

In 2011, the Goveming Body unanimously adopted the first of three resolutions on St. Mikes.
Resolution 2011-18 recognized St. Michael's Drive as a major commercial corridor that extends through the
geographic center of the City and also recognized the need for a form-based set of overlay standards and
other implementation stuff for the corridor. That resoiution also recognized “ihe potential for greater
economic benefit and community living that can be achieved through a mix of uses, enhanced mutti-modal
options, pedestrian/bicycle-friendly comridors, establishing neighborhood gathering places and beautification
of roadways themselves.”
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At that time, Staff was directed to produce form-based overlay standards that would develop a creative
and cultural corvidor on St. Michael's Drive that would include public enhancements of the St. Michael's
Drive corridor that would include improvements for pedestrians, bicycles, and automobiles and encourage
walkability; streetscape improvements including enhanced landscaping and lighting to create an attractive
and inviting neighborhaod to propose development standards based on form-based approaches, targeted
at attracting new businesses, local artists, and entrepreneurs and creating a more vibrant community and to
include a mix of housing, including a range of densities.

In 2011, the Long Range Planning Division produced a draft set of form-based standards intended to
inform and be included in a future overlay district for St. Michael's Drive. That draft set of standards was
approved by the Cify's Long Range Planning Subcommittee at that time.

In February, 2012, the Governing Body unanimously adopted another resolution about St. Michael's
Drive and they wanted staff to inifiate discussions with NMDOT about taking control of St. Michael's Drive
itself, which is not a city street. St. Michael’'s Drive is a state highway.

Also in September, 2012, there was a grass-roots community effort that supported the redevelopment
of St. Michaef's Drive that culminated in a three-day event known as the “Re-Mike Demonstration Event.”
And produced a report with recommendations for the area.

Also in 2012 the UNM graduate school of architecture produced a study document as part of thelr
community and regional planning advanced studio about St. Michael’s Drive and that was presented to
landowners, business owners, and SFAUD in November and December.

Related but separate from this, in January, 2013, the Governing Body unanimously approved, as did
the Planning Commission, an Airport Road overay district. That district covers about 560 acres that he
pointed out in a graph,

Later in 2014, the Goveming Body adopted unanimously the most recent resolution that directed Staff
to mobilize one or more catalytic projects to jumpstart revitalization in the area that may include
development of housing, residential, retall, commercial, green space and a siate of incentives which might
include City investments, key waivers, and/or allocation of ather City resources.

That resolution also directed Staff to procure another traffic study which was done and designed o analyze
whether the St. Michael's Drive comidor — the roadway itself which is 7 lanes wide, six travel and one tum
lane and 150 feet of right-of-way width, if it was reduced down to 5 lanes. The analysis showed changes
could be implemented at the busiest traffic signals to help moderate the effects of a lane reduction and
most locations would operate suitably. Added measures might be needed at Llano Street to improve traffic
operations and there, St. Michael's Drive would likely need to remain at six lanes wide.

This proposed ordinance is an overlay ordinance and one of a number of overlay ordinances in this
City, the biggest of which is the mountainous and difficult terrain zone and the most famous is the historic
overlay that encompasses over 4,000 acres. This parlicular overlay area would connect and become the
only commercial commidor which has not had an overlay. It would connect the Cemillos road highway corridor
overlay which is 913 acres and connect with the south central overlay which is 1,452 acres.
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The overlay area accounts for about 372 acres or about 1.1% of the whole city, which is 33,600 acres.
The overlay area would have 161 individual lots or less than one half of one percent of all the lots in the
City. The overlay area as proposed, includes only commercial, industrial and institutional properties with 2
minor exceplions — an individual residential home at 2010 Pifion Street whose homeowner has lived there
since 1954. And the other residential development is the Tres Santos Apartments behind McDonalds.
Those are the only residential areas in the district. The overlay avoids existing residential neighborhoods.
Intentionally. And creates a buffer for the neighborhoods to the north and the south of the district so it does
not include some commercial properties near those neighborhoods.

Mr. O'Reilly discussed more buffering. A table showed the zones in table 1 and table 2 showed the
amounts of land by use. A survey was done to count every commercial use in the district and presented in
table 3. Most of it is retail and service and only one area for art.

The Midtown bill is made up of 11 sections with the first section creating the district. 14-5.5 is where it
would be inserted. The public meeting was held on August 24 after the City sent out 1,000 letters; 5 signs
on the borders, and informed the public of this meeting tonight. That announcement was sent out about a
month ago and 75 people came to the meeting with good input and feedback. Some of concems were that
the proposed building heighis were too high. The group had proposed 60' and that was adjusted down to
50" with more buffer on the edges by residential being reduced to 38’ maximum heights.

Other comments were that boundaries were 100 close to residential neighborhoods. We wanted to
leave some commercial outside the district and not push right up to residential. The geography made that
difficult in some places such as on the north side of St. Michael's Drive where it Is very close to residences
on Quapaw. There was also a concern that new development on commercial lots would affect thosa
residences. The concern with no design standands was not related well at the meeting. but they fotiowed
the Aiport Road standards. There were aiso concems with noise such as alarms that might go off.

There were concems that it would lead to gentrification north and south and concerns that it is too big
and that they should not consider land along Siringo Road. As proposed, it goes down to Siringo Road.
There were concerns about tree spacing with a preference to cluster trees. There were also concemns about
increased traffic on Siringo Road. We tried to modify the ordinance to addrass those concemns without
disrupting the intent.

Other commenis were submitted by email and from others that some street fumiture standards wene
too much and by requiring fourth-story setbacks to meet percentages required for 221-B workforce funding.
There was a concem 1o use tall walls at commercial developments that back up to adjoining residentlal
areas and concemns about clustering trees to make signs more visible. We tried to incorporate those into
the bill itself. He listed the sections in a slide.

The Purpose and Intent acknowledges current uses would be allowed to continue and not become
nonconforming. Also buffering for residential is important and that pedestrian/bike amenities are important.

The ordinance requires all new development fo comply. It recognizes that it might not be feasible to
fully comply and gives the Land Use Director authority to make administrative deviations to accomplish the
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purpose with things such as an addition for code-required restroom on the back.

The ordinance also discusses qualifying uses such as multi-family housing. While most uses continue
to be allowed, the group wanted to make sure all sections of the district could have residential as an
additional use. It would prohibit uses such as sexual oriented, scrap yards, etc. And, for the first time, it
creates the concept of incentives for a qualifying project - those are new prajects that can receive an
incentive. It recognizes that large multi-family units will be created more slowly. Also quallfying non-
residential projects for targeted uses. Cffice uses are not incentivized. The targeted uses are for low
income.

In order to encourage housing density including affordable housing, workforce and multifamily, the
ordinance is not applying a maximum density to qualifying projects. Right now, the maximum is 29 units per
acre. In Atbuquerque, there are projects that well over 40-50 per acre, Like Railyard Flats, it has a desire
for smaller apartment units and you are penalized as a builder for that, For the sireetscape, it has a
maximum of five feet setback toward the street with architectural flexibility. Sidewalks are 15' wide. We
want that vibrant public space for tables, chairs, bike parking, and pedestrian permeability betwsen parking
and sidewalk with vehicle access and loading at the rear of lots and transformers and trash at side or rear.

The Water Division allows backflow preventers to be inside buiidings and here they must be.

Fagades are to be parallel to the street. No vehicle doors would be allowed on the street but garage
doors to open for customers would be. Rooftop equipment must be screened. There is no requirement for
renewabie energy but integrated into design. Signage is similar to the Airport Raad comidor and there is
flexibility in the sign ordinance. Color restrictions don't apply so more than three colors and Humination is
intended. Qutdoor lighting fixtures can be 10 abave ground and pole mounted in parking lot areas is limited
to 20, Developments must use the Option B water budget but they can create their own water budget.
They must use water saving facilities and Energy Star appliances and water harvesting for landscaping.

Mr. O'Reilly listed the fees and refemed the Commission to the FIR in the packet, It made assumptions
about what projects might happen. We don’t know exactly or when. It shows the reduced fees match the
increased revenue from GRT from these projects.

Mr. O'Reilly briefly highlighted the other sections.

Public Hearing

Present and swom was Mr. Calvin Davis, 6211 San Mateo Albuquerque, speaking on behalf of a
project development company, who said they have had their eye on this for a while, first as UNM was
locking at it. they read through the ordinance and commended the City for moving forward and supported
the ordinance as written although they provided some comments on tandscaping. They are looking at
projects in the corridor and thought it would be waorth coming to share them.

What they use to finance workfarce is the HUD 221 G program. It is subject to very strict underwriting
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and some of it might be a challenge with things like height. There are arguments for the City 1o reconsider
height as it relates to workforce housing.

When you use HUD, the limit on amount of income you can gain from the commercial is capped at 15%
30 in a high rent district, when capped at 4 stories it becomes difficult to balance retall or a restaurant with
income from residential units. The retail performs according fo the market but the income is capped at 15%
and square footage is also capped, (currently capped at 25%). Theoretically, you could buiki a 4-story
mixed use building with this funding but it actualty doesn’t ‘work out well. In 2015, it was 15% on gross
commercial square feet and in January was raised to 25%. He urged the Commission to consider a 5-story
height.

Present and sworn was Ms. Carla Romero, 2068 Calle Sombra, who said that twice in ten years she
has had the opportunity to speak at the Commission in order to protect her neighborhood. My
neighborhood may be affected by construction and it asks a lot from the neighborhood. Protecting
neighborhoods is in the purpose section, which she quoted from.

Present and swom was Mr. Robert Hake, 2068 Catie Sombra, said his home is close to St. Mikes on
the other side of K-Mart. He said he sees every light there and hears every siren. He felt the time has come
for this overlay district. But also it is time for support of neighborhoods. He supported the proposal with
some suggestions including a 38' maximum height on all new developments within 150' of residential
zoning, He supported 12' maximum height for lighting on walls abutting residential zoning. He asked for no
distinction made between commercial and residential developments for impact on neighborhoods and
residential zoning. He asked that no pole lighting be allowed in the rear yards of commercial developments
in the buffer areas. He asked that access points, utility placements and equipment, including HVAC, be
placed on the sides, not the rear, of any new development facing or abutting residential zoning. He asked
that exceptions be made for solar installations that don't reflect Into or shadow residential zoning. He asked
that rear yard enclosures of 25' setback not include the 15 feet buffer so 40' tolal, not 25'. He asked that
rear yards not contain access for vehicles and not allow gates on them.

He asked that fencing innovations in materials be allowed. “Don't build walls. Open it at the bottom.
You have the power to make these changes - if no special use permits - you can do it for the 89%
residential. Innovate by participation of developers, owners and staff."

Present and sworn was Ms. Mary Schruben, 2119 Rancho Siringo Road, said she attended the public
information meeting held by city staff at a private business. it was noticed with three signs on St. Mikes that
she could see. But most people were not able to read the signs. She lives in a neighborhood with an active
neighborhood association and none of the members she polled had received notice. None of the letters
sent by the City came fo her neighborhood. She alsc asked residents on Lorca or Yucca or Pacheco
Strests. So there has been little public notification and no official minutes were taken from the public
information meeting at the private business. So any of that information should be excluded from staff
presentations.

She requested that the Planning Commission and other committees of the Goveming Body provide
information meetings with official minutes in the style of an ENN meeting for all the neighborhoods 1o the
north, south, west and east of this project so that everyone who considers this neighborhood their shopping
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neighbarhood, their business neighborhood, their commercial neighbarhood - it is not a gap in the City but
what we rely on. Everyone then has a chance to speak about the limitation and restrictions on traffic that

will push it further south onto other streets. We also request traffic and transit depariments get coordinated
time schedules so people can change buses without waiting a half hour. We need more buses both ways.

"The buffer zones are not really buffers but exception zones. | would fike to see the overlay zone
axclude libraries and schools. | would like 1o see State properties excluded and that those properties
around be labeled buffer zones so any development in those for the next 20 or 200 years be required to
have public meetings for property values, etc. and no on-street parking anywhere on Llano or Lorca
because it's much too difficult to navigate. And there is a lot of foot traffic by students who are not watching
for cars up and down that street. It is very dangerous right now. If you aliow parking on those side streets, it
woulid be a disaster.”

“I also want fo be sure that we are not giving away the baby with the bathwater here and the exception
to give away all the fees and give away all of the standards and incentivize people. If a property doesn't
have a sufficient incentive to build and get a piece of property rezoned from a parking lot to a multi-family
residential buitding now, | don't think we need to give away those fees by throwing away all the fees that
could be collected on large developments, if they ever happen. It seems there is a better way for people at
the City to make money by revitafizing the corridor for the people who live there to go to school or to stores
and maintaining the quality of their life. If it changes so drastically that it is no longer usefut to the
neighborhood, that means the people are going to move out of the neighborhood and move to another town
because there is no more space in this town for people fo build affordable homes single family homes on
small fots to raise their familles. So | would really encourage you to consider a great deal more of
requirement for a great deal more public input on this project.”

“The committees don't all have public comment and not sufficient dialog on them. The party that
happened a few years ago for input didn’t apply to people wha lived in the neighborhood. | didn't feel invited
and the parly atmosphere isn't what peaple who own property in the neighborhood deserve. | hope you
consider some of these things so more people in Santa Fé can speak to the changes.”

Present and swomn was Mr. Wayne Nichols, #1 Cole Lane, representing the Urban Land institute of
New Mexico, whose goal is to use the best practices in architecture and has 35,000 members in the nation.
Our New Mexico District Council has studied it and strongly supports the concept. It is a strongly needed
program and the effects won't be seen right away, but will over 20-30 years. It sets the groundwork for
revitalization for a great deal of open space and parking and a fremendous opportunity for this community
for us. With a medical cluster at the east and education at other end and for the very long term to see
those generate a powerhouse to transform this area into an urban area that | hope my children can enjoy.

Present and sworn was Ms. Michelle Henry, 225 East DeVargas, attomey for land use and resources
and member of Lambda Alpha Intemational, an association for land economics. She said, ‘I am for land
economics. We get excited when the Mayor says what he said. We've been watching this and give kudos
to the Mayor and Councilor Ives for bringing this forward. It is exciting fo make this change. Qur members
looked at the ordinance to ses If it is implementable and our professional members feel it is comprehensive
and well thought out, An amazing effort went inta it. Mr. O'Reilly has amazing expertise. Our organization
supports it and encourages you to support it, as well.”
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Present and swom was Mr. Tomas Rivera, representing Chainbreaker Collective, and economic justice
organization with over 500 dues-paying members and 2,000 active supporters, many of whom lve in the
Hopewell Mann neighborhood. We have some concems, the bulk of which is not in the ordinance. A lot of
what is here we support. We provide bicycles for people who cannot afford to buy them, We work on
transportation policy and transit and expanding bus service and creating policy that helps affordable
housing for people.

We are not opposed density or height restrictions or eye sores or traffic. But we are concemed about
exposing the people in our neighborhood. When property values go up, inceniives are there. We identified
this as the poorest and most at risk neighborhood. You can get the full copy on our website. We want to
see development without displacement. That comes about by policy. We need protections for our neighbors
that this don't displace these families. We encourage as you move forward with it, to really include the idea
of protecting current residents from displacement. We were instrumental to create a residential bill of rights
resotution and many of those ideas are on our weabsite also.

Present and swomn was Mr. Rick Martinez, 725 Mesilla Road, as a follow up as representative of the
Neighborhood Network, said neighborhoods do need to be watched carefully and he thought Tomés Rivera
was night. He agreed with Mr. O'Reilly fo reduce the height to four stories. It is all four stories around the
area. Keep it affordable and don't allow the “in lieu of payments" here. In the Rallyard it is not atiowed.
Rentals lead to recycling as people move out. The most important part is protecting existing neighborhoods
- don't destroy them.

Present and swom was Ms. Karen Heldmeyer, of the Neighborhood Network, said they got almost no
comments from the Neighborhood Network members on this. One comment was that people didn't know
this information meeting was going on. Members of the press and Councilors didn't know what was going
on so that needs better job because it is a big deal.

Whatever is done there is okay as long as it doesn'’t impinge on existing neighborhoods. Some of the
originat owners sill live there and they have been threatened by this kind of development. As long as they
can keep their homes and live there It is okay. What this means is more attention paid to buffering. A
buffer of 15' could be 15’ feet of petunias.

Section 3. talking about removing the requirement for special use permit, that applies to both resklential
propertles within and the area abutting this district. Most of the residential propetty in this zone is owned by
the City. So she asked at what cost they are given a pass.

They don't have to have a development plan but goes through the Land Use Director. She asked how
big a development plan it would be and how it would impinge on existing development.

Regarding setbacks, she had heard about an entertainment district and people don’t want to be next
door to an entertainment district. That needs a litte more thought and care. We want to protect those who
are aiready there.

Present and swomn was Mr. Simon Brackley, Santa Fe Chamber of Commerce, who said the Chamber
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supports this overiay district and were part of the original group 1o get input on it. We believe it will create
jobs and small business opportunity and housing for working people and this project would help. We
support that it gives opportunity for creative solutions - it needs planning desperately we are located on St
Mikes and it needs direction for the Governing Body and Pianning Commission.

Present and sworm was Mr. Bryan Steele -339 Plaza Balentine, who said the St Mikes comidor has
been near and dear to my heart -| was guest editor for Green Fire Times and | wanted to expand the idea
to create a sustainable urban village - how 1o live affordably with one planet life style. This is the direction |
believe the pianet needs to go f it is as awesome as the architects’ drawings - that it is going 1o gentrify -
Santa F& is such an amazing placing - how can we do it besides gentrification. There is no more Hispanics
on east side because they got gentrified out. That is my experience and it won't be affordable because it is
so awesome. the other challenge is the road - to make those streeiscapes that would make people want to
live there. It was like a 30-milion-dollar road challenge. it seems like the road needs to be done sooner fo
attract residential. It has to be conducive to hanging out on. That is a big challenge and I'm in support of it
for Santa Fe to lead nation on how to transform the urban life style.

There were no other speakers from the public regarding this case and Vice-Chair Gutiermez closed the
public hearing portion.

Gommission Discussion and Questions to Staff

Mr. O'Reilly was asked if he had anything else to add and he said, given the hour, he would just
answer questions.

Commissioner Hochberg had a serious qualm at about packing so many units residential. When you
get too small, you get slum-ike conditions. So he asked if there are other safeguards that won't be
removed so as to avoid overcrowding potential.

Mr. O'Reilly understood his point but wouldn't characterize zaning density as a safeguard. it is
something we choose to do in one place and not another. There are units in Abuquerque four stories high
at 50 units per acre and it is possible fo build even more dense, depending on what the market will do or
what the govemment wiil finance. People might create 200 per acre units but that is so expensive that it
wouldn't happen.

Nothing in this ordinance changes anything in the inclusionary zoning. Affordable housing is sl
required and not all fees are waived - only qualified fees. They still have to pravide parking. 'tis often
parking that drives the density. Our code right now has a maximum 29 units per acre. You could get to 33
per acre if you have enough land. Only one has been built out in the history of the City since 1962.

He said he understand the concem and if there was not a height limit, you could get quite a few units
packed in and that would be a concem. Right now we have 4-story residences and have not seen the kind
of slums being mentioned. So existing code provisions also apply here. Only certain portions are changed.
So he disagreed with the premise.
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Commissioner Hochberg asked if he thought families or just singles or young couples would live in the
small units. Families can't live in a 600 square foot studio.

Mr. O'Reilly saw a mix of different kinds of residential units. He just mentioned the trend right now for
smaller units. He would expect a range of sizes but it won't penalize a builder for smaller units.

Commissioner Hochberg asked if he knew the smaller units iended to be gentrification.
Mr. O'Reilly didn't agree.

Commissioner Greene asked if there are any incentives for green space other than just sidewaks or
any compensation for at least 50 sq. ft. of green space provided.

Mr. O'Reilly said the open space standards are still required in this area.
Commissioner Greene asked if that was 250 sq. ft.
Mr. O'Reilly was not sure.

Mr. Smith clarified that in the curment districts for residential zones, there are not specific open space
requirements now. It is not specific in the overlay district C-2 portions of overlay.

Commissioner Greene believed that shoukd be provided.

Mr. O'Reilly added that most of them are not underying residential zoning.

Commissioner Kapin asked if there are any provisions for parks in this district.

Mr. O'Reilly said one of the difficulties with this area is that there is not a lot of land owned by the city.
Most is private land. The city does own the university property but leases it. Only two small parcels are
outside the college property. If there was more owned by the city, it might be easier to accomplish some of
these goals. It is very similar o what is happening on Siler Road. At this time there are no city plans to buy
private property and put in a park. It couid happen but this redevelopment will take years to happen.

He mentioned that he was one of original designers of Tierra Cantenta. After 25 years it is still just
50% built out. Still, he woukdn't rule it out at some point

Commissioner Kapin said she was talking about higher density, etc. but grean outdoor space is needed
for those living in smaller spaces for things like walking the dog, etc. So she would love fo see it
contemplated more on the front end.

Mr. O'Reilly pointed out that there is a very large park on the border with Franklin at Siringo and Carlos
Rey/

Commissioner Kapin asked how far that is from Llano and St. Mikes. She considered it is pretty far for
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walking.
Mr. O'Reilly thought it would be a 10 or 15-minute walk.

Commissioner Propst thanked him for coming here. It is obvious he has spent a lot of work on it Itis
really exciting to see. The parking was a concem. The Commission heard about it at the Railyard with
garage structure that isn't available on St. Michael's. And neighborhoods are already worried about the
impacts. Then there are the buffers, The Commission saw in the hospital project that if not worked out and
maintained, it can be a huge bone of contention forever.

Some of the design things she had noticed recently included the big orange building. She asked how
far we want fo go with that flexibility. She just wanted to make sure there are no eyesores.

Mr. O'Reilly understood a lot of different feelings about that orange building. The intent was not that
sart of thing but a little different. He would fike to hear some thoughts about whether there are some colors
that are too much.

Commissioner Propst felt accents are okay but nat entire walls and no fluorescent colors. She hoped
he understood what she meant.

Commissioner Abeyta asked about the public process forward and how many more public hearings
there would be.

Mr. O'Rellly said there are six more committees which he listed. Based on what he heard hefe tonight,
he thought it would be wise to schedule public hearings with all of them but at least at Public Works and
Public Utilities meetings.

Commissioner Hochberyg said he definitely was not going fo be here when this is all finished. He asked
if Mr. O'Reilly envisioned this being a long walking thoroughfare with open cafes and people able to
congregate around benches outdaors a lot. Of course that would take a long time. But businesses like that
would start 1o cluster. So he asked how he envisioned this wide street not being a separation. There are
places where people do walk across wide streets. Would you continue to have the trafiic like now? Then
you woukd need a lot of bridgework. What is your dream? It is very innovative and a wonderful idea. if you
came back 50 years from now, what are you going to see?

Mr. O'Reilly said that is a wonderful question. *| don't have a visien. The people who worked on it have
a vision and the mayor has a vision and it is my job to work it out. What is intended by all the studies is a
streetscape of buildings, wide sidewalks, landscaping and maybe one-day, parking at the strest curb. In
terms of the street being a bamier, it is absolutely now. 1-25 is only 4 lanes - thisis 7.

"There has been talk of bulb outs and intersections so pedestrians have less distance to travel. If the
city got control of the street to make improvements, there would be refuges at the center, particularly for
children to get across. Itis by definition, a long linear corridor. With many people living there, it might be
necessary to have a bridge to cross. But it is not likely to have that many people. Those buildings can be
opened up and there are other kinds of things. And it will develop over a long period of time. There will be a
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ot of openness 1o get to a very urban street scape.”
Vice-Chair Gutierrez noted it is pushing 11:00 p.m. and the Commission has one more case.

Commissioner Kapin asked i the Commission could make affordable housing construction and no fee
in lieu of as a part of this so that every single project has to build affordable housing.

Mr. O'Reilly said it has been discussed and thought about recently. That is one option. Another is
potentially increasing the Affordable Housing Fee to only apply in this area. It might be possible fo target
additional fees in this area - largeted just ta those neighborhoods.

Ms. Ladd said it wouldn't ocour off the top of your head. The Afiordable Housing subsidy is a good way
to do multi-family, just to get some development going. That opens up to the subsidy because they can be
much more affordable.

Commissioner Kapin felt a lot of developers just opt for the fee. One of the main purposes was to
integrate Affordable Housing next door. it is just a suggestion. Secondly, she asked if underground garages
were permitted in this area and if that would be possible.

Mr. O'Reilly agreed.

Commissioner Kapin, regarding signage, said she llked the proposal but didn't understand if no one
can see the signs, what good they would serve. s this a place where we would allow great pole signs?
For the business that are set back, this doesn't solve that problem with a 4-story buiiding up front.

Her last question was whether it is possible to have higher heights in certain areas where taller
buiidings could be done to allow some variation instead of all a the same height.

Mr. O'Reilly said when they first looked at it, they were trying for an ordinance that coukl be
implemented. One issue with having It at 60° was that it might actually force a subtemranean parking garage
and that starts to get info affardability. In reducing the height to 50' and talking with architects, they felt 50
feet could work. He heard the neighborhoods loud and clear that they don't want buildings fowering over
them. He said he was happy to discuss that. The Mayor supported lowering it at 50 feet.

Commissioner Greene wondered, since there are exceptions for iwo residential units, if they should
open it to others. He was not sure why the exception was included for the apariments. There are areas
along San Mateo crossing Zia that could benefit. Along Siringo there is no buffer so you have taken that
property. All the way up to Siringo and across is all residential and you have a buffer around those. Before
going to Finance, he wouild like 1o hear how this affects the ownership of the University property and bring
out who owns it and the lease agreement to hold academic courses and for how long. He asked if it is a
long term lease exclusively for education or if they could walk away and it be tumed info housing.

He heard Ms. Ladd say that affordable housing money could be used for a catalyst project in lieu of
money to work with a land owner to get an Affordable Housing project right off the bat there.
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Mr. O'Reilly explained the reason that Ms. Romera's house was granted is that itis right up against the
cormidor and she intends 1o stay there. The apartments are exempted because commercial could have
happened on the bottom floor. In terms of who is excluded, he and Commissioner Greene had talked about
that once before. The intent was to not go too far but stay close to St. Mike's Drive. There are uses north of
San Mateo fike self-storage that could be included and possibilities to shrink it at Siringo. The general intent
was 1o not make it too big.

fn terms of Siringo, there is a buffer there. Any properties within 150 feet would have the height at or
below 38' 80 only three stories tall. Govemment buildings and schools are because we don't know what
the state might want to do.

Commissioner Greene said there are places where two overlays overlap. He wondered which would
take precedence and what would happen.

Mr. O'Reilly said the ordinance stales that Midtown would supersede those other provisions.
Commissioner Greene reasoned that along St. Francis, they could ge to 50 feet high.

Mr. O'Reilly said it would only include two properties and the McDonalds there and also on Cerrillos.

Action of mmission

Commissioner Propst moved to recommend to the Gaverning Body that the ordinance creating
the Midtown Local Innovatlen Corridor Overiay District move forward, taking Into account the
igsues the Planning Commission and the public have raised In this meeting. Commissioner
Hochberg seconded the motion and it passed by unanimous voice vote.

Director Martinez noted the lateness of time (11:12 p.m.) and pointed out the importance of the next
agenda item. She was unsure how late people were wiling to stay or if she should recommend
postponement until the next Planning Commission meeting. The September 22 meeting has been
canceled but that could possibly be rescheduled. She also didn't know how many from the public want ta
speak on it as well.

Chair Gutiemez asked Mr. Alejandro how much time he needed for his presentation.

Mr. Alejandro asked for about three minutes.

The Commissioners decided to proceed.

1. An ordinance amending the Land Development Code to update land-use categories, table of
permitted uses to add agricultural uses; amending Subsection 14-6.2(h) of the Land
Development Code to prohibit animal production and slaughterhcuses, and providing for

agricultural uses; creating a new Subsection 14-6.3(d)(4) of the Land Development Code to
allow for agricultural home occupation exceptions; ameniing Section 14-8.7 of the Land
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Development Code to waive architectural design review of agricuttural related structures by
the Land Development Director; and amending Subsection 14-12 of the Land Development
Code to include definitions for terms relating to urban agriculture. (Mayor Gonzales and
Councilor Ives) {John Alejandro)

a) A resolution creating the City of Sania Fe Procedures and Guidelines for Urban

Agriculture Activities and Uses. (Mayor Gonzales and Councilor Ives} (John Alejandro)
(POSTPONED FROM JULY 7, 2016 AND AUGUST 4, 2016)

Mr. Alejandro presented the staff report for this matter. A copy of the Staff Report Is attached 1o these
minutes as Exhibit 6. Please refer to Exhibit 6 for details regarding this staff report. He included the fact that
for commercial purpose, there was nothing in the code now sbout urban agriculture. The ordinance would
clarify the desire for agriculture to serve the needs for all people in appropriate ways and help reduce the
90% dependency on food not grown locally.

Public Comment
Mr. Smith clarified that this matter does not require swom testimony.

Mr. Rick Martinez referred to Section 7 and said greenhouses on a roof was & concem and needs a
better process including a need for setbacks and nofification to neighbors. The glass can refiect the sun. It
should have a setback with that and adding another story should be warked out with neighbors.

Ms. Mary Schruben pointed out that the water sources are not prioritized with wells and city water
being iast. i is contrary to conservation ordinances and sustainable growth and defrimental for wells that
are grandfathered in. In her neighborhood that was primarily well-driven from the 1800's and some have
lost any use of that water.

She sald the compost sethacks and size should have the calculation based on the agriculture space,
not total space. It doesn't include farm buildings, or the farm stand or the residence. She felt that compost
production needs industrial zoning. Setbacks need to be much more than 4'. Our neighbors have suffered
greally from spraying, etc. home occupation worker congregates should have about 20° as a minimum
setback.

She would like to have 1o have ENN nofification for this kind of operation and home occupancy
notification.

She would also like to know if there is any way to monitor the business licenses to prevent consumer
fraud of produce really grown out of state and not on the property. It should not undermine legitimate
farmers in our area and prohibit undercutting for non-local produce. Farm stands should not be on city
streets but on the owner's property and manitared by the City.
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Ms. Schruben said her main thing worry is priority on water sources, Water must be used wisely and to
attempt fo recharge without waste should apply to urban agriculture also and not be squandered.

Ms. Debora Byme supported at least 20' for setback and Section 10 only talks about screening. You
could have a 20' screen without buffering so that section needs some more work. Compost needs to say
10% of farming area. Also, the owners need to be in good standing with the City and have a structure that
meets the fire code.

She said she lives in an area that has seen a lot of change. “My folks don't have water in their home
and their well has gone dry.”

Ms. Karen Heldmeyer, on behalf of the Neighborhood Network, would like to see the home occupation
ordinance as a model with an inclusive process. Also, she sald some people felt shut oui of the meetings.
They were not publicly noticed.

She had some concem about the unlimited size of urban farms. The bigger they are, the bigger the
nuisance. She questioned having greenhouses on tops of buildings and whether it would fit in with the
code. It is a source of light pollution. Some people might grow medical marijuana -. Some were concemed
that using water m-from city water is not a good use.

Compost nuisances came up a lot by members. Composts have to be screened but how would you
screen the smell.

It says in the ordinance that agriculture operations should not be a nuisance so in a nuisance law, who
decides what is a nuisance and enforcement is hard. For instance - issues about noise of machinery -
people were concemed because it is an outdoor commercial operation. it may not have the right kind of
enforcement.

The Section that gives the Land Use Director a whole lot of discretion. People are concemed about
giving waivers. If farms would get a waiver the neighbors might find that distressing. Those need to be
thought about more.

There were no other speakers and the public hearing was closed.

Commissioner Propst thought this is a cool concept but needs a lot more work. There are definitions
not in there like fam structure and agricultural home occupation and perhaps others. She agreed with the
concern about greenhouses on roofs. The hours and noise and smell issues as well as lot size that could
be covered with compost. those do need more work. Things related to public health are big issues. Water
being applied to the landscape is a concem. So there are things that popped out at her and opened up
things we don't really want in neighborhoods. So there are a few things left out.

Mr. Alejandro had heard from Council the issue of compost and water and they are working on
prioritizing water uses and compost issues that they have heard about, including setback, smell., etc.
Those are being addressed for an amendment. The same is frue of greenhouse rooftops. The sponsor
wants that section reconsidered.
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He agreed to look at the definitions.

Commissioner Hochberg agreed regarding compost size. The percentage has to be of farm land, Are
you going 1o say what can be sold at them? Could people make pie from their produce to sell?

Mr. Alejandro said sales are curmently limited o horticultural products grown on the property. Products
enhanced on the property are covered by other ordinances.

Commissioner Kapin was oanfused on Section H for prohibition of animal production.

Mr. Alejandro pointed out that agricutture could including things like fish production. The question came
up with the City Attomey and her read on it was that livestock production is separate in nature. He agreed
to revisit that.

Commissioner Kapin said she has been at farms with fish production and it pales with compost for
smell. Using fish in a loop system is very different to what this speaks to so people won't be breeding fish
with this. She thanked the public far their comments tonight. it is good to have them in the record. Use of
pesticides and chemicals Is important. Children and animals and people who are ill — that section needs
good defining.

Commissioner Greene advocated that groundwater should not be allowed in large scale production.
Groundwater is a critical thing. With a good well and they just want fo pump, pump, pump and that is not a
good use of groundwater.

He agreed regarding compasting. Definitely, the spraying could affect neighbors and should have
restrictions on windy days or prohibited - even better. He also commented regarding disturbing new land

that they should preserve the uniouched areas. The applications must also be subject to the provisions for
overlay, escarpment, or historic districts.

Action of the Commission.
Commissioner Kapin moved to recommend to the Governing Body this ordinance as stated in

the caption with raflection on the comments made at this meeting. Commissioner Hochberg
seconded the motion and It passed by unanimous voice vote.

H. STAFF COMMUNICATIONS

Mr. Shandler went back to the Findings of Fact for Las Soleras and asked for a recaunt on the motion
from each Commissioner.

Commissioner Greene said he passed and then voted no.

Santa Fe Planning Commission Saptembar 8, 2016 Page 45



Commissioner Hochberg said the voluntary part was not his understanding.
Mr. Shandler requested a reconsideration of the motion.
Commissioner Hochberg maved to reconsider the Findings of Fact and Conclusions of Law for

Case #2016-64. Las Soleras Amendment to Master Plan — R-6 and R-12 Height and Side Yard
Standards. Commissioner Greena seconded the motion and it passed by unanimous voice vote.

Commissioner Abeyta moved to approve the Findings of Fact and Concluslons of Law for Case
#2018-64. Las Soleras Amendment to Master Plan — R-6 and R-12 Height and Side Yard
Standards as amended, deleting “voluntary.” Commissioner Greene seconded the motion and it
passed by unanimous volce vote.

I MATTERS FROM THE COMMISSION

There were no matters from the Commission.

J. ADJOURNMENT

Having completed the agenda and no further business fo come before the Commission, the meeting
was adjourned at 11:45 p.m.
Approved by:

Submitted by:

Carl Boaz for Carl G. Boaz, Ific.
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City of Santa Fe
Planning Commission
Findings of Fact and Conclusions of Law

Case #2016-72

Kachina Ridge Phase I1l Preliminary Development Plan
Case #2016-73 -

Kachina Ridge Phase III Preliminary Subdivision Plat

Applicant’s Name- SBS, LLC
Agent’s Name- James W. Biebert & Assoc., Inc.

THIS. MATTER. came before the Planning Commission (Commission) for hearing on August 4,
2016 upon the application (Application) of James W. Siebert & Assoc., Inc., agent for SBS, LLC
(Applicant). _ : . _

The Applicant requests approval of a preliminary development plan and preliminary. subdivision

plan to create a ninc lot subdivision on approximately 2.55 acres located on both sides of
Kachina Ridge Drive and north of Shalako Way. The property is zoged R-21-PUD (Residential,

21 units per:acre- Planning Unit Development).. The Applicant requests approval of an
innovative street design as part of the preliminary development plan. After conducting a public

hearing and having heard from staff and all interested persons, the Commission hereby FINDS, e
asfollows:. . L . _ o

FINDINGS OF FACT

1. The Commission heard reports from staff and received testimony and evidence
from the Applicant; there were no members of the public in attendance to speak.

2. - Pursuant 1o Santa Fe City Code (Code) §14-2.3(C), the Commission has the
authority to review and approve or disapprove development plans.

3. Code §14-3.8(B)(1) requires Early Neighborhiood Notification (ENN), notice and a
public hearing on development plans in accordance with the provisions of Code
§§14-3.1(F), (H)and ). - . :

4. Code §14-3.1 sets out certain pracedures to be followed on the Application,

- including, without imitation, (a) an ENN meeting [§14-3.1(F)(2)(a)( iv)] and (b)
compliance with Code Section 14-3.1(H) notice and public hearing requirements
[Code §14-3.1(E){(1)(a)-(d)]. . -

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

6. An ENN meeting was held on the Application on June 9, 2016 at the GCCC,
Classroom #1. - : :

7. Notice of the ENN meeting was properly given.
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Kachina Ridge Phase Ii1 Preliminary Development Plan
Case #2016.73

Kachina Ridge Phase 111 Preliminary Subdivision Plat

8. The ENN meeting was attended by representatives of the Applicant, City staff and

guidelines set out in Code Section 14-5.3. 1(F)(6).

9. The Applicant’s Property is part of a PUD Planned Unjt Development District and
the Land Use Department requested the Applicant submit a prelimipary -
development plan in accord with the general requirements for PUD Planned Unit -
Development District in Code § 14:5.7. . g : S

10. Pursuant to Code §1 4-3.8(C)(2)(d), an applicant may first submit an application for
a preliminary development plan. If the preliminary development plan is approved,
a separate application for a final development plan must be approved prior to the
development of the p :

11. Code §14-3 B(C)(}) requines applicants for development plan: approval to submit

- certain plans and other.documentation that show tompliance with applicable
provisions of Code (the Submittal Requirements).

12. The Applicant has complied with the Submittal Requirements.

13, Code §14-3.8(D){ 1) sets ot cortain fimdings that must be mage by the Gommission
"0 approve a developrient phan, docluding: . . . e
a." That itig empowertd toappiove thevdevelepiment ploan for the Project [§14-. ..

o 38(DX1)(@)). The Commission: hetsithe authority under thé section of Codle: -

- Chapter.14 ited inthe pplicationity 5a;;pmhﬁerdwdwdomem By o

- b That approving: mefdwempmmﬁan=ﬁopmheerjwt' dobs: it advarscly affoct the
public interest [§ 14-3.8(D)1)(b)]. The Project will not adversely affect the pwibkic
interest with the recommended conditions of approval, which wiji Surther stabilize

the banks. T iG]

¢. That the use and any associated buildings are compatible with and adaptable to

- buildings; struetures dmet udes-ofthe nbutting'-pmpmy:andfoﬂwr.pmperties in the
- vicinity of the Pro@‘ect-[§'1747-'3'38(=1}}f1}}:»'- el A

© 1) The property to-fhemarth, west and'souh of the project-are already

ST dewx‘opedwthfmqg!s-ﬂmi{yrenﬁmbem SRR R

- .2).-The Property totheieast iy mdm@kpedmdewmdéﬂesﬂmﬁakf unit per

3) Creation of residential units on the subject Dropetiy is consistent with
those exisg Mﬁ;mgwmg, e B T

15. The Commission finds the following facts: - . . .

a. In all subdivisions, due » 8ard shall: be shown for all natyral Jearures such as
vegetation, water courses, historieal sies and structares, and similar community
assets that, if preserved, wilil add attractiveness .and value to the areq or fo Santa

Fe. The dorth fork of: .the'Amsy‘q Charhiso rups through the .project area and

2
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conditions of approval will further stabilize the banks of the arroyo to provide due
regard to all natural features.

b. The Planning Commission shall give due regard to the opinions of public
agencies and shall not approve the plat if it determines that in the best interest of
the public health, safety or welfare the land is not suitable for platting and
development purposes of the kind proposed The land to be platted is not within
the floodplain and does not contain steep slopes except within the arroyo channel.
The proposed subdivision will not endanger health, safety or welfare. The
conditions of approval will further stabilize the banks of the arroyo making the
land more suitable for platting and development.

¢. Al plats shail comply with the standards of Chapter 14, Article 9 (Infrastructure
Design, Improvements and Dedication Standards). The proposed preliminary plat
identified the location of existing water and sewer lines and new water and sewer
main extensions, as is required at this stage. The application for the final plat is
required to include both the water and sewer plans, which will include piping
profiles and details,

d. A plat shall be not approved that creates a nonconformity or increases the extent
or degree of an existing nonconformity with the provisions of Chapter 14 uniess a
variance is approved concurrently with the plat. The application includes a
request for approval of an innovative street design rather than a variance. The
plat does not contain any other non-conformities.

€. A4 plat shall be not approved that creates a nonconformity or increases the extent
or degree of an existing nonconformity with the applicable provisions of other
chapters of the Santa Fe City Code unless an exception is approved pursuant to
the procedures provided in that chapter prior to approval of the plat. There are
no existing non-conformities that exist on the subject property.

16. The application includes a request for an innovative street design.

a. Since the prior approvals were granted, the required street design metrics in City
Code has changed.

b. The application includes a request to allow for the continuance of the street design
used in the prior phases of the development.

c. The proposed change to the street design would be to allow a 3-foot planting strip
between the curb and sidewalk instead of 5-feet strip.

d. The only remaining street to be developed in this phase is Paa Road.

e. Code §14-9.2(A)(4)(2) states that the “arrangement of streets in a development
shall (a} provide for the continuation or appropriate projection of existing streets
in surrounding areas.”

17. Code § 14-9.2 sets out certain factors that must be considered for approval of
innovative street design:

a. The innovative street design provides adequate pedestrian and bicycle facilities,
as well as necessary transit facilities. The alternative roadway design only affects
the planting strip betweenr the curb and the sidewalk whick does not affects the
pedesirian, bicycle or transit facilities.
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18. City Land Use Department staff reviewed the Application and related materials
and information submitted by the Applicant for conformity with applicable Code
requirements and provided the Commission with a written report of its findings
(Staff Report) together with a recommendation that the preliminary development
plan and preliminary subdivision plat be approved, subject to certain conditions
(the Conditions or Exhibit A) set out in such report.

19. The information contained in the Staff Report is sufficient to establish that the
Applicable Requirements have been met.

CONCLUSIONS OF LAW
Under the circumstances and given the evidence and testimony submitted during the public
hearing, the Comumission CONCLUDES as follows:
General
1. The proposed preliminary subdivision plat was properly and sufficiently noticed via mail,
publication, and posting of signs in accordance with Code requirements.
2. The Applicant has complied with the applicable pre-application conference and ENN
procedure requirements of the Code.
The Preliminary Subdivision Plat
3. The Commission has the authority to review and approve the preliminary plat subject to
conditions.
4, The Applicable Requirements have been met.
The Prelimi Development Plan
5. The Commission has the authority under the Code to approve the Development Plan for
the Property.
6. The Applicable Requirernents have been met.

WHEREFORE, IT IS ORDERED ON THE 8th OF SEPTEMBER 2016 BY THE
PLANNING COMMISSION OF THE CITY OF SANTA FE:

That for the reasons set forth in the foregoing Findings of Fact and Conclusions of Law, the
Preliminary Development Plan and Preliminary Subdivision Plat and Innovative Street Design
for the Property are approved, subject to Conditions.

Vince Kadlubek Date:
Chairperson

FILED:

Yolanda Y. Vigil Date;
City Clerk

APPROVED AS TO FORM:

Zachary Shandler Date:
Assistant City Attomney
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City of Santa Fe
Planning Commission
Findings of Fact and Conclusions of Law

Case #2016-51

Haciendas del Mirasol, 700 Hyde Park Road Preliminary Subdivision Plat
Owner’s Name- 700 HPR, LLC
Agent’s Name- Cody North

THIS MATTER came before the Planning Commission (Commission) for hearing on

August 4, 2016 upon the application (Application)} of Cody North as agent for 700 HPR, LLC
(Applicant). _

The Applicant seeks the Commission’s approval of the pralumnary subdivision plat 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 Planning Residential Community).

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

Al

10.

EINDINGS OF FACT

The Commission heard reports from staff and received testimony and evidence from the
Applicant and there were thirteen members of the public in attendance to speak.

Pursuant to Code § 14-2.3(C)(1), the Commission has the authority to review and
approve or disapprove subdivision plats. =~ .

Pursuant to Code § 14-3.7(A)1)(b) subdivision of land must be approved by the
Commission. I T

Code § 14-3.7 (B)(1) requires applicants for preliminary plat approval to comply with the
pre-application conference procedures of Code § 14-3.1(E).

Pursuant to Code §14-3.1(E)(1)a)(ii), pre-application conferences are required prior to
submnission of applications for subdivisions unless waived. :

A pre-application conference was held on March 17, 2016 in accordance with the
procedures for subdivisions set out in Code §§ 14-3.1(E)(2)(a) and (c).

Code § 14-3.7(B)(2) requires complipnce with the early neighborhood notification (ENN)
requirements of Code § 14-3.1(F) for preliminary subdivision plats and provides for
notice and conduct of public bearings pursuant to. the provisions of Code §§ 14-3.1 (H),
and (J) respectively. ' _

Code §§ 14-3.1(F)}(4) and (5) establish procedures for the ENN.

The Applicant conducted an ENN meeting on April 11, 2016 at the Downtown Public
Library in accordance with the notice requirement of Code § 14-3.1(H).

The ENN meeting was attended by the Applicant and City staff; there were fifty-nine
members of the public in attendance and concerns were raised.
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11. The subject property was rezoned in 1981 as part of the Estancia Primera Planned
Residential Community (“PRC” or “QOrdinance 1981-3"). The zoning requirements run
with the land.

12. The overall PRC includes approximately 120 acres south of Hyde Park Road and 68 acres
located north of Hyde Park Road.

a. This application is focused on the land north of Hyde Park Road.

b. Of the 68 acres north 6f Hyde Park Road, the subject 28 acre project site (Tract 1)
and another 40 acre tract (Tract 2) were created by a lot split that was approved in
2012,

¢. This application is for Tract 1.

d. The application is not for Fract 2.

' e. The Applicant does niot own Tract 2. - A -

13. Code § 14-3.7(C) sets out certain findings that must be made by the Cumm:skm to
approve a preliminary subdivision plat.

14, The Commission finds the following facts:

i a. In all subdivisions, dwe regard shall be show far aft #df&r‘a!’ femures sieh as
vegetation, water courses, historical sites and stractures, and similar comhenity
assefs that, if preserved, will add attractiveness and value to the area or io Santa
Fe. The land to be subdivided meets applicable standh:rds atid 18 efigible for'the
development purposes proposed. Due regard has bee¢n’ Shiowiv fof vegétation,
water courses, historical sites and structures and similar community assets.

i. An older archaeofogical tepoft has been prepared for the subdivision. No

archaeological or historical sites have been discovered wlthm the

boundary of thie Slibdivision. The A;&pﬁcam bt d@re&d to prépﬁfre ther,

" more recent dithdeological report.” RSN
il Effort Has bébtytdken to minimize the refidvill of pinor treﬁsjfﬁﬂihdmg the
location of the roadways dnd asé'cf 416w pi‘@ﬂsﬂé"é#si&m ‘thﬁt dilows for
. ... the sever system-to-avoid trees whierever gossible.
ifi. There is minimal disturbance to the drainages wﬂhm thé su’b’dl#fslon
iv. Existing chetk dams buikt dliring the' depressidn it the-19304 will be
restored dnd additiénal check diris will b€ ctlhstmcteﬂ to ‘r‘eﬂuce the
| SR exlstmgarmyobé&’nkéro‘swnﬁxahs chrrenﬂ?taluﬁgp‘laﬂe o
| v. The area has been 'used 111egalfj* for parkiig and'paitying by trespassers
. and 45 a liviig dreas by transients (&/k/a Hobo Hill).  The broken bottles,
trash and temporary camp snEs will be removel fiomt the property
" i 'With the conStrustion of road and utility Mprbveéiéntk the aréa \hﬁ}l ot be
" oceupied by trelusients-illegally living on the ‘propetty.
vii. Given the fite pits that hte Tocated at various placdé ott the prﬂperty the
chance of wild fires taking place on the property will be elmﬁbzted
viii. All significant trees will Be rep]anted or replaced.”

ix_." A trdil proposed a:]ong Hyde Park R‘oad Wﬂf Eoé des:gnated aS a semi-
© publictrail. '

'b. The Planing Commission’ shall give dife regard 1o the opzmcmi' of public
agencies and shall not approve the plat if it determines that in the best interest of

the public health, safety or welfare the land is not suitable for platting and
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development purposes of the kind proposed. The land to be subdivided meets
apphcable standards and is eligible for the development purpeses proposed.

i. The drainages on the property are not designated FEMA flood piains.

ii. The only disturbance to the drainage will be the repair of the existing
check dams and controlling the erosion that is taking place on the main
drainage.

iii. No construction will take place on slopes of 30 percent or greater.

tv. Extra-ordinary engineering measures have been proposed to ensure to
storm water generated by the development of the property is adequately
detained on the property.

v. Covenants have been provided to the City which mandate the maintenance
of all storm water and erosion control structures and facilities on the
property. This includes a schedule of inspection and repair as described
on the engineering plans.

vi. The allowed density of the property, which is permitted by the underlying
PRC zoning district, could develop at 2.8 dwellings per acre, but
Applicant has proposed development at 1 dwelling per 3.5 acres.

vii. The significant reduction in density substantially reduces the impact on the
terrain created by the development of the site, including roads, utilities and
homes.

viii. The New Mexico Department of Transportation has reviewed the
engineering report for Hyde Park Road and finds the Traffic Impact Study
acceptable {although it was not warranted since the traffic generation does
not trigger a Traffic Impact Study for this level of development).

c. Al plats shall comply with the standards of Chapter 14, Article 9 (Infrastructure
Design, Improvements and Dedication Standards). The proposed plat complies
with applicable standards of Chapter 14, Article 9.

i. Exhibit B rebuts Ms. Bowden’s allegation of Code violations.

ii. Exhibit D provides how the Applicant has met 1982 ordinance
requirements.

iii. The City's Wastewater Engineer stated the subdivision will have a low
pressure grinder pump system that has been used in other subdivisions in
the city and is a reliable system with minimal odor.

iv. The City’s Escarpment staff member stated the buildable sites are in the
foothills district.

v. The City’s Traffic Engineer stated the traffic study was done ir January,
which is during the busy ski season traffic.

vi. The City’s Drainage Engineer stated the post-development drainage water
will be two-thirds of the amount of the current status quo drainage water.

vii. The Applicant’s Engineer stated currently there is 50.54 cfs drainage
water at Hadisway Street, but after the project is completed there will be
33.92 cfs drainage water.

vilii. The Applicant’s Engineer stated there will be multiple steps for dealing
with the drainage water including: (&) cisterns, (b} rock vanes, (c¢) re-
seeding, (d) repair dams which will done without using on-site materials
without heavy equipment.
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d. A plar shall be not approved that creates a nonconformity or increases the extent
or degree of an existing nonconformity with the provisions of Chapter 14 unless a
varignce is approved concurrently with the plat. There is no aspect of the
engineering or platting that is inconsistent or violates the provisions of Chapter
14. This evaluation is for Tract 1. The evaluation for Tract 2 will be done upon
the application of Tract 2.

e. A plat shall be not approved that creates a nonconformity or increases the extent
or degree of an existing nonconformity with the applicable provisions of other
chapters of the Santa Fe City Code unless an exception is approved pursuant to
the procedures provided in that chapter prior to approval of the plat. The
proposed plat will not create a nonconformity with any other chapter of the Santa
Fe City Code.

15. Code § 14-3.7(B)(3)(b) requires the Applicant to submit a preliminary plat prepared by a
professional land surveyor, together with improvement plans and other specified
supplementary material and in conformance with the standards of Code § 14-9
(collectively, the Applicable Requirements).

16. City Land Use Department staff reviewed the Application and related materials and
information submitted by the Applicant for conformity with applicable Code
trequirements and provided the Commission with a written report of its findings (Staff
Report) together with a recommendation that the preliminary subdivision plat be
approved, subject to certain conditions (the Conditions) set out in such report.

17. The information contained in the Staff Report, along with conditions in Staff’s Exhibit, is
sufficient to establish that the Applicable Requirements have been met.

CONCLUSIONS OF LAW

Under the circumstances and given the evidence and testimony submitted during the hearing, the
Commission CONCLUDES as follows:
General
1. The proposed preliminary subdivision plat was properly and sufficiently noticed via mail,
publication, and posting of signs in accordance with Code requirements.
2. The Applicant has complied with the applicable pre-application conference and ENN
procedure requirements of the Code.

The Preliminary Subdivision Plat _
3. The Commission has the authority to review and approve the preliminary plat subject to

conditions.
4. The Applicable Requirements have been met.

WHEREFORE, IT IS SO ORDERED ON THE 8th OF September 2016 BY THE
PLANNING COMMISSION OF THE CITY OF SANTA FE

That the Applicant’s requests for preliminary subdivision plat is approved, subject to Staff
conditions.

[Signatures to Follow on Next Page]
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Vince Kadlubek Date:
Chair

FILED:

Yolanda Y. Vigil Date:
City Clerk

APPROVED AS TO FORM:

Zachary Shandter Date:
Assistant City Attorney
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City of Santa Fe
Planning Commission
Findings of Fact and Conclusions of Law

Case #2016-64

Las Soleras Amendment to Master Plan- R-6 and R-12 Height and Side Yard Standards
Applicant’s Name- Las Soleras Oeste, LTD., Las Soleras Center and Pulte Homes of NM Inc.
Agent’s Name-James W, Siebert & Associates, Inc.

THIS MATTER came before the Planning Commission (Commission) for hearing on August 18,
2016 upon the application (Application) of James W. Siebert & Associates, Inc., agent for Las
Soleras Oeste, LTD., Las Soleras Center and Pulte Flomes of NM Inc. (Applicant).

The Applicant requesis an amendment to the Las Soleras Master Planto establish alternative
height and setback standards for the R-6 and R-12 residentially zoned districts of Las Soleras.

After conducting 2 public hearing and having heard from staff and all interested persons, the
Commission hereby FINDS, as follows: : L -

FINDINGS OF FACT

1. The Commission heard reports from staff and received téstimony and evidence from

" the.Applicant; there were no members of the public in attendafice to speak.

2. Pursuant to Santa Fe City Code (Code) §14-2.3(C), the Commission has thé authority

*to review and approve or disapprove amendments to master plans. ‘
3. Code §14-3.8(B)(1) requires Early Neighborhood Notification (ENN) , notice and a
- public hearing in accordance with the provisions of Code §§14-3.1(F), (H) and (D).

4. Code §14-3.1 sets out certain procedures to be followed on the Application, including,
without limitation, (a) an ENN meeting [§14-3.1(F)(2)(a)( iv)] and (b) compliance
with Code Section 14-3.1(H) notice and public hearing requirements [Code §14-
3AEH(E-). T

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

6. An ENN meeting was held on the Application on May 12, 2016 at Genoveva Chavez
Community Center. Co |

7. Notice of the ENN meeting was properly given.

8. The ENN meeting was attended by representatives of the Applicant, City staff and
approximately two interested others and the discussion followed the guidelines set out
in Code Section 14-5.3.1(F)6).

9. The Applicant is requesting approval from the Governing Body for two amendments
to the develgpment standards for the Las Soleras Master Plan.
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10. The first amendment would establish alternative height standards for the R-6 and R-12
residentially zoned districts for Las Soleras Master Plan for Tracts 114, 144, 154,
15B and 15C.

11. The second amendment would establish alternafive sethack’ standards for the R-6 and
R-12 residentially zoned districts for Las Soleras Master Plan for Tracts 11A, 14A,
15A, 158 and 15C..

12. Both amendmerits are related becatise pursuant to Code §14- -7.2-1, note 6, the ex;stmg

~ development standard is: “Within {en (10) feet of a side or rear property lme, 10 pbint
on a structure shall be higher than fourteen (14) feet abouit the finished grade at the
closest point on the perimeter of the structure.”

13. Pursiant to Code §14-7.2-1, note 6, the exlstmg development standlard is;: “Wlthih

“fifteen (15) feet of a side or’ rear proper;y line, no Pouit ona stmctl.u“e sha[l be hig
than twenty-four (24) feet abotit the fikished grade at the closest point on the penmetcr
of the structure,”

14, Pulte will be offenng a variet’)'r'of home modcls bu‘t soﬁie of the ﬁfbposed mddéls W111

" have ten feét of a side yard with the neighboring pmperhes Bt will Have toof pitches
that exceed the helght limitations.

15, Piilte woiild Tiké to have developmem standa.rds in the Mas‘ter Pltm for T;fécts i lA,
14A, 15A, 15B and 15C to have ten feet of a side yard with the nerghbonﬁg propeérties,
but allow a height of up to,twenty ifeet at;d 1ght inches on some models.

16. Pulte would like to have devclopment standards in the Master Plan for Tracts 11A,
14A, 15A, 15B and. ISC to have ten feet of a qlde ya:d with the nelghbonng properties,
but allow a helghf of up Jtn:au twe.nly 8 ght f‘eet amf tén mches on some two' story models.

17, Code §14-3.9(C)(1Y requires. applic.ants for master plap amendmenis dnd dpvelopment
' plan approval to submlt certam plans an&vother ' _cumentﬁtton that sﬁow compha:uce
with applicable g rovxsmns  of Codp (thie Si mittal _

18, The Appﬁcant has comphed mﬂl the S“qbrmttaI ‘équ.u-eme fs.

S -—JJ)—Cede §14-3.9(D)D):setsout ¢ ing thatﬂiustb &1 ade yy-the-Co
approve Master Plan Amendme,nts ‘includin . '
"'a. The Master Plan i consistent witﬁ the Gemrai Plan [§14 3 9(0)(1)@)]
' 1) ' Thé amendments to fhe Master Plan is consistent with the General
Plan because a guiding policy of the Gevieral Plan ¢dlls for a mix
' of housing z;me@ “and this proposal allows for a mzx of smg!e story,
' . ~ twa story, psrcked and non—pzfcl‘ped roof,‘f '

b. The Master Plan is cons stcnt wfth the purpose and u;tn:nt of th.e zonmg districts
that apply to, or will. applg' to, the master plan area, dnd Wxth ‘thie applicable use
regulations and development staridatds of those distriets.’ [§i4 3 D)(l)(b)]

1) The amendments to the Master Plan will be coqs:s!ent with the
purpose and infent of' the zoning dxstrzcts af R-6 anr;f R-12.

2} The amendments o rhe Magter Plan wzH be conszsrerr} wzth the Las
Soléras Master Plin becayse Pu!fe ‘has dsseﬂ‘ed ffm al‘lowmg the
placement of second srory’ilomes closer to; ether J‘ﬁan is allowed
under Chap:er 14 standards is m:t;gated by’ ‘the parkfand and open
space areas that are ;:eavdy landscaped and within a short
distance of the dwellings within the development.
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3) The amendments fo the Master Plan will be consistent with the Las
Soleras Master Plan because the conditions state Pulte s role in
the developed of the above-mentioned parklarnd, the Las Soleras
Regional Park.

4) The amendments to the Master Plan will be consistent with the Las
Soleras Master Plan because the conditions state the Master
Developer’s role in the developed of the above-mentioned
parkland, the Las Soleras Regional Park.

5) The amendments to the Master Plan will be consistent with the Las
Soleras Master Plan because the open space areas and trail
locations in the master pian are designed fo connect fo the Las
Soleras Regional Park.

¢. Development of the master plan area will contribute to the coordinated and
efficient development of the community. [§14-3.%DX1)(c)]. The propased
amendment Master Plan amendment is consistent with efficient development of
the area.

1) The consumer will be able to choose from a mix of housing types.

2) Pulre has voluntarily agreed that all age targeted tracts will be
{imited to one story.

3) Pulte has voluntarily agreed that there will not be a two story
house at a street intersection lot.

4) Pulte has voluntarily agreed that there were not be more than
three two story houses in a single continuous row.

5) The proximity between the second story of the units will be
softened with the maturation of the landscape, open spaces, trails
and parkland. :

d. The existing and proposed infrastructure, such as the streets system, sewer and
water lines, and public facilities, such as fire stations and parks, will be able to
accommodate the impacts of the planned development. {§14-3.9(D)(1)(d)]. The
amendments to the Master Plan are part of the proposed development that is
supported by the existing infrastructure within the master plan area.

20. City Land Use Department staff reviewed the Application and related materials and
information submitted by the Applicant for conformity with applicable Code
requirements and provided the Commission with a written report of its findings (Staff
Report) together with a deferral recommendation that the Master Plan amendments
and the development plan be approved, subject to certain conditions (the Conditions or
Exhibit B) set out in such report.

21. The information contained in the Staff Report is sufficient to establish that the
Applicable Requirements have been met.

22. The following conditions are added as part of the recommended approval:

a. The condition stated in Table 4h shall be replaced with the language: “Pulte has
obtained an estimate of costs of $605,270.00.”

b. Pulte has voluntarily agreed that there will not be a two story house at a street
intersection lot.

¢. Pulte has voluntarily agreed that there were not be more than three two story
houses in a single continuous row.
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23. The following conditions are added as optional:
a. Pulte may choose to work with City staff to further review the street layout and
issues of connectivity.

CONCLUSIONS OF LAW

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

1. The Commission has the authority under the Code to recommend approval of the
amendments to the Master Plan for the Property.
2. The Applicable Requirements have been met.

WHEREFORE, IT IS ORDERED ON THE 8" OF SEPTEMBER 2016 BY THE
PLANNING COMMISSION OF THE CITY OF SANTA FE:

That for the reasons set forth in the foregoing Findings of Fact and Conclusions of Law, the
amendments to the Master Plan Amendments are recommended for approval to the City Council,
subject to Conditions.

Vince Kadlubek Date:
Chairperson

FILED:

Yolanda Y. Vigil Date:
City Clerk

APPROVED AS TO FORM:

Zachary Shandler Date:
Assistant City Attorney
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DATE: August 24, 2016 for the September 8, 2016 Meeting
TO: Planning Commission | '
VIA: Lisa Martinez, Dm:cw Land Use Department .

Greg Smith, AICP, Director, Current Planning Division

FROM: Donna Wynant, AICP Senior Planner, Current lemng DmsmﬂW

Case #2016-82. San Isidro Apartments Development Plan Time Extension, Report of
the Land Use Director’s approval of a one-year administrative time extension for Phase 11
B (up to 126 units) of the San Isidro Apartments Déevelopment Plan located 4501 San
[gnacio Road. The August 17, 2016 expiration would be extended to August 17, 2017,
Sommer Kames & Associates LLP, agents for BRT Realty Opetating Partnership. (Donna
Wynant, Case Manager) o ' o

L RECOMMENDATION

The Land Use Director has APPROVED the applicant’s request for a second and final one-
year time extension. ‘This -approval is being reported to the Planning Commission in
accordance with SFCC Section 14-3. 19(C)

"I APPLICATION OVERVIEW |

The San Isidro Apartnents developmmn approval consists of 429 dwelhng units constructed
within two phases. The extension request applies to 126 units in the pro_}ect s final phase. (See
Exhibit B- Letter of Apphcatlon) The agent for the owner of the property is requesting a one-
year time extension to allow titne to arrange financing to carry out development of the Project
as well as to prepare the necessary plans. (See Exhibit C- Dev. Plan Report). This constitutes
the second of two time extension requests permitted under SFCC Section 14-3.19(C).

The following prmndes a t:me line of the history of the San Isidro Apartment Project
development approvals: -
¢ 2006 — The Annexation, Rezoning and Development Plan were approved for the
Project (429 dwelling units in two phases).
s August 17, 2012 — Per administrative approval, Phase 1l was further divided into
Phase 1IA (176 units) and Phase I[IB (up to 126 units}.
o Phases | and 1A have been developed and are occupied, leaving only Phase TIB to be

Case #2016-82: San Isidro Apartments Time Extension - Page l of 2
Planning Commission: Seprember 8, 2016
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.. o the conditions of approval were, [equestid, thosg. iEqUssts oWl fgsd 1o be.qam
. the Planning Commission through the full public hearmg proccss, mcludmg the mqplrement
of an Early Nclghboshaod Notlﬁcauon (ENN) meequ . _ _

m APPRUVAL CRITEI{I’A Tt meane, D eaine,

Y (a) The land usédirects

developed.

» April, 2015 — BRT Realty Operating Partners}up purchased the Project from Rufina &

' South Meadows, LLC and C&Z, LLC companies.

¢ September, 2015 ~The Land Use Director gpproved. a one:
extension for Phase [IB (up to 126 uniss). Expiration o
2016 if the time extersion were not granted.. we T

o July 11, 2016 ~Applisant requests gn add.ltlon.abmldﬁml eai:\kimuustranve time
extension of the Developméiit Plarfor Pha#éHB of the profect (up+h 126 units).

e July 24, 2016 - Administrative extension request is approved by Land Use
Department Director Lisa Martinez. Exp]ratlon will bie effective’ Kugust 17, 2017 if the
time extension granted by the Director is accepted by the Commission.

year administrative time
I be. @ﬁ'ectwe August 17,

The administrative time extension approved by Director Martinez was based on a

determination that no substastive changes have ocouited to e fegulations or policiéd that
apply to the developmeént or to the eircumstances affocting the sité’ sxd its vicinity.

As stated in the approval criteria, the administrative ‘xtehision may not-sbprove revisiohd to
the development or amendments to the conditions of approval. If any amendment, or_change

i ML . [
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Section 14-3.19(C) SFCC 1987 Time Extensions: UL A AL .
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(2) Administrative Extenmons

or fnﬁy ‘apfrdve 'tio cdnse’éﬂﬁve citenisions tb the
timie Titits for Hn' ‘apiproved deve]’opmaﬂf,"ehach 15616 ‘ekteed one' year,
Approval shall be based o’ rewew of the'findings 463 conditioné of
approval of the original final ac! apda,ﬁn the land yse
director that no substantive chhr %h]g l‘ééu]atlong‘ or
_policies that apply to the devglopment or to the ctrclpnstanqes ectmg
the site and its' viciity. The ada afi tén,smn shall not approve
~ revisions to the develOpmcnt or am Wdments , to tﬁc cond.ltmns of
) 'appg;oval and no early nmghborhood notify q&l‘qqp is required.

(®) :Admuustratwc nme extenmms.. approvﬂd by the Jand use duer:wn

pursuant to this Subsection 14-3.19(C){(2), for development approvals

- that were granted by the planning commission or the governiag bedy,

are subject to review by the planning commissien. The land nse

director shall identify the action taken and place it ont a censent agenda

for the plannmg commission: The land use direstor shall provide the

planning commission with the applicant’s written application and the

land use director’s written proposal, The plamung commission may
accept, reject or modify the proposal. ' .

Cuse #2013-73: San Isidro Apartments Time Extension - " Page 2 of 3
Planning Commission. September 8, 2016 '

A

AT 2 bt Ul e v LR

T RS,

e

s ML




IV. ATTACHMENTS:

EXHIBIT A: Land Use Director Letter of Approval of One Year Time Extension
EXHIBIT B: Letter of Application
EXHIBIT C: Case #2015: First Time Extension reguest, and

Case #M 2006-49 Development Plan Staff Report

Case #2013-73: San Isidro Apartments Time Extension Page 3 of 3
Planning Commission: September 8, 2016
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Planning Commission

Exhibit A

Land Use Director Letter of Approval of
Final One Year Time Extension




City of Santa Fe, New Mexico

200 Lincoln Avenue, P.O. Box 909, Santa Fe, N.M. 87504-0909
www.gantafenm,gov

Javier M. Gonzales, Mayor Council
Signe I. Lindell, Mayor Pro Tem, Dist. 1
Renee Villarreal, Dist. 1
Peter N, Ives, Dist. 2
Joseph M. Maestas, Dist. 2
August 24, 2016 Carmichael A, Dominguez, Dist. 8
Chuis Rivera, Dist, 3
Ronald 5. Trufillo, Dist. 4

Joseph Karnes Mike Harrls, Dist. 4
Somer Karnes & Associates LLP

200 West Matcy Street
Santz Fe, NM 87501

RE: Request for Time Extension
San Isidro Apartments Development Plan

Dear Mr. Karnes,

I have reviewed the request you submitted on July 11, 2016 for a time extension of the development apptovals that
were granted for the San Isidro Apartments Development Plan. I have determined that no substantive changes have
occurred to the regulations or policies thet apply to the previous approvals, to the proposed development, ot to the
circumstances that apply to the site and vicinity, that would affect the validity of those approvals. Therefore, in
accordance with S3FCC 1987 Section 14-3.19, an additional and final one-year time extension is approved for the -
San Isidro Apattments Development Plan, subject to the original conditions of approval as apptoved by the City of-
Santa Fe Planning Commission per their approval on November 2, 2006. '

The time extension will allow development activities to commence priot to the extended deadline, as provided in
SFCC Section 14-3.19. The Development Plan will expite if you do-not proceed with development prior to August
17, 2017.

Specifically, the time extension is approved for the following previous development approval:

Case #2015-73. San Isidro Apartments Development Plan Time Extension. Report of the Land
Use Director’s approval of a one-year administrative time extension for Phase II B (up to 126
units) of the San Isidro Apartments Development Plan located 4501 San Ignacic Road. The
August 17, 2015 expiration would be extended to August 17, 2016. Sommer Karnes & Associates
LLP, agents for BRT Realty Operating Partnership. (Zach Thomas, Case Manager)

SFCC Section 14-3.19 requires that the grant of this time extension be reported to the Planning Commission by
placement on the Cornmission’s consent Agenda. The Planning Commission may reverse this approval.

Feel free to contact me at 505-995-6617 if you have questions regarding this matter.

Sincerely,

Land Use Department Director

Cc: Project File
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Letter of Application




SOMMER, KARNES & ASSOCIATES, LLP

Mailing Address Karl H. Sommer, Attarney at Eaw
Post Office Box 2476 khs@sormmer-assoc.com
Santa Fe, New Mexico 87504-2476 Joseph M. Karnes, Attorney at Law
jmk@sommer-assot.com
Street Address

200 West Marcy Street, Suite 139 Mychal L. Delgado, Certified Paralegal
Santa Fe, New Mexico Byso1 mld@sommer-assoe.com

Telephone: {505} 989.3B0c
Facsimile:(505)982.1745 James R. Hawley, Attormey at Law
Jrh@sommer-assae.com
Of Counsel

Licensed in New Mexico and California
July 11, 2016

Greg Smith, Division Director, Land Use Department
200 Lincoln Ave,
Santa Fe, NM 87501

Re:  San Isidro Apartment Project — M 2006-40, Phase II-B (the “Project”™)
Request for Extension of Development Plan Approval

Dear Greg,

On behalf of BCT Limited Partnershiﬁ (BCT), this letter i'equests extension of the
Development Plan for Phase IIB of the Project pursuant to City Code section 14-3.19.C.

In 2015, BCT purchased the Project from Rufina & South Meadows, LLC and C&Z, LLC
companies, which developed Phases I and I1A pursuant to the City Council’s approval of
Annexation, Rezoning and a Development Plan in 2006 (Case #M 2006-40). Per the
attached letter dated September 11, 2015, the Planning Commission approved a one-year
time extension for the project, resulting in the expiration date for the Development Plan
to be August 17, 2016,

BCT requests an additional one-year extension to the Development Plan. The reason for
this request is that BCT is working to arrange its financing to carry out development of
the Project as well as to prepare the necessary plans. BCT looks forward to submitting an
application for development of the Project in the near future and te completing the
Project within the next year.

Development of the Project will provide much needed apartment units for residents of
the City and we look forward to working with you on the application. Please provide
written confirmation of your receipt of this request, let me know any questions, and
advise when you anticipate the request will be acted upon.

seph Karnes

Ce:  BCT Limited Partnership
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Exhibit C

Case #2015-73:
First Time Extension request

and

Case #M 20006-49:
Development Plan Staff Report
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DATE: August 24, 2015 for the September 3, 2015 Meeting
TO: Planning Commission .
C =7
VIA: Lisa Martinez, Director, Land Use Department p—

Greg Smith, AICP, Director, Current Planning Divisi

FROM: Zach Thomas, Senior Planner, Current Planning Division 7/

Case #2015-73. San Isidro Apartments Development Plan Time Extension. Report of
the Land Use Director’s approval of a one-year administrative time extension for Phase II
B (up to 126 units) of the San Isidro Apartments Development Plan located 4501 San
Ignacio Road. The August 17, 2015 expiration would be extended to August 17, 2016,
Sommer Karnes & Associates LLP, agents for BRT Realty Operating Partnership. (Zach
Thomas, Case Manager)

L RECOMMENDATION

The Land Use Director has APPROVED the applicant’s request for a one.year time
extension. This approval is being reported to the P]annmg Commission in accordance with
SFCC Section 14-3.19(C).

II. APPLICATION OVERVIEW

The San Isidro Apartments development approval consists of 429 dwelling units constructed
within two phases. The extension request applies'to 126 units in the project’s final phase. The
agent for the owner of the property is requesting a one-year time extension to allow time for
the new owners of the property to initiate development of the final phase of the development
(See Exhibit C). This constitutes the first of two time extension requests permitted under
SFCC Section 14-3.19(C).

The following provides a time line of the history of the San Isidro Apartment Project
development approvals:

¢ 2006 — The Anncxation, Rezoning and Development Plan were approved for the
Project (429 dwelling units in two phases).
*«  August 17, 2012 — Per administrative approval, Phase 11 was further divided into

Case #2015-73: San Isidro Apartments Time Extension Page I of 2
Planning Commission: September 3, 2015




Phase T1A (176 units) and Phase TIB (up to 126 units). Expiration would be effective
August 17,2015 if the time extension were not granted.

Phases I and HA have been developed and are occupied, leaving only Phase 1IB to be
developed.

April, 2015 — BRT Realty Operating Partnership purchased the Project from Rufina &
South Meadows, LLC and C&Z, LLC companies.

As stated in the approval criteria, the administrative extension may not approve revisions to
the development or amendments to the conditions of approval. If any amendment, or change
to the conditions of approval were requested, those requests would need to be considered by
the Planning Commission through the full public hearing process, including the requirement
of an Early Neighborhood Notification (ENN) meeting.

III. APPROVAL CRITERIA

Section 14-3.19(C) SFCC 1987 Time Extensions

@

Iv.

Administrative Extensions

()

(b)

The land use director may approve two consecutive extensions to the time
limits for an approved development, each not to exceed one year. Approval
shall be based on review of the findings and conditions of approval of the
original final action and a finding by the land use director that no substantive
changes have occurred to the regulations or policies that apply to the
development or to the circumstances affecting the site and its vicinity. The
administrative extension shall not approve revisions 1o the development or
amendments to the conditions of approval, and no early neighborhood
notification is required.

Administration time extensions approved by the land use director, pursuant to
this Subsection 14-3.19(C)(2), for development approvals that were granted by
the planning commission or the governing body, are subject to review by the
planning commission. The land use director shall identify the action taken and
place it on a consent agenda for the planning commission. The land use
director shall provide the planning commission with the applicant’s written
application and the land use director’s written proposal. The planning
commission may accepl, reject or modify the proposal.

ATTACHMENTS:

EXHIBIT A: Land Use Director Letter of Approval of One Year Time Extension

EXHIBIT B: Letter of Application

EXHIBIT C: Development Plan Staff Report

Case #2015-73: San Lsidro Apartments Time Extension Page 2 of 2
Planning Commissior:: September 3, 2015




City of Santa Fe, New Mexico
200 Lincoln Avenue, PO, Box 209, Santa Eszwn:afj;f;::rg@gtlg

Javier M. Genzales, Mayor Councilors;
Peter N. Ives, Mayer Pro Tem, Dist. 2

J Patti ]. Bushee, Dist. 1
August 24, 2015 _ Signe I. Lindall, Dist. 1

' ' A loseph M, Maestas, Dist, 2
Carmichael A. Demingues, Dist. 3

Joseph Kames Christopher M. Rivera, Dist. 8
Somer Kames & Associates LLP Renald &, Trujitle, Dist. 4
200 West Marcy Street Bill Dimpas, Dist. 4

Santa Fe, NM 87501

RE: Requesrt for Time Extension
San Isidro Apartments Development Plan

Dear Mr. Karnes,

I have reviewed the request you submitted on July 14, 2015 for a time extension of the development approvals that
were granted for the San Isidto Apartments Development Plan. 1 have determined that no substantive changes
have occurred to the regulations or policies that apply 1o the previous approvals, to the proposed development, or
10 the circumstances that apply 1o the site and vicinity, that would affect the validity of those approvals. Therefore,
in accordance with SFCC 1987 Section 14-3.19, a one-year time extension is approved for the San Isidro
Apartments Development Plan, subject to the original conditons of approval as approved by the City of Santa Fe
Planning Commission per their approval on November 2, 2006. ’

The time extension will allow development activites to commence prior to the extended deadline, as provided in
SFCC Section 14-3.19. The Development Plan will expire if you do not proceed with development or request

another time extension prior ro Aupust 17, 2016.

Specifically, the time extension is approved for the following previous development approval:

e Case #M 2006-40. San Isidro Apartments Development Plan. Agent for C&Z 1LC requests
development plan approval for 429 apartment units on 16.65+/- acres. The property is located on
the east side of Zafarano north of Cerrillos Road and is zoned RM-2 (Multi-Family Residential, 29

vnits per acre).

SFCC Section 14-3.19 requires that the grant of this time extension be reported 1o the Planning Commission by
placement an the Commission’s consent Agenda. The Planning Commission may reverse this approval.

Feel free to contact me at 505-995-6617 if you have questions regarding this marter.

Lisa Martinez
Land Use Department Director

Ce: Project File

Cane V2572

B A Leger F
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SoMMER KARNES & ASSOCIATES LLP

Mailing Address Karl H. Sommer. Attorney at Law
Post Otfice Box 2476 . khs @ somumer-assot.com
Santa Fe, New Mexico 87504-2476 Joseph M. Kames, Atiomey at Law
k@ 30MMEr-a550C.COm
Street Address
200 West Marcy Street, Suite 133 - Vol L Deldhdo. Certifid Prisls
Santa Fe, New Mexico 8750 ML Dt'::g; "y
June 30, 2015 SOMET-2350¢.C0
Telephone: (505) 989.3800
Facsimile: (505) 982.1745 James R. Hawley. Atiorucy at Law
) ) Of Comnsel
Greg Smith, Division Director, Land Use Department Licrased in New Mexico and Calsfornia

jth @ scmmer-assoc.com

200 Lincoln Ave,
Santa Fe, NM 87501

Re: San Isidro Apartment Project — M 2006-40, Phase 11-B (the “Project”)
Request for Extension of Development Plan Approval

Dear Greg,

On behalf of BCT Limited Partnership (BCT), this letter requests extension of the
Development Plan for Phase 1B of the Project pursuant to City Code section 14-3.19.C.

BCT recently purchased the Project from Rufina & South Meadows, LLC and C&Z, LLC
companies, which developed Phases I and I1A pursuant to the City Council's approval of
Annexation, Rezoning and a Development Plan in 2006 (Case #M 2006-40).

In her letter dated February 20, 2015, Land Use Director Lisa Martinez confirmed the
approvals of the Development Plan for Phase 11B will expire August 17, 2015. (See
attached letter, Item 12}

The reason for this request is that BCT took ownership in about April of this year and is
planning to develop the Project. BCT looks forward to submitting an application for
development of the Project in the near future and to completing the Project within the
next one to two years.

Development of the Project will provide much needed apartment units for residents of
the City and we look forward to working with you on the application. Please provide
written confirmation of your receipt of this request, let me know any questions, and
advise when you anticipate the request will be acted upon. _

] %ﬁ/
Jg€eph Karnes N (A0

Ce:  BCT Limited Partnership

e H 20/ 572+

EX, BV [/ ptiiy n o Aanroie




City of Santa Fe, New Mexico
200 Lincotn Avenue LO, Box 909 Santa Fe, N.M. 87504-0909
www.santafenm.gov

Javier M. Gonzales, Mayor ' Councilors:
Peter N. Ives, Mayor Pro Tem, Dist. 2

~ Parti ). Bushee, [Jist. 1

Signe L Lindell, Dist. |

Joseph M. Maestas, Dist. 2

Carmichael A, Dominguez, Dist. 3

Christopher M. Rivera, Dist. 3

Ronald S. Trujillo, Dist. 4

Bl Dimas, Dist. 4

February 20, 20135

Karl Somumer, Esq.

Sommer Karnes & Associates LLP

200 W. Marcy Street, Suite 133

Santa Fe, NM 87501

Re: Letter of February 20, 201 5—San Isidro Apartments
Dear Mr. Sommer:

I have received the letter you have sent 1o me requesting confirmation of certain matters,

a copy which is attached hereto. The numbered points in your letter are accurate recitations

of the status of the entitlements and the applicable requirements for the project.

Smcereiy

Llsa Marhnez.
Land Use Department




SomMER KARNES & ASSOCIATES LLP

Karl H. Semmer, Atlomey sl Law
[chs<@ somMAr-pI50C.LOM

Josepb M. Knues, Attorney ot Law
jmk @sommer-0550¢.£om

Mailing Address
Post Office Bex 2476
Santa Fe, New Mexico B7504-2475

Strest Address

2.00 West Marcy Streey, Suite 133 Mychal L. Deipada, Ceriified Paralegel
Sanm Fe, New Merico §7501 il B SOMUTET-LES0E.C0M
Telepbone: {505} 989,380
Facsimile: (505) 982.1745 February 20,2015 Jummes R. Elawley, Attoroey a Law
Of Coonsel
Licensed in New Mexico and Celifomin
Lisa Martinez jch @sopumer-assoc com
Director
Land Use Departmient
City of Santa Fe

200 Lincolnd Ave
Santa Fe, NM 87501

Dear Ms. Martinez:

This firm is assisting a “due diligence” review of the statas of land use entitlements of the
San Isidro Apartments (the “Project™) from the City of Santa Fe for the developed and
undevelaped portions of the Project, with exception of the affordable housing
requirements for the Project. We have addressed as separate letter to Ms. Alexandra
Ladd regarding compliance with the City’s affordable housing ordinance.

We would appreciate your confirming by retun leiter the following:

1. “The city of Santa Fe approved Annexation, Rezoning and a Development
Plan were for the Project and surrounding areas in 2006 (Case # M 2006~
40, Development Plan recorded as [nstrument # 1539518).

2. The approved Project consists of 429 dwelling units in two Phases. 1o
2012, per an administrative approval issued by this Department, Phase 2
was further divided into Phase TIA (176 units) and Phase 1B (up to 126
units).

3. The amended Development Plan was reconded as Instrument # 1678603,
Phases I and 11A have been developed at their permitted unit counts and
are now occupied. Phase 1IB is currently vacant remoains to be developed
(the *Remainder”).

4. In the separate decisions approving the Annexation, Rezoning and
Development Plan, the City adopted conditions on each approval. These
conditions are accurately recited on Exhibit A to this letter.

5. Development of the Remainder will be required to comply with applicable
conditions shown on Exhibit A and all building permit requirements of the
Santa Fe City Code (1987).

6. If no changes are made to the approved, recorded Development Plan, no
additional hearings or approvals are required from either the Planning
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10.
11.

12.

Commission or the City Council to proceed with an application for a

building permit.

The land use director may approve minor quantitative and qualitative

modifications on an approved development plan, subject to:

2. written request by the applicant explaining the need for the
modification;

b. written finding by the land use director that the modifications do not
subsiantially change the function er appesrance of the development,
and will not result in any negative health or safety impacts on the
community or negatively impact a neighboring property;

¢. the minor modification may not allow increased density or allow uses
not otherwise shown on the approved plan or plat; and

d. the minor modification complies with all standards and requirements
of Chapter 14, except as otherwise allowed by this section. (§14-
2.11.0)

¢. Applications for substantive amendments or revisions 1o the
Development Plan are subject to the same provisions as apply to a new
application for the type of approval proposed for amendment, unless a
specific aliernative procedure is provided in this section or elsewhere
in Chapter 14. (§14-3.19.C) Action by the planning commission to
approve a Development Plan amendment must be taken at a public
hearing with notice,

To the extent that an application may be made to construct units within

Tract “Y” in the nartheast portion of Phase 11B, an application for a

substantive Development Plan amendment would be required since this

Iract was not designated to accommodate units. Such an application would

be subject to the review and approval of the Planning Comrmission.

Particular attention will be paid to stormwater infrastructure and parking

requirements.

The City of Santa Fe has issued issuance of occupancy permits for the

units in Phase I and Phase [1A and the the conditions of approval

applicable to these Phases have been satisfied. The Department is not
aware of any alleged or known non-compliance with respect to these

Phases.

The City recently accepted the parkland dedication, which satisfies the

parkland dedication requirements for the entire Project.

The Development Plan for Phase IIB (the “Development Plan™) was

approved administratively by the Department on August 17, 2012.

The carliest date that approval of the Development Plan will is August 17,

2015, unless “substantjve development progress™ occurs in Phase 1IB

before that time. “Substantive development progress” means actual

development of the site or related off-site infrastructure, filing for record
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13.

14.

15.

17.

of a development plan or subdivision plat for 2 phase of the approved
development, or obtaining subsequent development approvals from a land
use board, such as a final development plan approval subsequent to a
preliniinary development plan approval, as provided in Subsection 14-
3.19(B)(6). (City Code §14-3.19.B.4)

The property owner may apply for up to two consecutive extensions to the
Development Plan, each not to exceed one vear, subject 1o the discretion
of the Planning Commitsion. (§14-3.19.C)

The Water Budpet Administraiive Office {WBAD) of the Technical
Review Division of the Land Use Deparlment reviews development
applications to ensure that new City water system demand is offset. The
water demand associated with development of the Remainder has not been
secured. As a result, development of the Remainder will be required to
offset its water demand via the water rights transfer program. Itis
possible that water rights can be purchased from the private parties who
have “banked” water rights with the City of Santa Fe Water Bank.

The procedure to develop Phase 1IB that comply with the approved
Development Plan approval does not involve further discretionary
approvals. Applications for building permits must follow the procedures
set forth in the City Code.

Phase 11 of the Project currently has a financial guaranty in the form of a
Lerter of Credit with the City of Santa Fe in the amount of $1 14,587.16 for
infrastructure improvements for Phase IJA. That Letter of Credit is
attached as Exhibit B. The letter attached hereto as Exhibit C addressed to
the current owner confirms the completion of the required infrastructure.
Phase [TB will be subject to the City of Santa Fe Irapact-Fee Ordinance
(SFCC 1987 14-8.14) at the time permitting,

Your confirmation would be most appreciated.

Sincerely,

o T T

Karl H. Sommer




DATE:  October 23 for November 2, 2006 Planning Commission Mesting

TO: Planning Commission _
VIA: Diane T. Quarlés, Diredt_or'of Plan hing and Land Use%

FROM:  Greg Smith, Curreht Planning Division Directt@ﬁ

DEVELOPMENT PLAN # M-2006-40
SAN ISIDRO APARTMENTS |

REQUEST: . o _ ' ' -
Greg Gonzales, agent for C & Z L.L.C, requests development plan approval for 420
apartment units on 16.65 +/- acres. The property is located on the east side of
Zafarano, north of Cerilios Road and is zoned RM-2 (Multiple Family Residential, 29
units per acre). ' _

RECOMMENDATION:

Staff recommends this application be postponed in order to allow the applicant time to
address the following conditions that have. not been satisfied as of the date of this staff
repoit. The Planning Commission may, as an alternate, approve this application stibject
to the applicant meeting the following conditions prior to plan recordation. . '

DEVELOPMENT PLAN CONDITIONS:

Comply with staff redlines. o = L
Exterior elevations, exterior building features, site and landscaping plans shall
comply with the Architectural Design Review standards. 14-8.7

Provide detadl of typical parking space subject to 14-8.6 (B) T
Development plan drawing does not accurately reflect the requested number of
dwelling units or parking spaces. Make comections to the plan. o
Increase the size of the sidewalk along Zafarano Drive to 6 feet subject to 14-9.2-
The Santa’Fe Homes Program (SFHP) Agreement, in accordance with the
attached Santa Fe Homes Program Proposal (Exhibit M), shall be recorded with
the development plan. ' '

A lot consolidation shall be recorded with the development plan. S
Lot consolidation shall not result in building setback encroachments or on-site -
parking deficiencies. T : I o

NPEY

o o sow

o~
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- 9. Provide a secondary west roadway connectlon (stub-out) If is tq mcur on the
- adjacent R-6.PUD residential development, the developer sha1l Work with the -
developer of that project to provide that secondary future connection. .

10.- Comply with comments from the City Traffic Engineer. (Exhibit L) - :

11.  Right of Way shall be dedicated for the eastern extension of San lgnaclo at the
time of plan recordation. © -

12.  Label the land on the north side of park as “future park land.” _

13. Parking is deficient. Either reduce the number of units or increase:the number of

: on-site parking spaces. Off-site parklng spaces shall not be used for mesting
the parking requirements. '

14.  Ifthe relocation of the sewer easement requires significant changes tothe
development plan layout as submitted, the applicant Shall re-submit the plan to
the Planning Commisston for amendment approval.

15.  ldentify square footage of the clubhouse. :

. 16.  Comply with comments from Landscape Review. (Exhlbtt H)

17.  Comply with comments from Wastewater Division. (Exhibit G)

18. Comply with comments from Fire Department. (Exhibit 1)

19. Comply with comments from Subdivision Engineer. (Exhibit J) .

20.  Comply with comments from Parks and Open Space Coord:natnr (Exhtblt F)

21. Comply with commenfs from the Water Utility Engineer. {Exhibit. K) ;

ANALYSIS:

. B SUMMARY

The applicant is requeshng development plan approval for 429 remdenttal aparlment umts
and ciubhouse within an area of 16.6 acres of land. Thé land was annexed and zoned
with the adjoining land to the north and south, @s a part of the San Isidro-development.
Although Planned Unit Development “PUD” zoning was applied to areas north and south,
the proposed apartment housing was left out of the PUD zomng ‘Becauée the pm]ect*
includes new construction in excess of 10,000 square feet in the RM-2 District, it is
‘'subject to the “early neighborhood notification” requwemenie and- development plan
approval by the Planning Comrmssmn :

A lot consolidation plat will be recorded at the tlme of deve!opment plan reoordahon to

eliminate tract boundaries that would otherwise extend across buildings and parking’

spaces. The developer has indicated that a portion of the land (Tract O) will be leased to

~ the developer. Each lot must independently meet all requirements including parking,
setbacks, etc Shared parking is not permrtted within a remdentlal dtStl‘lGL

- . COMMUNITY IMPACT EVALUATION

A, Physical lmpact

. Land affécted by this development is already graded for future development, and streef
improvements started as a part of the San Isidro shapping center development. - Future
parking areas are generally located intemnal to the site with buildings and landscaped
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parkways along the street edges. A park is proposed along the north edge of the
- apartments and will tie to additional park land that will occur with the future residential
construction to the north. A recreation “club house” is identified central fo-the apariment

New construction will rise to three stories, although most of the units gre limited 1o two
stories. The buildings reflect some Northern New Mexico territorial features with stucco -
exteriors, flat roofs, and teriitorial style copings. The tallest elevations of the bulldings
include metal pitched roofs. ) |

. B. - Economic impact

No economic Impact study has been submitted. The Proposed development Is not.
anticipated to create a significant impact to the city’s revenues or expenditures. | -

.C.  Social Impact | | - -

No significant social impact Is anticipated with this request. The Sapta Fé Public Schools
were notified of the application. The school district indicated by letter (Exhibit C) that no
significant impact is expected o result from this proposal. . _

A Santa Fe Homes Proposal (Exfibit M) has been recsived by this office for & total of 65
units spread throughout the development.

D..  Neighborhood Impact

'An Early Neighborhood Mesting was held on May 2, 2006 at the Genoviva Chaves
Center. A summary of that meeting is included in this staff report as Exhibit E. Staff has

rec'eive;i no corespondence from the neighborhood at the time of mis'(epﬁrt deadline.
M. SITE PLANNING AND SITE DEVELOPMENT EVALUATION
A.  LotCoverage, Setbacks, and Building Height

The proposed deveiopment complies with the RM-2 Districts standards and .fo
variances are requested. The development plan identifies a building lot coverage of
approximately 22 percent and common open space in excess of the minimum required
(250 square feet per unit). Two and three story structures will be constructed. Séme
.¢hanges will be required to eliminate parking deficiencies. :

B. - Tra_ffic and Parking . -

Most of the parking is located intemnal to the development and screensd from the
streets by proposed buildings. Some changes will be required to the drawing to
increase the parking spaces and avoid any deficiencies. Although off-site parking.
spaces are proposed, they can not be counted towards the required an-site parking.
No variances were requested to the parking standards. )
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A traffic impact analysis was submitted in 2005. The excerpt from the mutltifamily
residential traffic analysis is included (Exhibit L). In addition, the Planning Commission
previously (R-6 PUD) required as a condition of approval a second future road stub out
to provided within the residential portion of the San Ysidro development. The developer
has not included that secondary access in the development plan however, it may be

“ provided on the R-6 PUD development. Staff suggests at a minimum, the developer be
required to work with the developer of the adjacent R-6 PUD residential project to
provide that required. secondary access. The City Traffic Engineer comments are
provided in Exhibit L. :

C.  Grading and Drainage

Grading for future development has already occurred. The site generally drains from
north to south and from east to west. The City Engineer comments and conditions of
approval are pqued in Exhibit J.

D. Landscaping / Open Space

Common open space standards are met by more than 175,000 square feet of area.
Landscaped areas arid trees are shown in -parking islands and along the street

- {rontages. _
" E. Infrastructure and Utiliies

Water and sewer service will be extended from existing fines located in San Ignacio
Road and Todos Santos Street.  An existing 15’ interceptor line extends across the
southern portion of the tract. The line must be relocated in order to avoid encroachment
of buildings and parking areas. The applicant proposes to relocate the line to the
Rights of Way of Todos Santos Street and San Ignacio Road. The site water budget’
was determined at the time of annexation and would be subject to the provisions of the

- Annexatfion Agreement (Exhibit K).

Attachments:

*ExhibitA  Development Plan with attachments

Exhibit B - Letter of Application (with staff notations)

Exhibit C Letter from Santa Fe Public Schools - '
Exhibit D Memo from Greg Gonzales to Eliery Biathrow — effluent easement

_ relocation.

Exhibit E - Early Neighborhood Notification Memo

Exhibit F Memo from Open Space Coordinator
Exhibit G Memo from Wastewater Division

Exhibit H Memo from Landscape Review

Exhibit 1 Memo from Fire Department

Exhibit J Memo from.Subdivision Engineer

Exhibit K Memo from Sangre de Cristo Water Utility Engineer
Exhibit L Memeo from City Traffic Engineer

Exhibit M Santa Fe Homes Program Affordable Housing Propasal
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*. Distributed in Commission packets only. Avallable for review at Permit & Davelopment Review,
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SANTA FE HOMES PROGRAM

RENTAL SCHEDULE

Effective August 25, 2005*

{ EXHIBIT 2 I

Refer to Section 26-1.24 (B) and the SFHP Administrative Procedures
For specific requirements contact The Office of Affordable Housing

Income Range Affordable Gross | Affordable Gross | Affordable Gross | Affordable Gross
- | Reat - Rent Rent Rent
Efficiency/Studio | 2 Bedrooms 3 Bedrooms 4 Bedrooms
: or | Bedroom
Income Range 1§ $346 $39% 3445 £495
. | Income Range 2_| $577 $660 $742 $E25
| Income Range 3 | $750 $858 $965 31,073

*Lease rates are revised according to the most recent area .rm;dian income published by HUD.
Household income based upon HUD area medjan incomes as of 2/24/2005.

1 Bedrooms, 1 Bath 2 Bedrooms, 1 Baths 3 Bedroom, 2 Bath
1-2 person household 3 person household (850 | 4person household
(650 sq & minimum) sq ftminimum) - | (1160 sq ft minimum)
- Income Rangel
- $346 . $396 $445
Maximura Rent 7 units 13 Units 2 unis
Required No. of Units
Income Range 2 -
. $577 . $660° '§742
Maximum Rent 6 units 14 Units 2 Units
Required No. of Units '
" Income Range 3
_ . $750 $858 965
Mazimum Rent 7 Units 13 Units 1 Units
Required No. of Units ' ‘ '

Prices reflect 2/24/2005 median incomes.




| EXHIBIT 3

Santa Fe Homes Program

Program Requirement Worksheet
September 2005
Determining Required Number of SFHP Units and Required Fractonal Fee
Rental Developments
1. Total aumber of all uoits to b built in development =~ 429
2. Multiply number from line 1 by 15% 64.4

3. Enter whole number result of line 2 calculation. This is the total | 65
number of SFHP units that muust be provided in the
development

4. Determine how many units are required in each applicable
Income Range. Divide number from line 3 by 3. Eater the whole

aumber result in each of the following Income Ranges:
. 4a. Income Range 1: | 21.66

4b. Income Range 2: | 21.66
4c. Income Range 3: | 21.66
5. If the total of lines 4a, 4b and 4c does not equal the total required

from line 3, add one unit to the requircment for Income Range 2
(line 4b). If the new total sill does not equal the total required from
line 3, add one unit to the requirement for Income Range 1 (line 4a).
The total of lines 5a, 5b, aad 5¢ must equal this total from line 3.
This is the total number of SEHF units that maunst be provided
in each Income Range.

5a. Income Range 1: | 22
5b. Income Range 2: | 22
5c Income Range 3: | 21
6. Determine fracdonal fee. Enter the remaining fraction resulting | 0
from the calculaten in line 2: .
7. Multiply the fraction from line 6 by $54,500*. This is the total 0.
fractional fee that is owed:

*The base fractional fee is updated when the AMI is updated and is equal to one-half the price of a 3
bedroom home for Income Range 2.




TO: City of Santa Fe Planning Commission

FR: Leah Lopez, Sylvia Duran Nickerson, Al Duran, Sandra Mares-residents on Camino
Polvoso '

RE: Case #M 2006-40/Jeff Branch’s Apartment Development Plan
Date: November 2, 2006

We respectfully request to provide our written and verbal input at the 11/2/2006 hearing
since Jeff Branch has indicated to us that the City of Santa Fe has never shared our
written concerns or questions regarding how the San Isidro Development would affect us
with him. We are a family of four small landowners left behind by Jeff Branch and
Centex Homes in the San Isidro Development with authority of public officials. If this
high density apartment village is approved, and we have no reason to believe that the City
waon’t give the developer his way, we will be completely surrounded on three sides by
hazardous construction and obscenely crowded conditions. The development plans
attached with the notice of this meeting are difficult to follow by the average layman, We
can only assume that the streets were not labeled on the site plan map because both Jeff -
and the City know that people can’t complain about what they don’t fully understand.

What is clear is that the developer, whoever that may be, has been granted authorization
to develop 29 housing umits per acre in our immediate living area. Those of us left in the
comtentious “donut hole zone™ on Camino Polvoso, are highly restricted to water usage
that we worry about how many times we are allowed to flush the toilet to keep within
tight water restrictions. How one goes from how we have been restricted to water and use
of our land, to authorization for building 29 apartments per acre is beyond us.

For more than a year, we have been adversely affected by the hazardous construction
underway by Centex homes immediately behind our homes. We are also impacted by the
construction, noise and massive amounts of blowing dirt by Jeffs industrial construction
and will now be completely surrounded by construction and development on three sides
of what used to be a quiet residential area. Families left behind by the City and
developers have literally been left in the dust with no viable options.

We have several questions for the City of Santa Fe that we are submitting in writing and
would appreciate a written response in the same.

L. Why has the City allowed the developer to move forward with such a poorly thought
out development plan? Despite our continued efforts to bring attention to concerns of
area residents, developers move forward with support from the City.

2. Will the apartment neighborhood consist of public housing?

3. Will the structures be more than one story? '

4. How long with this apartment village take to complete?

5. What assurances do we have that the developer will do a better job of controlling their
noise and blowing dirt, better than Jeff Branch and Centex have done thus far?

Y P W B




6. Where is the water for this high density community coming from? And why are we

under such tight restrictions? !
7. Wha is the developer? 't
8. Why are we receiving the City’s notice of hearings from Jeff Branch’s office? Is there i
a conflict of interest? '
9. With the high number of apartment units planned, what will be done to manage and

control the added impact of the construction, increased traffic & congestion, noise,

parking, and prevent bottle necked traffic during peak times of the day?

10. Who will benefit from this high density development in an already overly congested

city? It is conservatively estimated that each of the 429 apartment units will hold at least

two people and two cars, The math is simple.

11. Can you provide those of us present with a development site plan with street names

so that we know where our land is in reference to this massive apartment village?

For more than a year, we have been adversely impacted by the San Ysidro development
project. Our concerns have been neglected. The construction has interfered with our
personal health and well being. Centex’s housing development immediately south of our
land on Camino Polvoso is not planned to be completed for another three years, if that.
This added development only adds insult to injury.

Once built, it is conservatively estimated that the developer will earn $279,000 per year
off of each acre. Calculating that by the total number of units planned, that is annual
earnings of $4,118,400. That is a pross injustice against the small landowners such as
ourselves who were left behind. Jeff Branch and Centex homes united and recently
offered those of us left on Camino Polvoso a meager $199,000 per acre of land on
Camino Polvoso knowing precisely much they have already profited and will continue to
profit off the original landowners. This is robbery and no one is looking out for the
remaining residents!

‘We are interested in knowing what the City of Santa Fe and the Regional Planning
Authority have in mind to protect the interests of the small landowners left behind to
struggle with the conditions created for us by Jeff Branch, and Centex Homes with the
authority of the City and ETZ. It is an injustice to favor the interests of the developers
and to step all over the local taxpaying citizenry. Together, the City and County must
develop a plan to correct this injustice against the small landowner before anymore of this
move forward.

In closing we are adamantly opposed to this high density apartment village and would
appreciate receiving information about the process we need to follow to petition against
this high density apartment village. “

CC/ Regional Planning Authority
Diane Quarles
New Mexican

Santa Fe Reporter




Contact Information

Property Ownerof 2212 Camino Polvoso

Sandra Mares

2054 Camino Lado
Santa Fe, N.M. 87505
505412-0599

Property Owmer of 2216 Camino Polveso

Leah Lopez

P.O. Box 24038

Santa Fe, N. M. §7502
505-470-4475

Property Owner of 2220 Camino Polvoso
Sylvia Duran Nickerson

3003 Bowman

Las Cruces, New Mexico 88005

Phone 505-526-7362

Property Owner of 2224 Camino Polvoso

Alfonso Duran Jr.
934 Alto St. _
Santa Fe, NM. 87501
505-204-2974
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CENTEX HOMES [JECETTE
_ o f yil
October 27, 2006 . NOV - T 200 'u

]

Planning Commission ' PERMIT TG —
City of Santa Fe : ' _ REVIEW%IE\H-:ESLION

PO Box 909, 200 Lincoln Avenue HAND DELIVERED '

Santa Fe, NM 87504 S

Re: Case # M 2006-40 — San Isidro Apartments Development Plan

Dear Commission Members,

We purchased and are developing the R-6 residential portion of San [sidro Village. At
. final execution of the Plat for our portion of the development an issue arose regarding
additional access from San Isidro Village to property to the west. Our plat has a road, San
Angelo, which conniects the property to the west. We join C&Z LLC in the position that
additional access is unwise, unwarranted, and is not called for by any public -
transportation plan. We respeétfully request that the Commission clarify its intent
‘tegarding roads from San Isidro Vi ltage to properties west of the development. In the
event the Commission determines that an additional road is required, our position is that
the San Isidro Apartments Devel opment Pian you are considering must provide for it.

Thank you for fmu’r consideration.

s ke

Robert C. Prewitt
Vice President

Cc:  Jeff Branch, C&Z LL.C.

~ Livable from day one.
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Cityof Santa Fe
%ﬂ

New Mexico

- DEVELOPMENT REVIEW APP
’roject Name AN rSIDRA ATPAE 'ME‘M‘{%

'roject Location * Alowe, PaFAEae BETwEE  Creilles § BOPTRIA—
Jniform Parcel Code No. ' )

"lat No.

INN/Related Case No.

wbdivision Name___ <SAR  1<inD RO '
ot Block __Acreage

Jvner(s)Name -« g7 lic ) '

Jwner(s) Address._ P.o. Baox Z272R SAITA EE UM STear.
*hone No. AqT-2DBDHET Cell No.
‘ax No. BRI~ ozl E-mail Address
\gent(s) Name __ . - GeEks Gaugales
\gent(s) Address. Py, Roox  ZHIR =ANTA EE M aoec,

‘hone Number Cell Number
o E-mail Address |
j ‘ommittee Submittal Date Proposed Meeting Date

] Early Neighborhood Notification
] Board of Adjustment

} City Couneil . .
| Historic Design Review Board :
{ Planning Commission s-1d-oc, D PO,
] Summary Committee
‘vpe of Submittal _
:| Amended Development Plan‘_ |:| Fina] Subdivision D Pret
No. of Lots :
:l Appeal _ D General Pian Amendment |:| Pre
’ ’ City of Sania Fe
Ho- gér)%g%m NM 87504
:I Annexation D Lot Consolidation Adjustment |:| Re: (505)95%'4333
Sreats : : - QBM47£2006 9:58:24-AM
:I Dedication Plat D Lot Line Adjustment D Rez Your Her ot %gﬁs
mjevelopmcnt Plan [ 1 Mobile Home [ spe
. ’ Dovelopment Review
:I I 'y Transfer I:l Plat Amendment (Admin.) D Tir: %2k

| | 11001.431475 . 82000
2 We\q@m\maﬁ [ Plat Amendmeat (PC) [ var Tota '

[(dwa Gheck  EXHIBIT B oo

IR 165 tars o s




Devefopmém Review Application 20f2

New Construction: ) : _
Single-Family Residence [ Commercial |_] Multi-—Fa_mily Residence [

Leger Construction; A
Demolition D Remodel D Addmon D Residential D Slgns D Wa]l.r‘Fence D Antienna D

Pre-application IMeeting: Date: Case Planner:
Preiiminarv Zoning Review: Date: Planner:
Height Calculation

Imisﬂ Y4 no (]

f yes, please provide a written request for an updated maximum allowable height calculation.

Joes the project include multi-story new construction, a building addition, and/or a ‘wall or fence which will increace fin

3' “
Vhat is the proposed he1ght of your project? ,
e — l-_

' lonstruction Clist $ Per Poster = § 2O oa

fﬂ”‘f ‘Oﬂllf W

hereby  certify  that the documents  submitted Jor  review  consideratio
Lﬁldﬂiﬂﬁ’n _Coominrssiepl meeting of DRl &, 200 (o have been prepared in
ccordance with the checklist and meet the minimum standards outlined in Chapter 14 SFCC 1987.
‘ailuere o meet these standards may result in rejection of my application. I also cemﬁr that I have met with
representative of the city’s Zoning staff and verified the attached propo.s-nl is in compliance with fhe city’s

M

pring reqmremem:s'
igmature of Qwner /Date - Sign{ature d AgWI te

Revised 10/10/03




., UGt 20 DG 09:19a Gorman. _ (505) 998-2386

- ﬁ;t—is-znu (51 From-ifFS CHIEROPERVIONS OFFICE - HSIIR0T2 LT o r—jn_ '
SFRS SANTA FE Punuc Stmool.s e
: -_._-
Gloria O. Rendbn, Ed.D. B " Bill Belzner
SUPERINTENDENT OF SCHOOLS - DEPUTY SUPERINTENDENT
. B AT Vita
SugFe, M IISS
Todephons {305 457-2073
. Mﬁmm -
‘Octdber 5, 2004
Richard Gaman . o ' X - . ,
P.0O. Box B841 SR ’ )

Santa Fe NM 87504-884_1
FAX: 505-988-2366
- Re: Proposed San Ysidro Village proiect

Dear Mr. Gmmn

Thank you for refumning the completed Santa Fe Pubfic Schools Rasndential Dmlopmem
impact infermation Form.

In reviewing the informalion, we have determined that the proposed San Ysidro Vlllage .
) Pmpcldoes not pose a significant impact to schools zoned for this area. -

We appreciale your obseivance of County Ordi nance 18952 and for respondlng to Santa
Fe Public Schools’ requeatforaddihunal mformahon soﬂratwemnamhely aSSess

* development impact.

Gt B

Bill Be!:net
Deputy Superintendent




Page 1 of 1

w Gonzales

m: . Greg Gonzales [g:gonzaies@branchdev.comj _
st:  Thursday, October 12, 2006 10:22 AM ' ) ' SR
Eliery Biathrow (eabiathrow@cl.santa-fe.nm.us) ' o

MCLAUGHLIN, ANNE M.; Jeff Branch (zoned@lx.netcom comy; Karl H Sommer Uﬁs@mmmr—ess&c.oom} Whitey,
Jennifer L.; ROMERO, BRYAN J.; Mark Ruhlman {m.ruhiman@branchdev. onm]

sject: FW: Easement Relocation For San Isidro .

ed is a copy of our proposed amendment fo the San isidra bulk plat which relocates the effluent easement. There are a few
Issues that 1 would like to add to this amendment:

We have 1o dedicate approximately 1.2 agres out of Tract “D” 1o the ¢ify for a park. This’ was not done on the origmal bulk plat
s0 | would like to add this to this amendment.

We have all the required signatures to changs the sireel names on Zafarano and San Ignado | would'like to addnass this
issue on the amendmeni as well.

e review and offer your oomrnents
< you,

("nnzales

I'lglnﬂl Message—-

& Hayati, Shadi [maiito: Shadl.Hayati@mlsonoo com]
» Monday, October 09, 2006 9:51 AM .

.gonnl&s@brand'!dev om

fhitey, Jennifer L.

=ct: Easement Relocation For San Isidro

Greg, . _
is a .pdf of the drawing. Please Iet me know if you wanted to make any changbs.

5

i Hapati

ON & Company -
Lang Ave. NE
uerque, NM 87109
1(505) 348-4185 -

EXHIBIT L -
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COMMUNTLy fmpacr Sttemp
- -6; _ ’ ,.
EMM Dauag'e,

INTRODUCTION

" The San lsidro Village Apartments are proposed on a 16.6561 acré:t'ta_ct located on

three different parcels. all located north of the new east west connector, San Ignacio
Road. See attached Vicinity Map. The Project is proposed as an apartment project as)a

* . continuation of the approved master plan for San Isidro Village. See attached Site Plan.

The property is located within the city and is currently zoned RM-2 which allows for up
to 29 du's/ac. Thereis an existing water budget on fite with the city.

It is anticipated that Branch Design and Dee:velopment will present the foliowing .-
development applications to the Cily of Santa Fe: . ' :

=

- Final Development Plan; : ,
2. Preliminary Subdivision Plat;

3. Final Subdivision Plat;

4. Variances, if necessary.

When the annexation agreement was signed with the city there were no affordable
housing requirements spelled out in the document. It is the intent of the applicant to
provide an appropriate nurmber of affordable rental-units during discussions with the
city’s new affordable housing office. B ' - '

' 1. "EFFECT ON CHARACTER AND APPEARANCE OF SURROUNDING

NEIGHBORHOOD

The applicant intends to comply with all city requireménts related to architectural design,
lighting, sighage and landscaping. ANl information - demonstrating compliance with
architectural design requirements will be provided as required by city ordinances.

The prﬁpose_d project is consistent with the character of the developing neighborhood
as contemplated by the General Plan, - o :

The property is currently vacant.. The area to the-east is mostly vacant with the
exception of scattered houses; out buildings; to the south there is the construction of the
San Isidro Village which includes the extension of Zafarano Drive, the new Lowe's ]
Home Improvement Center, Regal Theatres, and other smaller commercial pads.: To
the west is vacant and to north is the construction of the Centex housing development
and some scattered hoimes.” -

.-TEJCHIIBTT_E.__
10



' 2. EFFECT ON PROTECTION OF PHYSICAL ENV]RONMENT

A terrain management plan will be prepared as requlred by the applicable sections of

the Land Development Cade. Any and all increases in storm water run-off wil! be

detained as required. Measures will be Introduoed ta control soil emsion T

The existing vegetation consists of chamisa, rabb:t bush, native grasses and other -
ground cover. All new landscaping will comply with the requirements of the applicable
sections of the Land Development Code. -

3. IMPACTS ON ANY PREHISTORIC HISTORIC ARCHAEOLOGICAL OR
CULTURAL SITES OR STRUCTURES, INCLUDING ACEQUIAS

There are no structures or acequias on the snte that we are aware of and the property is- -
not in the Historic District. An archaeologlcal survey has been cnonduated as requured
and no known issues are present. - B

The apphcant is going to preserve the exsting Casa Romero as part of:this project.
This double walled adobe home was built by Hazel and Ramon Romero and will be
" converted into a community building for the residents

- 4, RELATIONSHIP TO EXISTING DENSITY AND LLAND USE WITHIN THE
SURROUNDING AREA AND WITH THE LAND USES AND DENSITIES PROPOSED
'BY THE CITY GENERAL PLAN

The density of the proposed apartment complex conforms to the ex:stmg General Plan,.
land uses, and densities of the surroundmg area. The project is consistent with the _
General Plan for the area and has RM-2 zoning. o ' :

5. EFFECTS UPON PARKING, TRAFFIC PATTERNS, CONGESTION, -
PEDESTRIAN SAFETY, IMPACTS ON PEDESTRIAN FLOW, VEHICULAR TRAFFIC &
ACCESS FOR THE DISABLED CHILDREN, LOW-INCOME AND ELDERLY"

As currently planned, the project will have dlrect access to San [gnacio Road and Todas
Santos Street and will have access to Cerillos Road  and Rufina Street via Zafarano
Drive. A detailed traffic impact study has been prepared and was presented to the City
of Santa Fe with the development applications for San Isidro Village. The traffic. study
identifies existing levels of service on the affacted road network and the impacts that will
result from the project. Where necessary, mit:gatlon measures were proposed to offset
- adverse impacts.- :




It is anticipated that the project will comply with the parking requirements as setforth in
the Land Development Code. When applicable, all streets and pedestrian paths will be
designed to comply with the standards of the American Disability Act. '

6. _ IMPACT UPON THE ECONOMIC BASE OF SANTA EE

—

It is anticipated that the project will impact the Santa Fe economic base as follows:

1. Create new jobs and increase employment opportunities for the e:dsting-work..
force, and: . S ot

2. Generate new gross receipt tax revenues during the construction phases of the
project. : : S

7. EFFECT UPON AVAILABILITY OF AFFORDABLE HOUSING AND
AVAILABILITY OF HOUSING GHOICES FOR AL SANTA FE RESIDENTS

As previously discussed in this report, it is the intent of the applicant to provide an
appropriate number of affordable rental units during discussions with the city's new
affordable housing office. ‘ '

8. _EFFECT UPON PUBLIC SERVICES SUCH AS FIRE, POLIGE PROTEGTION. _
SCHOOL SERVICES AND OTHER PUBLIC SERVICES OR INFRASTRUCTURE
ELEMENTS :

A. Fire: A new fire station is currently being constructed within Tlerra Contenta
community at the comer of Jaguar and Pueblo del Sol. The proximity of the project .
to an existing fire station will minimize emergency response time and travel distance.
The site-will be designed with adequate fire lanes and access ways 1o properly serve

- emergency response equipment. Fire hydrants and water lines will be installed as
required by the fire department to respond 1o striscture fires. ' '

B. Police Protection: The main city police station is located in the Valdez Industrial
Park. The project adjoins a major arterial roadway within the primary street network.
.. As such, the project is located within well established police patrol routes.

'C. School Sérvices: The project is within the Santa Fe Public -S_chool district. The
-Santa Fe Public Schools will be contacted and informed of the project to assist in
- future planning and districting. - : K T

D. lnfraétructure: The project will connect to‘city water and.sewer syétems. The project
- will also be served by public power, natural gas and telephone systems. The




development ﬁll bay_ for the extension ‘of all pertinent utility services and will
‘contribute impact fees toward off-site impacts as required by city ordinance.

E. Parks; The project will contribute approximately 1.5 acres io be combined with -
the area contributed by Centex homes to create a neighborhood park for the
residents of San Isidro Viltage. Trails and sidewalks will link the park with the rest of ~
the neighborhood. : I o

9. - IMPAC'i' UPON WATER SUF’PL’Y, AVAILABILITY AND CONSERVATION
METHODS : . - g .

. Arequest has been made for mu nicipal water service for the'pmject basedon a speﬁiﬁc

- water budget. This request was made and approved as part of the review and

approvals for San iIsidro Village. Water conserving plumbing fixtures will be used
throughout the project. Landscaping for the project will consist of low and moderate
water consuming vegétation. S

10, EFFECT ON OPPORTUNITIES FOR COMMUNITY INTEGRATION AND
SOCIAL BALANCE - - o

The introduction of rental residential in the area will increase fhe diversity of housing
opportunities and contribute to the social balance in the area. ' |

. T1._ErFECT UPON SANTAEES URBAN FORM

The project is within the Central Neighborhood Pian Area of the Southwest Santa Fe
Community Area Master Plan which “generally respects the existing land .uses”, and
‘integrates the neighborhood pattern models® and “the area offers considerable
" potential for creating new neighborhood unit development”. The proximity of the project
to schools, medical services, and other residential neighborhoods minimizes the need

for vehicular transportation.

]
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| Poster completed
Meiling log verified .

REQUEST FOR STAFF ATTENDANCE AT ENN MEETING

ETING MUST BE COORDINATED WITH THE CITY TO ASSURE STAFF ATTENDENCE, SUBMI’I’I"ALS OUTLINED

DULE STAFF FOR ENN MEETINGS.
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LOPMENT/PROJECT NAME: 34dn 1Sidso Village, .

ECT LOCATIONADDRESS:_S¥E @il iriess £XI0NGY rra 0

|
i
i
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i
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ch vicinity map and site plan)

[CATION TYPE: K
u] Plan Amendment From . To O Annexation: -

iing: Fram To . + DPreliminary Subdivision: Nomber of lots

rinary-Development Plan . CIFinal Subdivision: Number of lots -

Development Plan ) : O Variance T

opment Plzn _ ] CISpecial Exception .
ded Development Plan OOther . .

" wject description %‘EE LU LINES

LOPMENT/PROJECT INFORMATION: -
rhood Association/s w!ir; 200* of project {mnae RO-W)_ NN

MoAOT  ZoneDistict RMZ
ro-epplication mesting with e Development Review Team, DRT:_B| 7%, [(Y 9

C/OWNER INFORMATION: _

wgﬁm: TO Bpx 2326 | _ PHONE: 907 230% -

pVar i B . State: 1) ___ Zip Code: 1304




.Eu_k..m

"0 6Bp3 s8N 2212

olawioy ouyEeql.

L£1-CE0-060-050°1

AN LRy ol q
- |s0L28 AN snbJsnbnqry! 2N ®3€id eBeypeH oey plesided v puedd 980-€0-560-050-1
i - .. _ AUnog 1e ojui oN DOE-GZ0-060-6¥0-|
6019 __WN[ 8nbienbnqyy| SN PEaUISel 0ZLg _SAWOH Xauss PRZ-720-060-050-1
50089 AN __S80NIY S URLLIMOg £00E Leing BwAs 842-880-860-050-1
20549 AN 84 EJUES 8£0vZ X08 Od 2640 857 282-¥80-960-050-1
10828 - WN| 8] BuEg OpeT oujWe) 507 SaIB} OISEOIN /EIpUES Z4Z-990-960-050- 1
- [00vz8 "~ WN anbisnbnqry SN eueInL 102 UBQJ( Opaiy 80€-620-060-050-1
¥0528 AN -~ sdmues 8ZEC X08 Od 011289 L1221 0-060-6¥0-1
60L.8 AN enbienbnqy 3N pesinsel 0215 B3UIOH Xejue] 916-860-960-050-1
p0S.8 AN 84 BjEg . 8262 %08 Od 511 229 282-2¥1-560-050" |
- [v08Z8 WN 64 Bueg| 108 X08 Od J6INES eng JLIB[iIM L LZ-7S [~D60-6V0-1
0528 AN ag ejes §cee Xog Od OT1 289 —822-0¢1-960-050-L
yOS.8 AN o4 ejues 82€Z X08 Od OT1Z»2l - /0z-921-060-030+Y
PS8 . AN 84 Bjueg 82¢2 %od Od I9T1°Z80 081-10}-060-030-1
PS8 AN 8 eueg __BZET ¥08 Od . 911720 €6 1-850-960-050"1

spoep diz ejels TR) 8SaIppy TewEN . # depy

. 11O [IBN Easy Juswpedy

“efs(I+ aupis| ueg




Branch Demgn and Devclopment, Ingc.
" POBox 2328 °
Santa Fe, NM 87504
505-992-3555

April 24, 2006

. Willim/ Sue Sauter
" PO'Box 501
Santa Fe, NM 87504

Dear William/ Sue Sauter:

i provides for an exchange of information
elopgfent pro_]ects and the people who will be

: Vicinity Map ,
Proposed Site Plan
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Branch Demgn & Development, Inc.
. POBox2328 . '
Sants Fe, NM 87504 -
505-992-2703
505-984-0024 (Fax)

. April 17,2006

. hﬁ:'.DanEéqm'bel -

City of Santa Fe
Development Review
200 Lincoln Ave.
Santa Fe, NM 87501

Dear Dan,

This letter is in response to an Early Nm@borhood Naotification Meetmg beu:g added on
to oné that we already have scheduled with you on May 2™, 2006. Per Jeff Branch, Jim
Salazar, and your conversation this application for San Isidro Village Multi-Family area
will be added with San Isidro Village Phase I Early Neighborhood Notlﬁcahon Meeting

onMayz 2006 at 5 30pmatﬂ:ua Genoveva Chavez Center. ' '

If you have. any questlons, please feel free to contact me. . I will be mmlmg out notices
omOtrow. :




CERTIFICATE OF ENN NOTICE
MAILING, E-MAILING AND POSTING AFFIDAVIT

Project Name: San Isiolrp Villdqe Apartmants

I hereby certify that the attachcd notice of Eerly Neighborhood Not:.ﬁcahon mee.ﬁng was maﬂed
to propexty owners, tenants and registered neighborhood associations within 200 feet of the
proposed project site. Notices were mailed on ’—:1 - 19 ,200{p.

1 hereby certify that the attached notice of Early Neighborhood Notification méeﬂng was sent via
e-mail to registered neighborhood associations within 200 feet excluchng R~-O-W of the proposed

project site. Notices were e-mailed on - 20{]
TN on HLb

Ihwzly oerhfythatthesubje@tpmpcrlywas posted with a sign provided by the Clty on

19 200Lp The sign was placed in.a prominent position in public

view. .

o
Bron o ‘Desp\n + Dav'u&:‘-'-'””e 2 "’70.
Applicant Name Printed -
R W

_ J{japhcant Signature
STATE OF NEW MEXICO)

| - 3
'COUNTY QF SANTA FE )

The foregoing instrument 3 acknowledged before me this _ /5 _dayof :
200{ , by Laum_ gn Merdes . T ; A

i’age 13
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. GURULE, GERALDINE A.

From: MCLAUGHLIN, ANNE M.

Sent:  Tuesday, August 22, 2006 8:33 AM

To: GURULE, GERALDINE A.

Cc: g.gonzales@branchdev.com; MCLAUGHLIN, ANNE M.
Subject; Case M 2006-40 San Isidro Apartments

Trails & Open Space Comments:

Include i Project Data required neighborhood park and regional & community park dedication requirements per
" 14-8.156{3){a&b) and demonstrate that these requirements are met.

Anne Mclaughlin
855-2103




MEMO
| Wastewater Manageinent Division
DEVELOPMENT REVIEW COMMENTS
E-MAIL

Date:  October 12, 2006

To:  Greg Smith, Senior Planner
_ - Planning and Land Use
From: Stan Holland, PE
- Wastewater Management Division

Subject: DRT#2 anuest for Submittals Case #M—2006—40 San Isidro Apmm Developmﬂm
Plan for November 2, 2006 Planning Commission Meeting

Thefaﬂo;wiuginfonnaﬁonisnéquiredinmdatoconﬁmmﬂmmviewpmcass.

1. Theremanmshngsewereﬁluemhmeasemmtmatnmsthmughﬂnsdcvelopmm The
mlomhmofhseasmﬂmﬂnnthedcvelopmmtlnsmtheenmmpl@edtodate The

locahonnfﬂnssewer gasermnent may require changes to the development nlan I3
submitted. The location of the sewcasament should be established before final

develo
2. Placethefollomngnot&sonﬂleDevelopmentPlan. (ljUhhtyexpanmonchmgesshallbe ,
paid at time of building permit application for each lot.
3. Please confimm who is building the sewer lines shown as “existing” on the plans
4, Reuewofthcﬂnalsewwdemgnm]ldependonresohmonofcommentlabove
Please contact me at 955-4637 if you have any questions.

oo File

|EXHIBITA]
|
22

~ C\Documents and Sethngs\rlquaﬂes\Local Settings\Temporary Intemet '
Files\OLKZB\DRT2-NQV 2-068-M-06-40 SAN ISINRO APARTMENTS FiNAI




Application Narﬁe,{ Address: San Isidro Apartments

Case/Permit No.: M2006-40 '

Applicant Requested Action: Final Development Plan

Review Date: hl 24/08 (after meeting with the applicant’s representative)
 Reviewed Documents dated: (No date on plan — recelved 8/31/06)
Case Manager: Unassigned ' .

Reviewed By: Katherine Mortimer, Supervising Planner, Long Range Planning@/
LANDSCAPE REVIEW

nt selection is fine.
Sh'eebunesmreappmvedaspartofmehrgeﬁanlsidmdevebpmtphm

Revegetation plan ks fine.

The common open space requirement for a multi-family development in the RM zoning district of 250 per unit or,
for this project 107,250 sf. is provided. (No private open space is required as the project does not exceed 40%
lot coverage.)

The common open space shall be planted with one tree (2* caliper min for deciduous or 6 tall for evergreen) and
2 shrubs (5-gallon min.) per every 500 sf and 25% of both the trees and shrubs must be evergreen. Please
indicate how these requirements are being met and which of the planting material is intervied to meet these
requirements. The number of trees and shrubs is fine. The plant list indudes Austrian pine but calls for 2°
caliper. That should be 6-feet. Also, please include the botanical name. Please indicate which of the shiubs is
intended to meet the requirement for 115 evergreen shrubs. (114,505 sf open space with 1 evergreen shrub per
1000 sf). ) .

Please indicate that the three foot wall that s part of the parking lot screening Is located on both sides of the

paridng lot along Todos Santos Street and also exactly where the wall will go along San Ignado Street (it needs
to occur on both sides of both driveways where the parking lot is visible from the street. )

Parking lot Interior landscaping is fine.




E@EWE
J

DATE: August 22, 2006 ' . AUG 2 5 206 |
TO: Greg Smith, Planner Supervisor ’ -

S DEVELOPMENT REVIEW

FROM: J.T. Bolleter, Assistant Chief _
SUBJECT: DRT Case: San Isidro Apartmeants
Case# M-2006-40

I have conducted a preliminary review of the above mentioned caée(s) for compliance with the
2003 International Fire Code® (IFC). Below are the conditions which shall be addressed prior o
approval by the Planning Commission. (Al IFC Section shown in Halics)

AH buildings shall be provided with automatic fire sprinkler systems as per IFC § 903.2.7.
Development Plans shall indicate the fire protection water majns for all buildings.
903.2.7 Group R, :
An automatic sprinkler system installed in accordance with Section 903.3 shall be
provided through-out all buildings with a Group R fire areq,

All Fire Department Access Roads shall be 2 minimum of 26 ft. in order to accommodate aerial
fire apparatus as per IFC § D105. : :
D185.1 Where required.
" Buaildings or portions of buildings or facilities exceeding 30 feet (9144 mum) in height
v above the lowest level of fire department vehicle access shall be provided with approved
fire apparatus access roads capable of accommodatin g fire department aerial -
apparatus. Overhead utility and power lines shall not be located within the aerial fire
apparatus access roadway. »

D105.2 Width., _ o

Fire apparatus access roads shall have a minimum unobstructed width of 26 feet (7925
mm) in the immediate vicinity of any building or portion of building more than 30 feet
(9144 mm) in height _

D105.3 Proximity to building. ' _
At least one of the required access routes meeling this condition shall be located within
a meinsimum of 15 feet (4572 mm) and a maxinum of 30 feet (9144 mum) from the
building, and shall be positioned parallel to one entire side of the building.




All Fire Department Access Roads shall be marked with signs in accordance with IFC § D103.6,
Development plans shall include a signage plan with fire access roads marked with appropriate
si@sspacednotmoremanwﬂ.apaﬂ. . S ’

D103.6 Signs. y ' .
Where required by the fire code official, fire apparatus access roads shall be marked
with permanent NO PARKING—FIRE EANE signs complying with Figure D1§3.6.
Signs shall have a minimum dimernsion of 12 inches (305 num) wide by 18 inches (457
mm) kigh and have red letters on & white reflective background. Signs shall be posted
on one ar both sides of the fire apparatus road as requtired by Section D103.6.1 or
DI103.6.2. : .

) FIGURE D103.¢
FIRE LANE SIGNS.

L

D103.6.1 Roads 28 to 26 feet in widih, o

Fire apparatus access roads 20 to 26 Jeet wide (6096 to 7925 mun) shall be posted on
both sides as a fire lane.

D103.6.2 Roads more than 26 feet in width.

Fire apparatus access roads more than 26 feet wide (7925 mmy) to 32 feet wide (9754
mirn) shall be posted on one side of the road as a fire lane,

Development Plan General notes and plat shall contain the following notes: :
* Fire Department Access shall be maintained throughout all development construction
. phases as per IFC § 1410.1.
* Anapproved water supply for fire protection, either temporary or permanent, shafl be
made available as soon as.combistible material arrives on the site as per IFC § 1412.1




City of Santa Fe Planning and Land Use Departmént ~ Permit and Development Review Divisin
- REVIEW MEMORANDUM |

Application Name: San Isidro Village Apartments

Address: Not given

Property Legal Desaription: Not given
. - - - Current Zoning: __RM2-PUD_. Developed Zoning: _RM2-PUD

Atlas No.:__s. gs_
FIRM Panel No oo:.ﬁi
Zone: €

Case!Pemit No.: MO6-40 -
éﬂfﬂ Requested Action: Approval of Final Development Plan
_Ox-)0¢-30c Date; _10-23-06
Reviewed Documents of 10-23-06; 1. t set of August;, 2006, bearing Sm'vewﬁl Stamp No.
] _ 17321, none, and Engineer‘s Stamp No. none and undated,
2. Drainage Report for San Isidro Village, August, 2004,

_ Site Review: 2006 _
Reviewed By: Ellery Biathrow

Recommended Action: Forward plans to the Phn_hlng Commission for approval subject 1o the following

SD P & P, Sheet 1 of 2.

SD P 8 P, Sheet 2 of 2.
Retaking Wak Profiles, Sheet 1 of 2,
Retaining Wall Profiles, Sheet 2 of 2.
CoSF SAS Constr. Details, Sheet 1 of 4,
CoSF SAS Constr, Details, Shieet 2 of 4.
GoSF 5AS Constr. Detmils, Sheet 3 of 4.
GoSF SAS Constr. Delails, Sheet 4 of 4.

Slopa Analysis Map, Sheet 1 of 2.
Slope Analysis Map, Sheet 2 of 2.

Slope Analysis Caladations, Sheet 1 of 2. Co5F Dealnage Detalls
. Slope Analysis Caladations, Sheet 2 of 2. NMDOT Drainage Detalls, Shaet 1 of 7.
11. Typical Notes, Sections, & Detalis NMDOT Drainage Detalls, Sheet 2 of 7.
i2.  Greding and Drainage, Sheet 1 of 2, NMDOT Drainage Detalls, Sheet 3 of 7.
13. Greding and Drainage, Sheet 2 of 2, NMDOT Drainage Detalts, Shoet 4 of 7.
14, Master Utility Plans, Sheet 1 of 2. NMDGTdegeDBWk,SIwetSof?.
15. Master Uity Plans, Sheet 2 of 2. NMDOT Drainage Detalls, Sheet 6 of 7.
16. Master Sewer Plans, Shest 1 of 2. NMDOT Drainage Details, Sheet 7 of 7.

17.  Master Sewer Plans, Sheet 2 of 2.
18. Roadway P & P, Sheet 1 of 5.

- NMDOT Qb Access Delalls, Sheat 1 of 2.
KMDOT Curb Aorerss Details, Shesat 2 of 2

ﬂﬂ‘#%&é?&ﬁ.&#ﬁﬁ#$¥$§%‘§v’_$§3fﬁ’?f3¥?

19. Roadway P & P, Sheet 2 of 5. SWPPP. :

2. Roadway P8P, Sheet 3 of 5. Temporary Erusion Contral Plan,
21 Roodvery P & P, Sheet 4 of 5. Permanent Erosion Contral Plan.
22. Roadway P & P, Sheet 5 of 5. SW Controi Details, Sheet L of 5.
23. SASP&P, Sheet 1of 5. 5W Control Detalls, Sheet 2 of 5.
24. SASP &P, Sheet 2 of 5. SW Conirol Detalls, Sheet 3 of 5.
25. SASP &P, Sheet 3of 5. SW Coatrol Detalls, Sheat 4 of 5.
26. SAS P &P, Sheet 4 of 5.

.SW Control Detalls, Sheet S of 5.

27. SASPRP, Sheet 5of 5.

. 20:23-06 | | | I —_—
_ nd"égesl'leral: ! EXHIBIT l

-

-
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Planning and Land Use Department Pernmit and Mﬂopnmnt Review Division

Property is accessed via an access easement off of Cerrillos Road.

There are general formatting and plan content requirements needed per Exhibit 1 [ver, 07-15-
06}, a oopytgf which ls available at the COSF Permit and Development Review Division, Theee
requirements apply

vaide the follom plans fagmmenls

Lﬁcm lmprovanent plans.

c. Potable f Fire Water Improvement plans.
d. Electronk file of Development Plan In “dxf™ format, registered to 0, 0 NM State Plane
e(él‘oordinat&s, Central Zone. R

Drainage %& %g;gﬁ ’ :
1, presenhedonryaQeZQfﬁieDralnageRepomead“lﬂyBaﬁﬁmur”mun

corectvalue is™“100-6 .
mnate between the dralnage repoet content and infrastructure improvement plan set

‘Exhibit 1 issues.

Show a devebpmentsh'eet address of 9991 San Ignacio Rd.

2:

Exhibit 1 lssues, espedally for formatting, and notes to be induded.

Provide table of street, bulding, and %

Show entire limits of apa

Label street names, ing d&ngnaﬁons c:urb aocessra:np locations, and simifar detall.

Identify driveways as presented inplanset.

r

lfssues
IftheParkisnotapantofthedevelopmml’smrwemmtssoslzhe ‘NotaPart" If the
subjectpmject a park to be developed then provide completeg
RoadwzngI plansforSan Ignacio Rd. are induded herein so ndscaplng plans for
each pu lcsh-eetsmpearembepartofmisplanset.

'S - 6

Exhiblt 1 issues,

Define datum with respect to City datum.

Indude current Jegal kot of record plat in planset,nocommentonanmreourdedplatwmd!
has no apparent use in this plan set.

- 10:
Exhibit 1 issues,

.11: :
Exhibit 1 issues, use current edition.

Continue aggregabe base course material beneath gutter, curb, and to a point 1 behind back
of curb for use within ic ROW.

Show 2% cross slape for each sidewatlc, sloping towards roadway.

Provide roadway strudural sections that Indude all improvement details (utilities, wet and
dry), applicable vertical and horizontat dimensions, and both within and outside the ROW
limits {(in the case of any public utility easements contiguous to any ROW). .

L5 12-13;

Exhibit 1 issues.

Provide copy of geotechnical report.

mReoord u:irawmg note shalt be revised to reflect certification by executing engineer, not by info
m others

Show property fimits in all areas.

Define all graphics and symbols.

Show details of overflow /bypass features of sub-surface water harvesting devices.

Ertsure capiacity of water harvesting devices are equal to that required by Drainage Report;

provide documentation to this effect.

Adjacent building finish ficors vary by as much 33 feet and are Inconsistent with exterlor

grades; need o revise.




. City of Santa Fe * Planning and Land Use Departthent - Permit and Developinent Rewew Diwsm _
9. Provide plan or report of overall stormwater management plan slwwm huwadded
Im surface drainage is belng managed,
10. Rm where letainlng wall ptan, proﬁle and afe to be ’Found within the plan s&t.
11. Pravide s for all proprietary equipment
12, Define al gmphics
13, Sb_owch-anagewb—basinswiﬂﬂntlwdevelosggmtand relateeam baslntoprovided
ma improvements, jusl:lfying the nd location, i.e, providé -calculations.
14. lmnlng wall structure numbers.
15, ldenljfy (dimension or equal) where slationlng starts/ends,

514 - |
1. E)d}ﬁ:ntlissue;. . .
% mm It;"cgilronwh special utilityli andfor min dlear :
X ere neprotecuvemeasures mum dearance
distance is needed for each line type.

.5 16 - 17;
1. E:dﬂbitllsmes
2. SeeappﬂcablemmmentsforSheetNo 513&14.
3. Show service (laterals) for each structure,
Define materials to be used, typicat.

/s 18 - 22;
BXhibit 1 Issues.
2. Identify plan view with building designations or equal.

523 -27:
1 it 1 issues.
st.sgg' 29 _ .
BExhiblt 1 issues,
2. Define manhole design basls (reference where COI'ISUUCUOR details mayhe found in plan set).

~31;
1. Ibit 1 issues. - _ :
2. Label top of wall and bottom of foundation elevations at each change in vertical edevation,

Sheet No.'s 32 - 43:
1. - Ho comment.

0.” - 45:
Provide legible copy

— 53¢
Bxisting Conditions Drainage Map is illegible. _
Tie pmlglt%her siit fence to construction entrances for a‘minimum distance of 10° (paraliel and
" 3. Define pmﬁmovriietsr stom runoff inlets through detail(s) and where such protecﬂun isto be -
placed on plan
4. gyny rthen dams Hdges, or simllar soil disturbance shall be pmheebed frum eroding off-site”

Conclusions:
" Genergl: -
. 1. The pmsented prmeaismnsideredtogenerallycmnplywrm the requirementsofﬂmel.and :
Development Code and standard construction engineering practice when comments hereln are

i tedmboﬁlephnset'ﬂweplansetbemgofsufﬁdmtmmpldnnessfmapprmlby
gnatedapprovmgbnd’y

el

e

Adtion:
1. Forward plans to the Planning Commission for approval subject to the ﬁ:llowmg comments.

- End of Review Comments —
- End of Document, -

2B
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Citty ot Savmia 18, Nevr Miesdiec
DATE: September 1, 2006
TO: Geraldine Gurule, Planning & Land Uss
Eliery Biathrow, Planning & Land Use

Greg Smith, Planning & Land Use
Katherine Mortimer, Planning & Land Use

cc: . Antonio Trujitlo, Water Division Engineer
FROM: Brian K. Snyder, Water Division Engineer [2K¢
RE: DRT Case # M 2006-40

San Isidro Apartments Final Development Plan

The following are the Water Division’s comments regarding DRT Case # M 200640 (San Isidro
) Apartments Final Development Plan):

{1) Provide Water Site Budgbt.

{2) Provide Master Water Plan with the following:

SDCW title block and sign-off section.

SCDW Construction Notes.

Minimum scale of 1° = 40",

Waler Service Table.

Existing Water Utilities.

Proposed water main fiting Installation information.
Typical Road Section Detail.

Proposed Utility Easement Locations

FRoeen o

Master Water Utility plans will be ra\newad for conformance to SDCW Standards upon
submittal. ,

EX[-IIBITL

EHSU0 PG - TAS - 29




DATE: October 23, 2006

TO: (eraldine Gurule, Planning & Land Use
Elery Biathrow, Planning & Land Use
Greg Smith, Planning & Land Use
Kaﬂwenne Mortimer, Planning & Land Use

FROM: Antonia TrujillAJater Division Engineer .

RE: -©  DRT Case #M2006-40 ,
San Isidro Apartments Final Develepmentplan

The infarmation required for this project has been submitied to the Water Division. This case
can be placed on the Planning Commission Agmda

cC: Robert Jorgensen, Engineer Supervisor, Water Division




memo |

DATE: ~ October 19, 2006

TO: Greg Smith, Planning and Land Use Department

FROM:  John Romero, Public Works Dpt/Engineering Div/Traffic Impmsm 3
SUﬁJECI‘: Case #M-2006-40, San Isidro Apartments Final Development Plan

ISSUE ' *
Requwtforﬁna]deve]opmentplannpprovalfor429apammnIumtsmH- 16.65 acres.

The property is located on the east side of Zafarano north of Cerrillos Road and is zoned
RM-2-PUD (Multi-Family Residential, 29 dwelling units per acre).

RECOMMENDED ACTION:

Review comsments are based on submittals received on August 16, 2006. The commeiits
below should be considered as Conditions of Approval to be addressed in a satisfactory
manner prior to final signoff unless otherwise indicated.

1. The proposed development is consistent with the San Isidro Village Master Plan
and the approved Traffic Impact Analysis dated October 2005. :
2 Address the following comments as they pertain to sheet 6-1 of the plan-set.
Call out for 6” of bedcourse beneath curb &-gutter and valley gutter,
= Call out 6" of Untreated Base Course on pavement section for San Ignacio
. Road,

* Call omt Subgrade Prep on pavement section for San Ignacio Road.

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

" MXTraffic Inpacis\01-TIAAZ005\Sap Isidro Village\San Isidro Village |0-19-06,doc




Traffic Impact Analysis

San Imdii]lgge_

2)

Land Use B

Th:smtﬂmedmtcmte:smulhumthousmgmﬂaapamm 'Ihehousmgwns

eshmatedumngI‘IBLUZIOApmm

estimated trips for apartment housing,

TABLE 5 ~ ESTIMATED TRIPS — LAND USEB _

Table 5 xhowsmcLam:lUseB

WEEKDAY | AMPEAK HOUR OF PMPEAK HOUR OF
DAILY ADJACENT STRRET ADIAMH‘MI‘
LAND USE SIZE TOTAL | TOTAL | ENTER | ¥XIT TOTAL m EXIT
B -~ Apariments 493 ' ' .
3) LamdUseC

The residential housing was broken into two groups; ITE LU 210 forthe.a'ngle
family detached housing, and ITE LU 230, Residential Condomiriumy Townhouse
for all multi-family duplex snd triplex housing. This is  high deusity bousing
arca and the conventional residential area single family housing data may be too

high‘,bntwagmtaimdisaconsewaﬁvemtimate, Table 6 shows ﬂmLi_np_dUscC

estimated trips for residential housing.

TABLE 6 ~ ESTIMATED TRIPS - LAND USE C

WEEKDAY | AM PEAK HOUR OF PM PEAK HOUR OF
- DAILY ADJACENT STREET ADJACENT STREEY
LANDUSE | SIZE | TOTAL |TOTAL|ENTER | EXIT |TOTAL |ENTER | EXIT
Cl- Single P RS
Family Homes | o oo 574 45 n { 34 6 -1 38 2
A0210) )
C2~ Mulf 133 :
Family Homes [ o 779 58 10 48 69 46 23
(LU 230) |
C —Residential ,
Tofal 193 [ 1393 103 21 ) 129 84 45

. . -

October 2005

1t




. C&ZILC

-~ PO Box?2328 -
~ Santa Fe, NM 87504
~ 505-992-3555
. 505-984-0024 (Fax)
Ooto'bu' 26, 20b6 -
Ms, Diane Quarles
City of Santa Fe X
Development Review
200 Lincoln Ave,

Santa Fe, NM 87501

RE:  SanIsidro Village

Santd Fe Homes Program
Dear Diane, . _ ‘
Attached is the Santa Fe Hom&_ngrain_proposal fortﬁeaboveﬁlmﬁonedpmject. We
meiﬂagremmtm&ththegmmal%oﬂhepmposalmdwﬂﬁguqmnﬂmdﬁecﬁm
from the City of Santa Fe. ] .

If youhave a:;yqu&sﬁons,pleusgfedﬁ'ectq contact me.

Kind Regards,

Jefﬁ.:ey P. Branch
Managing Member




SANTA FE HOMES PROGRAM
PROPOSAL FOR RENTAL UNITS
‘ “SAN ISIDRO APARTMENTS”
This Santa I'e llomes l’l;ogram Prc;posal (~SFHP Proposal™) i-s.madc this 20™ day of October. -
2006 by C & 7 LLC (“SFHP Developer”).
_ RECITALS
A SFHP Developer i‘s the developer of: i‘6.66 acres being situated within Sbcti‘on_s..
T 16N, ROSE, N.M.P.M. County of Santa Fe, New Mexico adjacent to Zafamm; Drive and San
Ignacio Road and on either side of Todos Santos Street. SFHP Developer proposes to devcloi:
the prdpeﬁy as described in the document anached h.erem as Exhibit 1 (Preﬁmina:-y |
Development ;"Ian) incorporaied herein by reference. and hereinafier referred to as the
"Pﬁmny*.
B. éF HP Developer desires to develop the Property in accordance with the

requirements of the SFHP Ordinance and seeks from the City development incentives subject to

the terms and conditions hereinafter set forth.

C.  ftis understood that all representations made herein are material to the City and
that the-Cil-y will rely upon these rcprescqtalions in f;ermitting or approving development of the
Pmpeﬁy.

PROPOSAL
SFHP Developer pmpusc.s 10 _cumply with 1he SFHIPP réquircm_::nl:; % f_nllnws:

A DEVELOPMENT REQUEST,

I, SEFHP Developer secks appraval for Developmertt Plan,

. 2. The Propeny is (o be developed as attached Rental [ lousing.

- SFHP PLAN. SFHIY Developer proposes (0 construct a 1otal 429 attached rentad




homes within several buildings on the site. This resulisin a SFﬁP QHit requirement of 64.4 rental o
homes. SFHP Developer praposes to construct a total of 65 SFHP rental homes in liex of a ]
fractional payment as indicated on the attached ISFHP Plan (Exhibit 3). Th;.i.S_lT"HP rental homes
must be proportionately distributed throughout the project site to avoid the cdnsc;lidaﬁoﬁ of
SFHP rental homes in any one location. The SFHP rental homes will be delivered in proportion
to the delivery of market rate rental homés. The SFHP rental homes shall be the same square
footage size or larger that the non-SFHP rental homes. h .
C.  SUCCESSORS IN TITLE. SFHP Developer proposes to develop the Property
consistent with this SFHP Proposal. In the event that SFHP Developer sells, assigns, leases,
conveys, mortgages, or encurabers the Prop_erty to any third party, the third party shall be
required to execute a SFHP Rental Agreement consistent with this Proposal prior to obtaining-
any City approvals. SFHP Developer proposes to record applicable regulatory agreements or

* liens in the public records that will ensure long-term affordability of the SFHP rental homes.
D. REPORTING. SFHP Developer proposes to sign an affidavit declaring that the

lease rates do not exceed the amount specified in the SFHP Agreement.

E. MONITORING. SFHP Developer proposes to provide such information and
documentation as is set forth in Section 26-1.30 concerning certification of renters and to comply

with all monitoring requirements in order to insure that the actual leases are in compliance with

the SFHP Agreement.

F. DEVELOPMENT INCENTIVES. SFHP Developer requests a reduction in the
amount of submittal fees for dcvclopnienl review applications, waivers of the building permit
fees, capital ympact fees, and sewer cxtenr;ion fees proportional to the number of SFHP rental

homes. SFHP Developer also requests an ex«:rﬁption from the retrofit and consumptive water

nghts requirements for the SFHP rental homes.




G.  REVISIONS, MODIFICATIONS AND SUPPLEMENTATION OF THIS

PROPOSAL. In the event that the SFHP ﬁeveloi}er or the City make material-modiﬂcations,
including modifications to the number of rental ﬁomcs or the area cu.:wered by the Proposal,a’
revised SFHP Proposal shall be promptly submitted to the Office of Affordable Housing in order
to provide a SFHP Proposal that is current and reflects the intended development. |

H. ACCESS. SFHP Developer proposes to grant 2ccess to the City or its agent to
inspect the records of SFHP Developer for the SFHP rcntal homes in order to determine
compliance with the SFHP Ordinance and the SFHP Agreement.

N WITNESS WHEREOF, this Proposal is made the day and year first written above.

SFHP DEVELOPER:

STATE OF NEW MEXICO )
)ss.
COUNTY OF SANTAFE )

ACKNOWLEDGEMENT

The foregoing instrument was acknowledged before me this,ﬁ&y of

@EMAJ%by WWiareic T iludl ngin

My Commission Expires:

L-2207




REVIEWED BY:

L P lo[2S]og
O OF AFFODABLE HOUSING DA’ ‘

Attach: Exhibit 1 - Subdivision layout (proposed)
Exhibit 2 - Pricing Schedule
Exhibit 3 - SFHP calculation worksheet .







Planning Commission
September 8 , 2016

EXHIBIT 5







Land Use Department
Planning Commission Staff Report

Case No:  2018-70
Hearing Date: September 8, 2016
Applicant: Jenkins Gavin Inc., Agent for

Vallecita, LLC
Request:  Preliminary Subidivision Plat
Location: Off Vallecita Drive
CaseMgr.. Dan Esquibst -
| Zoning: - R-1 ' :
Cverlay: Escarpment and Suburban

Archaeological Review District
- Pre-app. Mig.: March 31, 2016 ..
| ENNMig.: Mayl2; 2016 _
Proposal: - Creation of nine (9) tot
subdivision on +/- 10.73 acres of
land.

Case #2016-70. Alma Dura Preliminary Subdivision.
Jenkins Gavin Inc. agent for Vallecita, LLE, requests preliminary subdivision plat approvat for 9 tuts on +/-
10.73 acres. The property is located south of the intersection of Valley Drive and Vallecita Drive and is

zoned R-1 (Residential, one dwellmg unit per acre). (Dan Esquibel, Caae Mamxgcr)

1. RECOMMENDATION
The Land Use Department recomnmends APPROVAL, subject to the recommended conditions of 4pproval,

included in Exhibit A and B.

Should the commission approve the prellmma.ry subdivision plat application, a final plat application will need to
be submitted for future approval by the Commission, prior to recording of the plaI anvd {ssuance of contitriiction

permits.

2. EXECUTIVE SUMMARY
Vallecita, LLC, requests pieliminary subdivision plat approval for 9 lots ‘on +- 10:73 scres. The subject
property is located southeast of the Valley Drive/Vallecita Drive intersection and is zoned R-1.

Cage H2016-78 Alma Dura Preliminary Subdivivion Plat ' Page I of 7
Planning Commission September 8, 2016 Meeting '




The property is located within the Suburban Archaeological Review District and the Escarpment Overlay
District. Archaeological approval was granted on December 3, 2015, Escarpment Overlay Dlslrwt review is
further addressed in the Development Review Team (DRT) analysis by the Technical Review Ei'vl:ﬂon.

The proposed 9-lot subdivision will have building lots that vary from 0.80+ acres to 1.36+ acres; ‘and will
include two open space and drainage tracts. The plat has one access point — Alma Dura Circle which will
extend off of Villecita Drive and provide lot access to the subdivision.

The proposed development would require limited extensions of utilities into the subdivision. Both city water
- and sewer are located on the pmperty and electric, cable and gas will be extended from Vallecita Drive ipto
the subdivision. Gnai@' 1’“: . %];ﬂ'oposedafor the subdivision and will be l.ocawd in front aﬁho&,‘.’o., oH
| LA : FrasohquA :

The Arroyo dc las Piedras runs east/west alongtthe ﬂort.h property line of the subdm;smn The Appl?gmté
subdivision design’ carves out 1.3+ acres (58,739 sq; ft.) along the porth property. line, ‘which ith
Arroyo de la Piedras. ﬂooﬂ\area, for use as open space. Additionally, the, Applicant; set asigde a 301;me¥
{13,126 sq. ft.) ]oc.m;ed east ,of Lots 1 and 8 and ‘north of Lot 9 for open spase. :The .30kNmenes
accommodates draiftge witlf/omts through 2, 427 cbrrugated metal plpcs (CMP} runttisg under Adwas
Circle for draining 1nto the Arro)fd\d.e la Piedras. co TRV NSk vshavO |
_ ' ' G LAtV L aoipolosiTIA |

The project site ‘is located.&d_pacmt u\J\the Estancia Primera Planned Remﬂéiaml ﬁmmﬁirwm
~ adjacent to the hortheast edge of PRC Tract 2, aud more than 500 feet northeast 6f PRE Téact 1, s fith

site of the eight-lot Haciendas del M:rasol prellmmary plat appmved by the’ Pléu‘ﬁ‘lﬁ\%‘ ©fminissiof R

4 2016 . S 7/ . I . \ 4:’"'“? )2 I

3 Evm

AL Surrounding_____

The property is zoned R-1 (Resnde]mal one dweilmg umt per acre) Adjaoent zonmgl l‘r?{l s foll p 010 y

T ; mnvwiwmr O 19 112 BRCRARLREEIS L T WL " 7 v e
T ” i e > w(l v A TR PR R Adjom‘g
e, Development
North R-2 (_"Resitfent]al, ZdweIImgumts per |  Catron Subdivision
acre) Valle Piedras Subdw;s‘;?pl,‘, ) 1}3% T 1.}
South | R-2EUD (Residentigh 3 dwelling unit | o ¢ Condomiintums | 38D /| s | 381
per acre, Planned Unit Development) SRTTE1 R (S AR (TRt #7101 KAT
East R-1 (Residential, one dwelling unit Amber Hills Subdivision 13 Lots 84
. ... pperacre) . L S g e pe o Dhuoite
: West T PRQQIWMW : - Vacaft b YA ir-:I!tfrrfi!:m
Cmmnumty) ISR |
*Based on ArcGis counts.
! T A JOC VI SN
Thcpmpmﬂddensﬁyfmﬂ&mmﬁ.mmvelhngsumspwm Smomdmdmtyﬁmfm
properties averages- 1.5 dwelling units per acre.. - . Dot
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B. Ltilities
Electric, gas and cable will be extended from Vallecita Drive running through Alma Dura Circle for lot
ACCESS.

Both city water and sewer exist on the property. A 12 water main is located at the entrance to the propetty
and an 8" sewer line, just west of the existing water main, runs north/south across the property. The
applicants will connect to city water and sewer and loop, using 8” PVC pipes, within the Alma Drive Circle
for lot access.

The conceptual water plan for the subdivision has been reviewed and approved by the City Water Division
(reference Exhibit A1). Technical correction to the plans has been requested by City Waste Water Division
to comply with applicable standards (reference Exhibit A2),

C. Fire

One fire hydrant is proposed for the subdivision and will be located in front of Lot 3. Conditions of approval
from the Fire Marshal include Fire Department access of no greater than 10%, Fire Department access shall
not be less than 20 feet to any new/remodel construction and development shall meet the 150 foot driveway
requirements per TFC or an emergency tum-around per IFC requirement shall be provided (reference Exhibit
A3).

D. Roads and Traffic
The proposal includes construction of a private lane (Alma Dura Drive) for lot access within the subdivision.

Alma Dura Circle will consist of a 38 foot access and utility easement with a 22 foot paved driving surface
and bar ditch.

Road grades proposed are no greater than 10%. Maintenance of Alma Dura Circle is to be the responsibility
of the lot owners through a road maintenance agreement.

Alma Dura Circle will extend off of Vallecita Drive and provide lot access to the subdivision. The 9 lot
subdivision is expected to generate approximately 16 vehicle trips at peak hours. Traffic impacts for this
subdivision did not warrant the submittal of a traffic impact analysis. However, the applicant did provide a
traffic study analysis which was reviewed by the City Traffic Division. The City Traffic Division concurred
with the consultant’s conclusion that traffic from the propesed subdivision will not significantly impact the
surrounding roadways (reference Exhibit A4).

The applicant’s submittals do not address road connectivity issues. The subdivision qualifies for exceptions
to requirements for minimum spacing of through streets and number of connections to the existing road
network [14-9.2(D)(3) and (DX4)].

E. Terrain Management and Escarpment
The site slopes toward the Arroyo de las Piedras along the north edge of the site, and toward several minor

arroyo channels cross the site. The topography is moderately steep, with approximately 33% of the site
comprising slopes of 20% or steeper.
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Due to the steep slopes, the base density allowed on the site is reduced to 75% of what would otherwise be
allowed [Subsection 14-7.2(B)(5); Exhibit I “Mountainous and Difficult Terrain Map”]. The density on the
site is further reduced by the existence of approximately 0.69 acre of floodway within the Arroyo de las
Piedras [Subsection 14-7.2(B)(3)]. These density reductions are largely offset by the 15% density bonus
provided for compliance with the Santa Fe Homes Program for affordable housing [Subseclions 14-

7.2(BX(8), 14-8.11].

Approximately 2.6 acres lies within the Escarpment Overlay District. Lots 4 and 5 are located almost
entirely within the Escarpment Overlay District, with portions in the Ridgetop and Foothills Subdistricts.
Lots 3 and 6 are located partly within the Foothills Subdistrict, and partly outside the Escarpment District.

The plan sets show building sites on the individual lots that meet or exceed the requirement that each lot
accommaodate a building footprint of at least 2,000 square feet. The plans further reflect compliance with alt
setback, access, terrain management and escarpment standards. The buildable area on each lot appears to
substantially exceed the 2,000 square foot minimum requirement.

The applicant has agreed to resirict building on Lots 3 and 6 to the portions of the lots that are outside the
Escarpment District, although that restriction is not reflected on the plans submitted with the application and
shall be identified, provided this application is approved.

Two ponding areas bave been located within the subdivision to accommodate drainage control.

Comments received from the Technical Review Division for Terrain Management and ‘Escarpmcnt review
require technical correction to the plan sets for final review and approval (reference Exhibit AS & ).

F. Affordable Housing _
A signed proposal in accordance with the Santa Fe Homes Program has been provided as part of the

application. The applicants are proposing to pay a fee in lieu of construction of affordable homes. This
provides the option of a 15% density bonus of one dwelling unit under 14-8.11 (reference Exhibit E).

4. EARLY NEIGHBORHOOD NOTIFICATION
An Early Neighborhood Notification (ENN) meeting was held on May 12, 2016, The meeting was attended by
approximately 34 neighbors. The concerns raised were:

® Increased traffic to Villecita Drive;

» Impact of construction vehicles using the bridge over the Arroyo de la Piedras;

¢ Impacts of drainage from the construction of subdivision, and erosion and flood control measures from
development from the Arroyo de la Piedras;

e  Subdivision lighting;

+ Existing sewer capacity to handle the proposed subdivision, and;

+ Impacts to wild life.

Case #2016-70 4lma Dura Preliminary Smﬁwmon Plat Page 4 of 7
Planning Commission September 8, 2016 Meeting




Notes from the ENN meeting are attached as Exhibit D.

5. PRELIMINARY SUBDIVISION PLAT
Section 14-3.7 governs the authority, procedures and restrictions for the division of land.

Approval Criteria — Preliminary Subdivision Plat (Section 14-3.7(C))

Criterion 1: In all subdivisions, due regard shall be shown for all natural | Criterion Met:

features such as vegetation, water courses, historical sites and structures, | (Yes/No/conditional/N/A)
and similar community assets that, if preserved, will add attractiveness | Conditional

and value to the area or to Santa Fe.

The application has been reviewed by the City of Santa Fe’s Development Review Team (DRT) for
compliance with this criterion and applicable specific standards. The proposed preliminary plat will comply,
subject to recommended conditions of approval and technical corrections,.

Criterion 2: The planning commission shall give due regard to the
opinions of public agencies and shall not approve the plat if it determines
that in the best interest of the public health, safety or welfare the land is
not suitable for platting and development purposes of the kind proposed.
Land subject to flooding and land deemed to be topographically unsuited o .

o 3s . . Criterion Met:
for building, or for other reasons uninhabitable, shall not be platted for ...

. . . (Yes/No/conditional/N/A)
residential occupancy, nor for other uses that may increase danger to
health, safety or welfare or aggravate erosion or flood hazard. Such land
shall be set aside within the plat for uses that will not be endangered by
periodic or occasional imundation or produce unmsatisfactory living
conditions. See also Section 14-5.9 (Ecological Resource Protection
Overlay District) and Section 14-8.3 (Flood Regulations).

Conditional

The buildable lots of the subdivision are not within the Arroyo de las Piedras or designated floodplain, and
the pottion of the site that lies within the floodpiain would be reserved as private open space with a drainage
casemnent. Other portions of the property are located within the Mountainous and Difficult Terrain Overlay
District and the Escarpment Overlay District. The applicants’ proposed design has been reviewed by the
DRT in accordance with Chapter 14 for Terrain Management and Escarpment regulations, and that review
has determined that each building lot can be developed in accordance with applicable standards. The
proposed subdivision would not endanger health, safety or welfare.

Criterion 3: All plats shall comply with the standards of Chapter 14, | Criterion Met:
Article 9 (Infrastructure Design, Improvements and Dedication | (Yes/No/conditional/N/A)
Standards). Conditional

The praposed preliminary plat identifies the location of existing water and sewer lines and new water and
sewer Inain extensions, as is required at this stage. However, the application for final plat is required to
include both the water and sewer plans, which will include piping profiles and details. The water plan must
utilize the Water Division’s required format. Prior to submittal of the final plat application, both water and
sewer plans need to be developed in coordination with appropriate City staff. Review by staff hes also
determined that the proposed subdivision will meet applicable standards for access to and within the

subdivision.
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Criterion 4: A plat shall not be approved that creates a nonconformity or
increases the extent or degree of an existing nonconformity with the
provisions of Chapter 14 unless a variance is approved concurrently with
the plat.

Criterion Met:
{(Yes/No/conditional/N/A)
Yes

would not create nonconformities under current city regulations.

No variances are required or have been requested for this subdivision. Approval of the proposed subdivision

Criterion 5: A plat shall not be approved that creates a nonconformity or
increases the extent or degree of an existing nonconformity with applicable
provisions of other chapters of the Santa Fe City Code unless an exception

approval of the plat.

is approved pursuant to the procedures provided in that chapter prior to |

Criterion Met:
(Yes/No/conditional/N/A)

Yes

See response to Criterion 4 above. No existing non-conformities exist on the subject property.

6. EXPIRATION

Approval of a preliminary subdivision plat expires three years after final action approving it, unless the final

plat is approved or a time extension is granted.
7. EXHIBITS:

EXHIBIT A: Staff Conditions and Technical Corrections

EXHIBIT B: CQity Staff Memoranda

Water Division, Dee Beingessner

Wastewater Division, Stan Holland

Fire Department, Reynaldo Gonzales

Traffic Engineering, Sandy Kassens

City Engineer, RB Zaxus

LUD/Technical Review Division, Somie Ahmed

A e

EXHIBIT C: Early neighborhood Notification
1. Guidelines
2. Meeting Notes

EXHIBITD: Maps and Photos
1. Zoning Map

2. Adjacent Subdivision Map

3. Escarpment Map

4. Flood Zone Map

EXHIBITE:  Applicant Submittals*
1. Preliminary Development Plan and Subdivision Report
2. Preliminary Development Plan and Plat Drawings
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* Maps and other exhibits reproduced and archived separately from this staff report. File copies are available
for review at the Land Use Department office at 200 Lincoln Avenue, West Wing.

APPROVED AS TO FORM:
Title Name ll;i:l;ial_s_
Land Use Department Director Lisa Martinez | —
Land Use Current Planning Division Director Greg Smith ¥
Land Use Current Planning Case Planner Daniel Esquibel

/’f
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September 8, 2016
Planning Commission
Case # 2016-70

Alma Dura Preliminary Subdivision

EXHIBIT A

Conditions of approval
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Planning Commission
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Development Review Team

Comment Form
Date: 6/28/16
Staff person: Dee Beingessner
Dept/Div: Public Utilites/Water Division
Case: 2016-70 Alma Dura Preliminary Subdivision

Case Mgr: Dan Esquibel

Review by this division/department has determined that this application will meet applicable

standards if the following are met:

Conditions of Approval :

Must be completed by:

1 The concept of the main extension is approved. For construction of
the necessary water infrastructure, the water plan for maln extension
and individual water services to each lot must be submitted directly to
the water division in our format. The water plan must be approved by
the water division in order to enter into an agreement to construct
and dedicate the water main.

Prior to obtaining a
notice to proceed to
construct the water
infrastructure for the
development.

2

3

4

Technical Corrections®:

Must he completed by:

1

2

3

4

*Must made priof to recording and/or permit issuance

The applicant should be aware that the following code provisions or other requirements will

apply to future phases of developmgm: of this prbject:’

1. [list any additional items]

Explanation of Conditians or Corrections (if needed):

T




Development Review Team
Wastewater Management Division
E-Mail Delivery
Comment Form

Date: July 8, 2016

Staff person: Stan Haolland, Engineer
Dept/Div: Public Utilitics/Wastewater
Case: Case #2016-70 Alma Dura Preliminary Subdivision

Case Mgr:  Dan Esquibel

The subject property is accessible to the City public sewer system. Accessible is defined as
within 200 feet of a public sewer line.

Review by the Wastewater Division has determined that this application will meet applicable
standards if the following are met:

Conditions of Approval: Must be completed by:
Technical Corrections®: Must be completed by:
1. The existing sewer casement width is incorrectly identified on the

grading and drainage plan

2. A drivable surface access to the off-site public manhole (east of site)
though the proposed lots shall be required

3. The proximity of the water line to proposed manhole AD1 needs
review

4. It appears the culverts shown between existing manholes 1 & 2
should be shown between manholes 2 & 3

5. Review proximity of culverts to existing manhole 3

*Must made prior to recording andfor permit issuance

The applicant should be aware that the following code provisions or other requirements will
apply to future phases of development of this project: N/A

_ GrAlimaDura\DRT Cornmenls\(]__2—5eyyer‘[gl_:_:_h_00nditions.domc




Development Review Team

Comment Form
Date: July 11 2016
Staff person: Reynaldo Gonzales o D ~yiq—a

Dept/Div: Fire

Case: 2016-70 Alma Dura Preliminary Subdivision

Case Mgr: ban Esquibel

Review by this division/department has determined that this application will meet applicable
standards if the following are met:

Conditions of Approval : Must be completed by:

1 None Prior to approval |
Technical Corrections®: Must be completed by:
I 1 None ]

*Must made prior to recording andfor permit issuance

The applicant should be aware that the following code provisions or other requirements will
apply to future phases of development of this project:

Prior to any new construction or remodel the current code adopted by the goveming body
would need to be met.

1. All Fire Department access shall be no greater that a 10% grade throughout.

2. Fire Department Access shall not be less than 20 feet width to any new/remodel construction.

3. Shall meet the 150 feet driveway requirements must be met as per IFC, or an emergency turn-around
that meets the IFC reguirements shall be provided.




4, Fire Department shalf have 150 feet distance to any poertion of the building on any new construction.

5. Shall have water supply that meets fire flow requirements as per IFC




Development Review Team
Request for Additional Information
Date: June 29, 2016
Staff person: Sandra Kassens, Engineer Assistant

Dept/Div: PWD/ Engineering Division

Case: 2016-70 - Alma Dura Preliminary Subdivision

Case Mgr: Dan Esquibel, Land Use Planner Senior

X]  The plans and other materials submitted with this application meet the
application requirements for review by this division/department and are
sufficient to determine compliance with applicable standards.

[[] The following additional or corrected information must be submitted
before the application is complete and can be scheduled for public hearing:

1. [list additional items needed]




Development Review Team

Comment Form
Date: 7/13/16
From: Risana “RB” Zaxus, City Engineer for Land Use
Dept/Div:  Land Use, Technical Review Divislon
Case: Case #2016-70: Alma Dura Preliminary Subdivision

Case Mgr:  Dan Esquibel

Revlew by this division/department has determined that this application will meet

applicable standards if the following are met:

Conditions of Approval :

Must be completed by:

1 NONE

2

3
4

Technical Corrections*:

Must be completed by:

1 Add the stormwater agreement to the PLAT

Plat recordation

2 Show limits of the FEMA floodplain and reference the
FIRM on the PLAT

Plat recordation

3 Show the limits of the escarpment overlay on the PLAT

Plat recordation

4 Add a note the PLAT that on-lot ponding is required

Plat recordation

*Must made prior to recording and /or permit issuance




Development Review Team

Comment Form
Date: August 26", 2016
Staff person: Somie Ahmed

Dept/Div: LUD/Technical Review Division

Case: 2016-70 - Alma Dura Preliminary Subdivision Plat

Case Mgr: Dan Esquibel

Review by this division/department has determined that this application will meet applicabie
standards if the following are met: '

Conditions of Approval : Must be completed by:
1

2

3

4

Technical Corrections™: Must be completed by:
1. For lots subdivided after February 26", 1992, the Escarpment Final Subdivision

ordinance requires all structures to be designed and built as far from Plat Submission
the viewline as possible in the Foothills and Ridgetop Subdistrict —
Article 14-5.7({D}(3)(e}. Lots 3 & 6 have buildable areas outside of the
Escarpment Overlay that also comply with terrain management
requirements. Buildable sites for these lots shall be delineated outside -
of the Escarpment Overlay. Lot 4 has buildable area (at least 2000sq
ft.) that can be readjusted to be as far away from the viewline as
possible.

2. Article 14-8.1{D){3){a) requires for each residential lot to have a Final Subdivislon
buildable site designated as suitable for a building with a footprint of Plat Submission
not less than 40% of the minimum required net [ot area or two
thousand square feet, whichever is less. Show square footages of
buildable sites shown on each lot and adjust site for Lot 5 10 meet
those reguirements and be adjusted to be as far from the viewline as
possible.

3. Provide calculations for landscape in ponding areas to show that Final Subdivision
the quantities provided are fulfilling the requirement as stated in Plat Submission




Article 14-8.4(F}{2)(e).

4. provide landscape plan that shows locations of all significant
vegetation and how the infrastructure will affect it. Propose
replacement of any significant trees removed.

Final Subdivision
Plat Submission

5. Provide landscape plan that shows compliance with the open space
requirements as listed in Article 14-8.4(H).

Final Subdivision
Plat Submission

*Must made prior to recording and/or permit issuance

The applicant should be aware that the following code provisions or other requirements will

apply to future phases of development of this project:

1. [list any additional items)

Explanation of Conditions or Corrections (if needed):
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City of Santa Fe

Land Use Department

Early Neighborhood Notification
Meeting Notes

Project Name { Aima Dura Subdivision |
Project Location [ Located southeast of the Valley Drive/Vallecita Drive intersection |
Project Dascription

Preliminary subdivision plat approval for 9 lots on +/- 10.73 acres.

Applican! 7 Owner | Vallecita, LLC

Agent | Jenkins Gavin Inc.

Pre-App Mesting Date | March 31, 2016

ENN Meeting Dafe | May12, 2016

ENN Meeting Location | Main Library

Application Type | ENN for Preliminary Subdivision
Land Use Staff | Dan Esquibel

Other Staff | N/A

Altendance [ 34
Notes/Comments:

An Early Neighborhood Notification (ENN) meeting was held on May 12, 2016. The mecting was
attended by approximately 34 neighbors. The concerns raised were:

s Increased traffic to Villecita Drive,

« Impact of construction vehicles using the bridge over the Arroyo de la Piedras,

o Impacts of drainage from the construction of subdivision, erosion and flood control measures
from development from the Arroyo de la Piedras,

« Subdivision lighting,

» Existing sewer capacity to handle the proposed subdivision, and

e Impacts to wild life.




Early Neighborhood Notification (ENN) Guidelines

Section 14-3.1(F)(5) SFCC 1987, as Amended

Please address each of the criteria below. Each criterion s based on the Ea.
Neighbomoad Notification (ENN) guidelines for meetings, and can be found in S«:ﬂqﬁ
14-3.1{F}{5) SFCC 1987, as amended, of the Santa Fe City Code. A short harraﬁvesho '
address each critérion (if applicable) in order to facilitate discussion of the projacrar the
ENN meeting. These guidelines should be submitted with the appfication for an. ENA
meeting to enable staff enough time to distribute to the Interested porties. Fi
additional detall about each criterion, consulft the Land Development Code.

(2) EFFECT ON CHARACTER AND APPEARANCE OF THE SURROUNDING NEIGHBORHOODS For example: number of stories, average
setbacks, mass ond scale, architectural style, landscaping, lighting, access o public piaces, open spaces and traifs.{Ord. No. 2008-29 § 3}

The proposed 10-lot residential subdivision Is consistent with the subject propenty's R-1 and R-2 zoning. Lot sizes are consistent with
those of the adjacent neighborhood. The project will comply with all applicable City Code regulations, including building height,
setbacks, architectural style, landscaping, lighting, and open space.

{b) EFFECT ON PROTECTION OF THE PHYSICAL ENVIRONMENT For example: trees, open space, rivers, arroyos, floodplains, rock
oultcroppings, escarpments, trash generation, fire risk, hazardous materials, easements, etc.

Open space will be provided in accordance with City open space requirements (see attached Conceptual Site Plan). The project will
comply with ali applicable City codes with regard to environmental protection.
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IMPACTS CN ANY PREHISTORIC, HISTORIC, ARCHAEOLOGICAL QR CULTURAL SITES OR STRUCTURES, INCLUDING ACEQUIAS AND THE
1ISTORIC DOWNTOWN For example: the project's compatibility with histaric or cultural sites located on the property where the project is
proposed.

The project is located in the Suburban Archaeclogical District. [n accordance with City requirements, an archaeological survey was
performed. An archaeological clearance was issued by the City at the Archaeological Review Committee meeting of December 3, 2015,

(d) RELATIONSHIP TO EXISTING DENSITY AND LAND USE WITHIN THE SURRQUNENNG AREA AND WITH LAND USES AND DENSITIES
PROPQOSED BY THE CITY GENERAL PLAN For example: how are existing City Code requirements for annexation and rezoning, the Historic
Districts, and the General Plan and other policies being met.

The subject property is zoned R-1 and R-2. The proposed 10-lot residential subdivision is consistent with the existing density of the
surrounding neighborhoods, which encompass a mix of R-5, R-2, R-2 PUD, and R-1 zoning, as well as a PRC zaned parcel to the south of -
the property. The proposed subdivision is also consistent with its Future Land Use Designation of Very Law Density Residential (1-3
dwelling units per acre}, and harmonizes with the densities of the surrounding neighborhoods, which vary from Very Low and Low
Pensity and Moderate Density Residential.
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() EFFECTS UPON PARKING, TRAFFIC PATTERNS, CONGESTION, PEDESTRIAN SAFETY, IMPACTS OF THE PROJECT ON THE FLOW OF
PEDESTRIAN OR VEHICULAR TRAFFIC AND PROVISION OF ACCESS FOR TEH DISABLED, CHILDREN, LOW-INCOME AND ELDERLY TO
SERVICES For example: increased access to public transpertation, alternate transportation modes; traffic mitigation, cumulative traffic
impacts, pedestrian access to destingtions and new or improved pedestrian trails.

The project will be accessed from Vallecita Drive (see attached Canceptual Site Plan). The addition of 10 residences will have a minimal
traffic Impact on the neighboring streets. Parking shall be provided on-site for the 10 new lots,

{f) IMPACT ON THE ECONOMIC BASE OF SANTA FE For example: availability of jobs to Santa Fe residents; market impacts on local
businesses; and how the project supports economic development efforts to improve living standards of nelghborhoods and their businesses.

The project will support economic development by creating construction jobs for Santa Fe res-ldents The future residents of the
subdivision will support Santa Fe's economic base by frequenting local businesses,
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1"~ -y EFFECT ON THE AVAILABILITY OF AFFORDABLE HOUSING AND AVAILABILITY OF HOUSING CHOICES FOR ALL SANTA FE RESIDENTS
. example: creation, retention or improvement of affordabie housing; how the project contributes to serving different ages, incomes and
ramily sizes; the creation or retention of affordabie business space. (Ord. No. 2005-30(A} % 4)

The applicant will pay a fee in lieu of providing affordable housing.

(n} EFFECT UPQN PUBLIC SERVICES SUCH AS FIRE, POLICE PROTECTION, SCHOOQL SERVICES AND OTHER PUBLIC SERVICES OR
INFRASTRUCTURE ELEMENTS SUCH AS WATER, POWER, SEWER, COMMUNICATIONS, BUS SYSTEMS, COMMUTER OR OTHER SERVICES OR
FACILITIES Forexample: whether or how the project maximizes the efficient use or improvement of existing infrastructure; and whether the
project will contribute to the improvement of existing public infrastructure and services.

The subject property is already improved with City water and sewer service lines, as well as a fire hydrant. The project will connect to
existing dry utilities and will be served by City public services.
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(i) IMPACTS UPON WATER SUPPLY, AVAILABILITY AND CONSERVATION METHODS For example: conservation and mitigation measures
efficient use of distribution lines and resources; effect of construction or use of the project on water quality and supplies.

The project will comply with City water conservation requirements,

(i) EFFECT ON THE OPPORTUNITIES FOR COMMUNITY INTEGRATION AND SOCIAL BALANCE THROUGH MIXED LAND USE, PEDESTRIAN
ORIENTED DESIGN, AND LINKAGES AMONG NEIGHBORHOODS AND RECREATIONAL ACTIVITY AND EMPLOYMENT CENTERS For example:
how the project improves opportunities for community integration and balance through mixed land uses, neighborhood centers andfor

pedestrian-oriented design.

In accordance with the Qty's General Plan, the project Is creating infill development. Furthbermors, the proposed subdlvision will
improve a vacant property that has long been a troublesome source of vagrancy and waste pollution for the surrounding
|neighborheood, thus promoting greater opportunities for community integration and soclal balance.
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’EF FECT UPON SANTA FE'S URBAN FORM For example: how are poficies of the existing City General Flan being met? Does the project
promote a compact urban form through appropriate infill development? The project’s effect on intra-city travel: and between employment and
residentiaf centers.

The project complies with the General Plan by promoting a compact urban form through appropriate Infill development. The proposed
residential subdivision Is in alignment with surrounding land uses, and is in close proximity to downtown employment centers.

.)ITIONAL COMMENTS (Optional)
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City of Sanmta Fe, New Mexico

memao

DATE: August 22, 2016
TO: Clty Councll Commltbees
VIA! Nick Schiavo, Director, Public Utifities Department

FROM: - John Alejandro Renewable Energy Planner, Pubfic Utilities Departmant

SUBJECT: AN ORDINANCE AMENDING THE LAND DEVE OPMENT CODE TO UPDATE LAND-USE
CATEGORIES TO ADD AGRICULTURAL USES _

Wiy

" AN ORDINANCE AMENDING THE LAND DEVELOPMENT CODE TO UPDATE LAND-USE CATEGORIES, TABLE OF
PERMITTED USES TO ADD AGRICULTURAL USES; AMENDING SUBSECTICN 14-6.2(H} OF THE LAND

' DEVELOPMENT OODE TO PROMIBIT ANIMAL PRODUCTION ANDY SLAUGHTERHOUSES; AND PROVIDING FCIR
AGRICULTURAL USES: CREATING A NEW SUBSECTION 14-6.3(DY(4} OF THE LAND DEVELOPHENT CODE TO
ALLOW FOR AGRICULTURAL HOME OCCUPATION EXCEPTIONS; AMENDING SECTION 14-8.7 OF THE LAND
DEVELOPMENT CODE TO WAIVE ARCHITECTURAL DESIGN REVIEW OF AGRICULTURAL RELATED STRUCTURES
BY THE LAND DEVELOPMENT DIRECTOR; AND AMENDING SUBSECTION 14-12 OF THE LAND OEVELOPMENT
CODE TO INCLUDE DEFINITIONS FOR TERMS RELATING TO URBAN AGRICULTURE,

In 2014, the govaming body adopted a policy report drafted by the Santa Fe Food Policy Council titled, "Plsnning
for Santa Fe’s Food Future.” The report provided a set of recommendations that, when implemented, could help
ko ensure that a safe, healthy, affordable, and sustainable food supply was available to all residents of Santa Fe
to help combat food insecurity. As noted In the repOrt at least 21,270 people Iiving in Santa Fe County do not
know whare their next meal Is coming from, and according to Santa Fe Publlc Schodls data, approximately 13,000
kids in K-12 pubiic schools {a2pproximately 70%) receive free-or reduced-cost lunch. _

Although current Santa Fe City Gode aflows for agricuiture activitles and uses for noncommerrdial purpases (1.,
the growing of produce for persanal consumption), it does not allow for agricultural activities and uses for
commercial purposes, ather than within Rural Resklential zoned areas.



This new ardinance is designed to provide a set of provisions, guidelines, and requirements to allow agricuftural
activities and uses for commerclal purposes within all zoned districts in the dity of Santa Fe,

A committes comprised.of citizen volunteers and City of Santa Fesﬁﬂ’ ugm expeﬁence and expertise in food
related and land use issues in Santa Fe collaboratéd on m.sgarlniraﬂs of this opfinance, working over several
months researching best practim of other agricuiture ordlmn m ofher clthés around the cou ntry, and
collaborating to Géstd » draférdinaince for Santa Fe that stilt th s urlque riéeds.

Clty of Santa Fe staff from the Public Utilities Department, Land Use Department, Water Division, and the City
Attarney’s Office continued to refine that draft, which included meeting with food- telated stakeholders. i the |
community to solict thelr thoughts and feedback on the draft jtseff.

e e e v
The resulting ordinance is one that has been designed to serve all pedpl'e of Santa Fe who wish to undertake
agriculture activities for commercial purposes within the.cRy, w r.they, are residents who seek to use 408/

_ square feet of their backyard to grow and sell produce to thelr ne!ghbors, to business entities who seek to utflm
Advencgd.farming and agriculture techniques to grow and sell larger amounts-of peoduce op.commerclsrer
{ntiustfiBf Zoned land. The provisions, guldelines, and requirements within the ordinance have been scaled in
ways that help to-encoumge agricuityre:in Sante Fe: mﬁ].er I;harrmtrist rbwi‘l;h ovRy’ wmm reguatins.

This ordinanca, like eny other ordinance wrthln city mde, wﬂl onntlnue m be reﬁnad as the gmwm of agricutture

within the city accurs, in order to continue to encourage safe ancl responslble agrlcum acthm deslgned ®
- help elleviabe food insecurity in ourcommunity;—~ - -

BAG

DU :T:._r"fil'u L‘,T Pl . ; :_i(“ f'}“ NI T R oY -_:— ){ ‘fr"_-~ |,4\
PRNEREL T e VOUIAGIST Rl T Dot T 2uey ST M e

W 8 Sectin. Df aw onds),ia mxmwhmmmmm
of nnmmerc:lal aglimlt;lmhmni&g ang to provide standards fos the siing, design, maintenance and modifieation
of agrlcul‘tuml activities. that address publiq safety, andmlnimm lmpasvs onﬁesidenm;mdihlstorlc mwms jn.

e

e

Section 2.

Amends Subsection 14-6.2(H) of the Land Development Code, SFCC 1987 (belng Ord, #201137 (ae: propnded
0 establish permitted uses provided in Table 14-6.1-1 (included at the end of the ordinance), and new use-
spe:iﬂc standards, applicabllity, appqoval proqqduras, and development standards, as provided in ngw. Subncuon
14-6.20). B e b wen . 2 e

o ST

The section also deﬂnes the '\ , b&s t_o bepeﬁonned on ground tavql fanns rooﬂevel fannsmd mﬂm
greenhaum, ancl in aquacui‘ture, aquaponi;s, and hydroponics faclitles, = e e

Itam 9 establishes prwlslons fur the permltted use of a farm stand i zcning dlsh'icts and the rema ining ﬂ:ems In
the sacuon pravide provisions and regulatlons related to agricultural uses. . . 5 _ _

Section 3, S R




‘Establishes a new a new Subsection 14-6.3(D)(4) of the Land Development Code to make certain exceptions to
agricultural home occupations related to number of people regularly engaged [n the hame occupation for urban
farms; farm structures; signage; and parking.

Section 4.

Establishes a new Subsection 14-8.7(F) of the Land Development Code, SFCC 1987 enabling the land use director
to walve the requirements of Architectural Deslign Review related to urban agriculture activitles under certain

circumstances.

Section 5.

Amends Subsection 14-12 of the Land Development Code, SFCC 1987 (being Ord. #2011-37 (as amended}) fo
add new definitions related to urban agriculture and farming activities and uses,

Table 14-6.1-1

Updated table noting agriculture use categorles that are allowed (A), permitted (P), or allowed via a spedial use
parmit ().

RESQLUTION

‘Thia accompanying resolution to the ordinance establishes the City of Santa Fe Policles, Procedives and
Guidelinas for Urban Farms, as refiected in the Exhibit A document. The polices, procedures and guldelines will
provide a framework by which growers and seflers of on-site produce, also known as urban farms, must adhere
to, and alse provide guidance to the Land Use Director and fand use boards In the administration of the

agriculture ordinance,

EXSCAL IMPACT

A fiscal impact is not expected from the passage of this ordinance,

The ordinance and resolution are intended to have a posttive Impact on the cormmmunity by providing the
authority, policies and guidelines needed to conduct agriciture activities, which may help to provide greater
acoess to sources of healthy, nutritious and affordable food; create more agriculture-based businesses; and,
support advanced agricutture/ farming models that have the potentlaf to grow food on 2 large scale using
sustalnable and environmentally conscious techiniques. ,
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CITY OF SANTA FE, NEW MEXICO
BILL NO. 2016-__

INTRODUCED BY:

Mayor Javier M. Gonzales

Councilor Peter N, Tves

AN ORDINANCE
AMENDING THE LAND DEVELOPMENT CODE TO UPDATE LAND-USE
CATEGORIES, TABLE OF PERMITTED USES TO ADD AGRICULTURAL’ USES;
AMENDING SUBSECTION 14-62(H) OF THE LAND DEVELOPMENT CODE TO
PROHIBIT ANIMAL PRODUCTION AND SLAUGHTERHOUSES, AND PROVIDING
FOR AGRICULTURAL USES; CREATING A NEW SUBSECTION 14-6.XD)4) OF THE
LAND DEVELOPMENT CODE TO ALLOW FOR AGRICULTURAL HOME
OCCUPATION EXCEPTIONS; AMENDING SECTION 14-87 OF THE LAND
DEVELOPMENT CODE TO WAIVE ARCHITECTURAL DESIGN REVIEW OF
AGRICULTURAL RELATED STRUCTURES BY THE LAND DEVELOPMENT
DIRECTOR; AND AMENDING SUBSECTION 14-12 OF THE LAND DEVELOPMENT

CODE TO INCLUDE DEFINITIONS FOR TERMS RELATING TO URBAN

AGRICULTURE.

BE IT ORDAINED BY THE GOVERNING BODY OF THE CITY OF SANTA FE:

Section 1, Purposst
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The purpose of this Section is to establish zoning regulations for the operation of
commercin! agricultural activities and to prov ide standards for the siting, design, maintenance and
modification of agricultural activities that address public safety, and minimize impacts on
regidents and historic resources in the city of Saata Fe.

Section 2. Subsection 14-6.2(H) of the Land Development Code, SFCC 1987
(being Ord. #2011-37 (as amended)) is amended {0 read:

1462 USE-SPECIFIC STANDARDS
(H)  Agriculiural Uses

(1) Agricultural uses for noncommercial purposes that are accessory usss 1o a
permitted principal use are pernaitted in all zoning districts but shall not creats & public nuisance
and shall meet all other applicable city codes.

(2) Agricuttural uses for commercial purposes are [restriotad] permitted as et forth

in Table 14-6.1-1; however, the following commercial agricultural uses are specifically

prohibited:

(@ [minlcond-poultry] | gnimal production; [gad]

chtering of li

uses to residential uses.

Commuyni dens locgted on city-pwned and re

written policies and procedures of the ity of Santa Fe.
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{c) Community gardens

CCeS§OrY use,

4 Al al Procedures.

rmit; i right, all as shown ip Table 14-6.1-1.

e cultivation of agric
(b) Ground level urban forms are permitied ag provided in Table [4-6.1-1,
(D Urban Farm, Roof Level, Rooflop Greenhouse.
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istricts which otherwise prohibit retail sales shall be limited to sales of agricultural

fences in the zoning district where ro) is located.,

(b) Any material or eguipment stored outdoors within a residential or
commercial zoning district shall be surrounded by a wall or fence or vegetptive goresn not
less than six {6) feet high, as may be neces to sereen such jal or equi t
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fromn view from any public street or public open space.

11

inte dO

{8) Utban_farms shall be ysed and mmn__tanmgt_gh_n,mm_whm

) Subject to Subsection 14-6.3(BY2) Accessory Uses, compost
bins, accessory structures and windrows shall comply with the applicable

sethack requirements in all zoned districts,




1 ii mpost_bins ctures and windrow

10
11

12

13
14 | {v)__ Well wafer from cxisting on-gite wells, provided that such wells
15 are permitted by the OSE for agricultural use,

16 (vi} _ Treated municipal sffluent.

17

18
19

20

21
22 Section 14-8.13 e uge dey mert code.

23 d igation systems shall comply with Subsection 14-

24 installation of an approved backflow prevention device.

25 e ing times shall Iv with the outdoor conservati ti
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pursuant to Subssction 25-2.7 SECC 1987,
() Water efficient technologies and practices, such as drip irrigation

stems, uge of oflag or other -holdi ials owed.

(365} consecutive days without the prior written approvel of the lond wre director, the use
shall be deemed to be abandoned.

owner to leave landscaping in order to minimize erosion and disruption 1o
vegetation,
{c)  Ifthe applicant fails to remove farm struciures, farm squipment, and
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Section 3. A new Subsection 14-6.3(D)d) of the Land Development Code,
SFCC 1987 is ordained to read:
[NEW MATERIAL} (4) Agricultural kome occupations shall comply with
Subsection 14-6.3(DX2), except that:
(2) Notwithstanding the provisions of Subsection 14-6.3(DX2)(e)(iv), not
more than five (5) persons, other than members of the family who resido on the.
premises, shall be regularly engaged in the home occupation for urban farms with
up to 10,000 square fest of production area. An additional person may be |
regularly engaged in the urban farm home occupation for e-very additionat 10,000
of square feet of the production area up to a total of ten (10) people.
(b) A farm stand and other farm structures shall not be included in the
calculation of maximum floor area permitted pursuant o Subsection 14-
6.3(D)(2)(d)XD)-
{c) Notwithstanding the provisions of Subsection 14-6.3(DYZXdXIli),
signage shall be permitted as provided in Subsection 14-8.10.
(@  Notwithstanding the provisions of Subsection 14-6.3(D}2)(e), on-site
parking shall be required as follows:
(i) One parking space shall be provided for each worker who resides
off the premises working simultaneously; and
(ii) Three perking spaces on the lot shall be available to farm stand
customers during farm stand open hours.
Section 4, A new Subsection 14-8.7(F) of the Land Development Code, SFCC
1987 is ordﬁined to read:
[NEW MATERIAL] (F) For wrban agriculture activities, the land use director

may waive the requirements of this Subsection 14-8.7, Architectural Design Review,




1 under the following circumstances:

2 (a) The applicant submits a writhen request demonstrating that compliance
3 with Subsection 14-8.7 is not feasible due to the nature of a permitted type of
4 urban agriculture szructure.
5 (b}  The land use director determines that the waiver requested is the
6 minimum deviation that will permit construction of the permitted struciure.
7 (<) The land use director determines that the waiver requested will not result
8 in any negative health or safety impacts on the community, or negatively impact
9 & neighboring praperty.
10 (d) Notwithstanding the foregoing, agricultural structires shall be
11 compatible with the zoning district where the property is located or shall be
12 screenad from public view.
13 Section 5. Subsection 14-12 of the Land Development Code, SFCC 1987 (being

14 | Ord, #2011-37 {as amended)) is amended to add the folowing definitions:

15 AQUACULTURE

18 The cultivation of aquatic animals in a recirculating environment to produce whole fish

17 that are distributed to retailers, restaurants and consumers.

18 AQUAPONICS

19 The cultivation of fish and plants together in a constructed, re-circulsting system utilizing

290 natural bacterial ecyeles to convert ﬁsil wastes to plant nutrients, for distribution to
| 21 relailers, restaurants and consumers.

22 COMPOSTING

23 A process of accelerated hiodegradation and stabilization of organic material vnder

24 controlled conditions yielding a product which can safeiy be used as fertilizer.

25 FARM AREA
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The area of a lot designated for activities and uses defined as urban agriculture.

FARM STAND

A table, stall, tent or other structure located on an urban farm and operated by 2 vendor
with a city-issued business license to sell 1o the public agricultural products grown ot the
saime property where the farm stand is located, not to exceed 48 square feet in size,
FARM STRUCTURES

Structures that may include, but are not limited to, sheds (tool and packing), compost
bins, shade pavilions, favm stands, trellises or other vertical supports for growing crops,
and structures nsed to extend the growing seasom such as greemhouses, hdophousos,
coldframes, and similar structures.

GROUND LEVEL URBAN FARMS

The use of a lof on the ground plan for urban agriculture for commercial purposss,
whether for profit or non-profit.

HYDROPONICS

The propagation of plants using a mechanical gystem designed to circulate a solution of
minerals in water, for distribution to retailers, restaurants and consumers.

ROOF LEVEL URBAN FARM

The use of a roof for urban agriculture for commercial purposes, whether for profit or
non-profit.

ROOFTOP GREENHOUSE

A structure located on a roof, whose roof and sides are made largely of glass or other
transparent or translucent material and in which the temperature end humidity can be
regulated for the cultivation of delicate or out-of-season plants.

URBAN AGRICULTURE

The use of a lot for the cultivation of agriculture, composting, aguaponics, aquaculture,

10
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andfor hydroponics for commercial purposes.

URBAN FARM, GROUND LEVEL, LARGE

A ground level wban farm with a farm area greater than one (1} acrs, that is used for
urban agriculture for commercial purposes, whether for profit or non-profit.

URBAN FARM, GROUND LEVEL, MEDIUM

A ground level wban farm with a farm area greater than or equal to ten-thousand
(10,000) square fest, but no greater than one (1) acre, that is used for urban agriculture
for commercial purposes, whether for profit or non-profit.

URBAN FARM, GROUND LEVEL, SMALL

A ground level urban farm with a form area less than ten-thousand (10,000) square fest

thet is used for urban agriculture for commercial purposes, whether for profit or non-

- profit.

URBAN FARM, ROOF LEVEL, LARGE

A roof level urban farm with a farm area greater then one (1).acre, that is used for urban
agriculture for commercial purposes, whether for profit or non-profit.

URBAN FARM, ROOF LEVEL, MEDIUM

A roof level urban farm with o farm area greater than or equal to five-thousand (5000)
square feet, but no greater than one (1) acre, that is used for urban agriculturs for
commercial purposes, whether for profit or non-profit.

URBAN FARM, ROOF LEVEL, SMALL

A roof level wban farm with a jarm grea less than five-thousand (5000) square foet that

is used for urban agricutture for commercial purposes, whether for profit or non-profit.

11
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APPROVED AS TO FORM:

M%W

KELLEY . BRENNAN, CITY ATTORNEY

12




L]

i

vl

BRI Wl
BT

wit

W

Al

Wil

w|

v

vl

wvif

e
a9

e SECQUSaIS
ey

W] U

%]

iyl

wi

il

wil

5158 T Ueq] JoiEais
M= A RELES]
JoDY Wiy CEqHY

wl

Wl

Wl

wl

¥

- 5 oL
Ity 0adg) "[anay
Jo0Y GIE] ueqiy

il

il

Il

wit

I

<l

«

|

"I U% 000 T, UEqL
3597 11y uadQ 1AnT
100y WIe] Ueqiny

Lal

o

o

[57]

il

wi

wil

v

o

0T |
T el JoiBa]d 1or]
PURDID WaeS ueg)

e

al

al

al

ol

2l

v

L]

wil

Qe T
gL il
PUnGID) WLIBS UBgd[)

al

o

al

e}

al

<]

<z

<

<

1l

ﬂ T mmm oL
a B
panors taed Ce i

AGEPS (B LMRLT]

{uopanpesd de:s)

voponpaud jewpry

SIS WHLLINNHOY

i

™

-2

9

dHIA

I‘l
o014

P

x|

&N

-4

-1

I-T'9-¥1 MqEL

H N MmN e o G




] LBy VORI [DZ SRR

|3 TN

- _ — _ — E:H

m 3ls)s 5is 513)3 s (5133|535 |5 sesommm uu.m
) s|s5]|s T|% 3{s}53 t | s | sts| 3|3 %ﬂaﬁ.l;aﬁﬁﬁ
w slsis 5|3 H s s | s]s|3|s [Iglﬁm;hm.ﬂntg

e
QZ
&1
81
L1
91
ST
FI
€T
A

o
—

- M oM ¢ v w o &




FIR No.
City of Santa Fe
Fiscal Impact Report (FIR)

This Fiscal Impact Report (FIR) shali be completed for each proposed bill or resclution as to its direct impact opon
the City*s operating budget and is intended for use by any of the standing comenittees of and the Governing Body of
the City of Santa Fe. Bills or resolutions with no fiscal impact still require a completed FIR. Bills or resclutions with
a fiscal impact must be reviewed by the Finance Committeo. Bills or resolutions without 2 fiscel impact generally do
1ot require review by the Finance Committee unless the subject of the bill or resolution is financial in nature,

Section A, General Informatien

(Check) BIlL: b4 Resclution: X
(A single FIR mey be used for related bills and/or resalutions)

Short Title(s):

L_A _RESOLUTION ADOPTING THE CITY OF SANTA FE POLICIES. PROCEDURES AND

2L R UK

Reviewing Department{s): Public Utilitjes

Persans Completing FIR:  John Al¢jandro Date; 8/17/16 Phone; 955-6236
Reviewed by City Attorney: Daie: 5 / / 5;// é

| -1 9-20lb
Reviewed by Finance Director: 7 Date: 8 : 3 &

(Signature) e d

Summary
Briefly explain the purpose and major provisions of the bill/resolution:




Fiscal Impact

Note: Finaneial information on this FIR does not directly translate into a City of Santa Fe budget increase. Fora

budget increase, the following are required:

g The ltem roust be on the eganda at the Finance Committee and Clty Council as a “Request for Approval of s City
of Santa Ps Budget Increase” with a definitive funding source {could be same item and same timo as
bill/reaclution)

b, Detailed budget information must be attached as to fund, business units, and line item, amounts, and sxplanations
(similar to anmual requests for budget)

¢. Detailed personnel forms must be attached a8 to range, salary, and benefit allocation and signed by Human
Resource Department for each new position(s) requested (prorated for perind to be employed by fiscal year)*

1. Projected Expenditures;
a. Indicate Piscal Year(s) affected — ugnally current fiscal year and following fiscal year (i.e., FY 03/04 and FY

04/05)
b. Indicate: *A* if current budget and level of staffing will absorb the costs

“N" if new, additional, or increased budget or staffing will be required
c. Indicate: R - if recurring annual costs

“NR" If one-time, non-recutring costs, such as start-up, contract or squipment costs
d. Attach additional projection schedules If two years does not adequately project revenue and cost patterny
e. Costs may be netted or shown as an offset if some cost savings are projected (explain in Section 3 Nerrative)

X Check here ifno fiscal impact
Column #, 1 2 3 4 6 7 8
Expenditure | FY “A” Costs | "R” Costs “A" Costa | “R™ Costs— | Fund
Classification Absorbed | Recwrring Absorbed | Recurring | Affected
or “N" or “NR* or “N” New | or “NR”
New Non- Budget Non-
Budget recurring Requirsd recurring
Required
Personnel* $
Fringe"* 5
Capital $
Cutlay
Land/ 2
Building
Professional b
Services
All Other $
Operating

Cosis




Total: $ : -

* Any indication that additional staffing would be required must be reviewed and approved in advence hy the Cliy
Manager by #tteched memo before releasc of FIR to committees. **For fringe benefits contact the Finance Dept.

2, Revenue Sources:
a. To indicete new revennes and/or
b. Required for costs for which new expenditure budget is proposed above in item 1.

Colurn #: f 2 3 4 5 6
Typa of FY “R* Costs | FY “R” Costs — | Fund
Revenue Recurring Recurring or | Affected
or “INR" “NR”* Non-
Non- recurring
TecuIring
— 3
$ : 1
Total: b3 $

3. Expenditure/Revenue Narrative:
Explain revemue source(s). Include revemue calculatlons, grant(s) available, enticipsted date of recelpt of

revenues/grants, otc, Explain experditures, grant match(s), justify personnel increase(s), deiail capital and operating
uees, ete. (Attach supplememal page, if necessary.)

NiA

Sectipn D, General Narrative

1. Conflicts: Doss this propossd bill/resolution duplicate/conflict with/companion to/relate to any City code,
approved ordinance pr resolution, other adopted policies or propesed legislation? Include details of city adopted
laws/ordinanee/resolutions and dates. Summarize the relationghips, conflicts or overlaps. ,

None jdentiied.
2. Consequences of Not Enaeting This Bill/Resolation:

Are there consequences of not enacting this bill/resolution? If so, describe,

3, Technical Iysues:

Are there incorrect citations of law, drafting errors or other problems? Are there any amendments that should be
consldered? Are there any other alternatives which should be considered? If so, describe.

Noue identified.




4, Community Empact:

Briefly describe the major positive or negative effects the Bill/Reschution might have on the community including,
but not Umited to, businesses, neighborhoods, families, children and youth, social service providers and other

institutions such as schools, churches, eic.

-Llalale) e et i di & Aepf IORING e s ..Z e 5eale _...

Form adopted: 01/12/05; revised 8/24/05; revised 4/17/08
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CITY OF SANTA FE, NEW MEXICO
RESOLUTION NO. 2016 - __

INTRODUCED BY:

Mayor Javier M, Gonzales

Councilor Peter N. [ves

A RESOLUTION
CREATING THE CITY OF SANTA FE PROCEDURES AND GUIDELINES FOR

URBAN AGRICULTURE ACTIVITIES AND USES.

WHEREAS, the governing body wishes to promoto a healthy lifestyle for all people in
Santa Fe; and

WHEREAS, the governing body wishes to promote local economic development; and

WHEREAS, Plarming for Santa Fe's Food Future was developed by the Santa Fe Food
Policy Council as a guiding policy document designed to ensure that a safe, hesalthy, and
affordable food supply will be available to all city residents, and subsequently adaopted by the
Governing Body of the City of Santa Fe via Resohution 2014-100; and -

WHEREAS, Planning for Santa Fe's Food Future contains recommendations to develop
a food system that nourishes all people in Santa Fe in a just and sustainable manner; and

WHEREAS, currently, the Santa Fe City Code does not allow for the sale of fresh fruits

end vegetables from urban farms that offer for sale produce that is grown on premjse; and
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WHEREAS, fruits and vegetables contribute to the overall health and wellbeing of an
individual, and the ability to purchase such produce from an urban farm would be beneficial to
city residents;

NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED BY THE GOVERNING BODY OF THE
CITY OF SANTA FE that the City of Santa Fe Procedures and Guidelines for Urban Activities

and Uses, attached herein as Exhibit A, are hereby established.

PASSED, APPROVED and ADOPTED this day of 2016,
JAVIER M. GONZALES, MAYOR
ATTEST:
YOLANDA VIGIL, CITY CLERK
APPROVED AS TO FORM:

MAA WW

KELLEY BRENNAN CITY ATTORNEY

M/LogistartonResolutions 2016/Urban Agricuiture Guldeiiuas




EXHIBIT A:
City of Santa Fe Land Use Department Procedures and Guidelines for Urban Agriculture
Activities and Uses

PART 1: APPLICATION FOR URBAN AGRICULTURE

1 All Urban Agricultiral Activities and Uses shall be examined and permitted by the Land Use
Department Director.

1.2 The information required for the processing and permitting of urban agriculture activities and
uses that utilize 200 square feet or less of a ground Jevel lot shall include:

A, At minimum, & drawing depicting 2 site plan showing legal lot, planted areas,
locations and footprints of all Farm Structures, driveways, parking areas, and
landscape buffers; and

B.  Document listing types and materials of Farm Structures; and

B. Photographs of existing site and adjacent properties to provide site context; and

€. Proposed plans for irrigation, and controls for storm water runoff as required by
Section 14-8,2; and

D. . Proposed signage plan showing proposed signage and relsted architectural
features on the sign frontage as required by Section 14-8.10.

1.3 The information required for the processing and permitting of all urban agriculture activitiea
and uses other than those that utilize 200 squere feet or less of a ground level lot, shall
include:

A. Site plan, legal lot of record, areas of urban agriculture activities, footprimis for all
structures, means of ingress and egress, parking areas (including spaces), and
landscape huffers; end

B. A scaled drawing for Farm end other Structures; and
Site plan of existing site and adjacent properties (including structures); and

D.- Proposed plans for irrigation and control measures for storm water nunoff as required
by Section 14-8.2; and

E. Signage plan showing proposed signage as required by Section 14-8.10,

1.3(A) Such submission materials shall demonstrate the dimensions, location and architecture of:

A All Urban Agriculture activities, materials, screening, fencing, and landscaping in a
manner that is sensitive to the surrounding area; and




B. Any existing buildings which will remain on the site, with the proposed Urban
Agriculture activities, if applicable.

PART 2: DESIGN GUIDELINES

2.1

2.2

2.3

2.4

2.5

This subsection establishes the design guidelines for all Urban Farms deemed subject to
Architectural Design Review by the Land Use Depertment Director.

A, Scaled Site Plen.

1, Including locations of Farm Structures, ingress/egress, and parking areas
(including spaces). Urban Agriculture activities and uses should be designed
in a manner that enhances the street frontage, surrounding buildinga and
under-utilized spaces on the site. In addition, Placement of Farm Structures
should respect existing landscape features on the site, such as rock
outcroppings, drainage areas, and significant trees.

B. Vehicular ingress and egress to and from an Urban Agriculture Activity should
minimize traffic impacts on the adjacent roadways, and provide safe visual access for

drivers and psdaestrians.

C. Composting, farm equipment storage, and waste disposal areas cannot be located
within the front yard sethack,

Structures.

A New Farm Structures will be compatible with the size and scale of the surrounding
built and natural environment.

Landscape,
A. Landscaping elements will be compatible with surrounding erchitscture and

environment provided pursuant to Sectton 14-8.4,

Walls and Fencing,

A, Wall and fences shall comply with Section 14-8.5.

Lighting.

A, Lighting for Urban Agricuiture Activities is limited to that required for daily
operation end safety purposes of all activities defined as Urban Agriculture, so as not
to create a nuisance through excessive brightness to abutting uses and shall comply
with Section 14-8.9.




PART 3. BUSINESS LICENSING

3.1 Urban Agriculture Activities are subject to business licensing requirements by the city of
Santa Fe Business Licensing Division pursuant to Section 18-1.

PART 4. AMENDMENTS TO THESE GUIDELINES AND REGULATIONS

4.1 Amendmcnté ta these guidelines and policies may be approved by the Land Use Department
Dirsctor. -




FIR No.
City of Santa Fe
Fiscal Impact Report (FIR)

This Piscal Impact Report (FIR) shall be completed far each proposed blll or resolution as to ifs direct impact upon
the City’s opetating budget and is intended for use by any of the standing committees of and the Governing Body of
the City of Santa Fe. Bills or resolutions with no fiscal impact still require a completed FIR. Bills or resolutions with
a fiscal impact must be reviewed by the Finance Committee. Bills or resolutions without a fiscal impact generally do
not require review by the Finance Committee imless the subject of the bill or resolution is financial in najure.

Section &, General Information

(Check) Bill: X Resolution: X
(A single FIR mey be used for related bills and/or resolutions)

Shott Title(s):

Sponsor(s). oL Javier M.
Reviewing Depertment(s): Public Utilitiss
Persons Completing FIR: John Alejandro Date: 8/17/16 Phone; 935-52145
Reviewed by City Attomey: i Deate: 5 / / g// é
/
g 1920l
Reviewed by Finance Director: '7 Date:

{Signature) R

Summary
Briefly explain the purpose and major provisions of the bill/fresolution:




g[lcultgre ordinance,

Section C. Fiscal Impact

Note: Financial information on this FIR does not directly translate into e City of Santa Fe budget increase. Fora

budget increase, the following are required:

a, The item must be on the agenda at the Pinance Committes and City Council as a “Request for Approval of a City
of Saata Fe Budget Increase” with a definitive funding source {could be same Hem and same time as
bill/resotution}

b, Detailed budget information must be attached as to fond, business units, and line item, amounts, and sxplsnations
(similar to ennnal requests for budgst)

c. Detailed personnel forms must be atteched as to range, satary, and bemefit allocation and signed by Human
Resource Department for each new position(s) requested {promated for pariod to bs employed by fiscal year)*

1. Projected Expenditures;

a. Indicate Fiscal Year(s) affected — usually cutrent fiscal year and following fiscal year (ie., FY 03/04 and RY

04/05)
b. Indicete: “A" if current bodget and Jevel of staffing will absorb the costs -

“N if new, additional, or increased budget ar staffing will be required
¢. Indicate: “R"” -~ if reowrring anmual costs

“NR"” if oge-time, nop-re¢urring costs, mnhasslart—up,mactor cogll
d. Attach edditional projection schedulss if two years does not adequately project revente and cost pitterns
e. Coats may he netted or shown as an offeet if some cost savings are projacted (exp]ain in Section 3 Nnmﬂve)

[

X Check here if no fiscal 1mpnct
Column #; 1 2 3 4 5 4 7 3.
Expenditnye | FY “A” Costs | “R” Costs | FY “A”Costa | “R” Costs — | Fund
Clrssificatlon Absorbed | Recurring Absorbed  § Racurting | Affectsd
or *N or “WR" or “N” New | or “NR”
New Non- Budgat Non-
Budget recurring Required recurring
Pequirad
Personnel* % - 5 -
Fringe** 5 $
Capital $ B
Outlay .
Land/ 3 | )
Building
Professional  § _ $
Services
All Other $ ' $
Qperating
Costs




Totak: by $

+ Any indication that additional staffing would be required must be reviewed and approved in advance by the City
Manager by attached memo before refease of FIR to committees. **For fringe benefits contact the Finance Dopt.

2. Revenue Sources:
a. To indicate new revenues and/or
b, Required for costs for which new expenditure budget is proposed above in item 1.

Column #; 1 2 3 4 5 &
Type of FY “R" Costs | FY “R” Costs~ | Fund
Revenue Recurring Recurring or | Affected
or IGNR” ‘lNR” Nm_
Non- FECUrTIng
TECUITIDG
—_— 8 2
3 $
Total: L I

3. Expenditure/Revenue Narrative:

Explain revenve source(s). Include revenue calculations, grani(s) available, anticipated date of reseipt of
revenuev/grants, etc, Explain expenditures, grant match(s), justify personnel incresse(s), detail capital and opersting
uses, etc. (Altach supplemental page, if necessary.)

NA

Section I, General Narrative

1. Conflicts: Does this proposed bill/resolution duplicate/conflict with/companion to/relate to any City code,
approved ordinatice or resolution, other adapted policies or proposed legislation? Include dotails of city adoptad
taws/ordinance/resolutions and dates. Summarize the relationshipe, conflicts or vverlaps.

None idtentifies, ‘ .
2. Cansequences of Not Enacting This Bil/Resolution:

Are there consequences of not enacting this billresolution? If so, describe.

3. Technical Issues:

Are there incorrect citations of law, drafting errors or other problems? Are thers any amendments that should be
considered? Are thers any other alternatives which should be congidered? If sp, describe,

None identified,




4, Community Impact:

Briefly describs the major positive ot negative effects the Bill/Resotution might have on the community inclading,
but not limited to, businesses, neighborhoods, families, children and vouth, social service providers and other

institntions such as schools, churches, ete.
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memo

DATE: August 31, 2016

TO: Planning Commission
Business & Quality of Life Commnttee
Public Works, C.1.7., & Land Use Committee
Public Utilities Committee
Governing Body

FROM:

Matthew OReilly, P.E.
Asset Bevelopment [}lrector

RE: AN ORDENANCE RELATING 'I'O THE LAND DEVELOPMENT CODE, CHAPTER 14 SFCC 1987,
CREATING A NEW SUBSECTION 14-5.5(D) ENTITLED THE “MIDTOWN LOCAL INNOVATION
'CORRIDOR OVERLAY. DISTRICT”: (ivHDTOWR LINC OVERLAY DISTRICT) AND ESTABLISHIMG
PERMITTED USES, DEFINITIONS, STANDARDS, AND INCENTIVES FOR QUALIFYING PROJECTS
WITHIN THE DISTRICT: AMENDING THE FOLLOWING. ARTICLES TO ADD PROVISIONS FOR
QUALIFYING PROJECTS WITHSN THE-BISTRICT: 14-3.8(B) DEVELOPMENT PLAN APPROVALS,
TABLE 14-6.1+1 SPECIAL USE PERMITS; 14-6. 2{A)( 7). DWELLING UNITS-WETHIN €-2 AND SC
DISTRICTS, 14-8.6(B}{4) REDUCTION OF REQUIREDX PARKING SRACES, TABLE 14-8.7-2 |
ARCHITECTURAL DESIGN STANDARDS AMD POINT ALLOCATIONS, 14-8.13{E) DEVELOPMENT
WATER BUDGET CRITERIA, 14-8.14{D) IMPACT FEES; RELATINGFO THE BURDING AND
HOUSING CODE, CHAPTER 7 S§CC 1987, AMENDING SWBSECTION 7-1.10 APPLICATION OF
THE INTERNATIONAL EXISTING BUILDING CODE; RELATING TO THE SEWER CODE, CHAPTER
22 SFCC 1987, AMENDING SUBSEGTION, 22-6.6 EXHIBIT A SECTIOM: 7 WASTEWATER UTILITY
EXPANSION CHARGE; RELATING TO THE WATER CODE, CHAPTER 25 SFCC 1987, 25-4.2
EXHIBIT B RATE SCHEDULE 8 UTILITY: EXPANSION CHARGE; AND MAKING SUCH OTHER
CHANGES THAT ARE NECESSARY TG:CARRY OUT THE PURPOSE OF THIS ORDINANCE.

BACKGROUND ' ' -
In April 1999, the city’s governing body adopted Santa Fe's General Pian. Mong wlth Carrillos Road

and Airport Road, the General Plan classified the portion of St. Michael's Drive between Cerrilios Road
and St. Francis Drive as a “Redevelopment Corridor”.! The plan states that this classification of the St.

Michael's Drive corridor is “designed to provide opportunities for redevelopment by providing

! City of 5anta Fe General Plan, April 1999, Figure 3-1.
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r}"‘

incentives for use intens ftcation and antitlpatgﬂ that St Miphae[fs Drwig:Wcsu{d be “targeted for
mixed-use development"

In 2009, the City of Santa Fe’s Housing & Community Development Department sponsored a “Sketch
Design” project entitled “St. Michael’s Drive ... Visions of the Future”. Six urban design/architecture
professionals proposed ideas about how St. Michael’s Drive and the land around it might be
redesigned to provide “a vibrant district of activity” - The submissions yéce displayestto'the public at
open houses on May 8 and 9, 2009 at the former Cinema Café on'St. Michaels Drive,

PeTeafs il
In March 2011, the governing body unanimously adopted the first ofthrqe &asoiutions related to the
St. Michael’s Drive area. Through Resolution 2011-18, the governing body recognized the St.
Michael’s Drive as “a major commercial corridor that extends through thg ge 50 ]
City”, and the “need for form-based overlay standards ond other Imp!em'
Michael’s Drive corridor”. The Resolutlon also recognized, ;

.a L! !f:q_sii'. ;\’i-' vty
“the potential for greater economic benefit and communityliing !ﬁenﬂmdmadﬂﬂevad through a
mix of uses, enhanced multi-modal options, pedestrian/bicycle friendly corridors, establishing :
'ﬂeigfabarhoad Egameriny placey and?by beamMmaﬂﬁmMﬂsBmmr -

MTHT A SR UIAUZ WA A T

Ammglamher ehﬁngs, staﬁ Was dltected tcs prodwe somﬁ! ed WMMWS to: ;__5

ARSI IVt : SISO T 2AOITHAIRSG f3RU GHET T b :
jalg 23 ﬂ@ﬁopecra&wandcmawﬁdoralmwmmrsmw NI AT g
LA Hwblk enhancements ofithe StoMichasl s Drivecomt indutihptrest ond sa‘lbtv :
“impravements far pedestrlans, blc.ucles, buses aml mﬂmobllermammurage Walk ability
. .and:a bike friandly eavironment; IR BT AR A BB e s
: streetscape Improvementys includmg Enhancm Iami&eapiuguﬂllmg 1o°dréake an attractive
i 4sand inviting' neighborkood; CUREARTIRG TR E A
proposed’evetomnmt c-:lahdards foelmng un&ormfhasfeﬂwwmw attracting )
- new businesses; and local artists and entrgpreneurs:in: ermingaaimwmvibfmﬁwmmumty, k

KRR 2

S rmlx of housingineludmg a range of densmres’ahﬂmhcedwsas T N

s TR W SRS L LR L AR .
In 2@11 the Sama ﬁe.Assoclatlan of. Healmrs recemed a *fﬁnanﬁrnmh"égnamfmm their: national i
organization to conduct a housing investigation of the St. Mictizelscormidor dred:  The resulting g
“Housing Advocacy Document” was completed in December 2011 and estimated the potential for an
additionat 1,000 multi-family dwelling units along the corridor under certain conditions.
Recommendations included: cultivating the SFUAD, the hospital and the school systert? as Wousing.
generators;simplifying the approvals process for as-of-right-proposals;; eiwnination of. lmpact few to’

' ;enr.*ourage new n:lewelt:npme’nt"i and the adoption ofdesign standards

In December 2011 the Long Range Piannmg Diviston produceda draft set of form—hased design

? Ibid, page 3-13.
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standards intended to inform and to be included in a future overlay district for the St. Michael’s Drive
area. This draft was approved by the city’s Long Range Planning Subcommittee.’

In February 2012, the governing body unanimously adopted another Resolution regarding St.
Michaels’ drive. Resolution 2012-22 again recognized the “unigue opportunities and potential
represented in the [St. Michael’s Drive] corridor including Santa Fe's significant cultural and innovative
assets.” At that time staff was additionally directed to “initiate discussions with the New Mexico
Department of Transportation Secretary to discuss a road exchange agreement for transfer of
ownership of St. Michael's Drive from NMDOT to the City of Santa Fe in order to fully implement design
standards and long range planning efforts.”*

In September 2012, a grass roots community effort supporting the redevelopment of the 5t. Michael’s
Drive area culminated in a three-day community event known as the “RE:MIKE Demonstration” event
and produced a RE:MIKE report that recommended certain key action items for the area.

Also in 2012, the University of New Mexico’s School of Architecture & Planning studled the St.
Michael’s Drive area as part of its Community & Regional Planning Advanced Studio. The UNM
student work produced a study document that was presented ta the city, to landowners/business
owners, and to the Santa Fe University of Art & Design in November and December of 2012.

In January 2013, the governing body unanimously adopted the Airport Road Overlay District. The
Airport Road overlay covers an area of 560 acres and includes form-based design standards and fee
incentives to encourage certain types of targeted uses in the Airport Road area.

In February 2014, the governing body unanimously adopted its most recent Resolution regarding the
corridor. Resolution 2014-12 specifically referenced the RE:MIKE effort, and further directed staff to
bring forward a plan to:

“mobilize one or more cotalytic projects to jump start revitalization in the area that may include

development of housing, commercial, retail and/or green space, and a slate of incentives... which
may include city investments, fee waivers and/or allocation of other city resources as @ speciol

designation for zoning for economic development purposes.” [Emphasis added].

Resolution 2014-12 also directed staff to procure a traffic study to be used for “attraction and
justification of federal and state funding for road and transportation improvements.”

® The draft design standards produced by the Long Range Planning Division have been incorporated into the Midtown
LINC Over District as described later in this memorandum.

4 The 1989 "Road Exchange and Maintenance Agreement” between the city and NMDOT is still in effect; the
agreement was amended once in 1958 to put Airport Road into city ownership. Staff efforts to initiate discussions
with NMDOT in 2012 did not result in a new agreement. The city’s Asset Development Office renewed discussions
with NMDOT In 2014 and discussions are continuing at this time.
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In September 2014, Mayor Gonzales was invited to participate in a national session of the Mayor’s
institute on City Design in Charlestown, SC. At that event each of ten Mayors from around the country
presented a particular urban design/redevelopment project for consideration. Mayor Gonzales
presented the St. Michael's Drive corridor area as his presentation.

In February 2015, in response to Resolution 2014-12, the Long Range Planning Division procured a
limited traffic assessment of St. Michael’s Drive from Cerrillos Road to St. Francis Drive to determine
whether the existing seven-lane roadway (6 travel lanes + 1 turn lane) could be reduced to a five-lane
roadway (4 trave! lanes + 1 turn lane). The traffic assessment analyzed both the existing, haseline
traffic and the forecasted traffic with a lane reduction. The analysis showed that changes could be
implemented at the busiest traffic signals to help moderate the effects of the lane reduction and, that

~ with such changes, most locations along the corridor would operate suitably, though additional
measures might be necessary at Llano Street to improve traffic operations. In this area, between
Llano Street and Cerrillos Road, St. Michael’s Drive may need to remain three travel lanes wide.

The traffic analysis also showed that “major changes in traffic along St. Michaels Drive would not be
expected to result in significant cut-through traffic going onto adjacent streets”. The regional traffic
model employed in the assessment “showed traffic rerouting that occurred elsewhere in the model
but did not show corresponding increases in traffic on adjacent corridors.” The assessment
recommended a more detailed study once design specifics became available.

In 2015, the city manager assigned the Asset Development Office (ADO) the task of distilling the
available studies, documents, staff work and input that had been received and created to that date
into an implementable ordinance: 1) in a recognizable format that would fit within the city’s Land
Development Code and, 2} that would have the best likelihaod over time of inducing the private
property owners in the St. Michael’s Drive area to redevelop their properties to create additional
housing and complimentary non-residential uses.®

DISTRICT BOUNDARY

The Midtown LINC District consists of approximately 372.8 acres, amounting to approximately 1.1% of
the 33,601 acres of land within the city limits (see Figure 1). The overlay area contains 161 individual
properties, amounting to approximately 0.45% of the 35,580 parcels of land within the city.t

The overlay area includes only commercial, industrial and institutional properties {with the exception

of two properties noted below). The overlay district boundary intentionally avoids, and does not
contain, any existing residential neighborhoods. The overlay district contains only two existing

* As the dispuosition of the St. Michael's Drive roadway is a key design and pedestrian amenity element of the overall area,
the ADO was also tasked to reopen discussions with NMDOT about the conditions under which the city could take
ownership, and eventual improvement, of 5t. Michael’s Drive.

® The city contains about 35,580 lots but the number of taxable properties is approximately 41,460 due to

condominium ownership and common element parcels.
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FIGURE 1
372.8 AC (1.1% of City); 161 LOTS {0.45% of City}
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residential uses, a single-family home abutting St. Michael’s Drive located at 2010 Pifion Street and
the Tres Santos Apartments a 136-unit apartment complex located at 1899 Pacheco Street. Other
overlay district data is shown in the tables below:

Table 1: Existing Underlying Zoning Types

Zoning Square Feet Acres % of Distr¥

2 5,605,632 128.78 34.5%
S5C2 1,988,497 45.65 12.2%
C1 446,281 10.25 2.8%
11 1,274,279 29.25 7.9%
R-5 {SFUAD & vicinity) 6,920,659 153.38 42.6%
TOTAL 16,239,388 372.81 100.0%

Table 2: Overlay District Makeup

Type Square Feet Acres % istri
Land in Lots 14,731,992 338.2 90.7%
Land at SFUAD 2,796,552 64.2 17.2%
Street Rights-of-Way 1,507,176 346 9.3%
Buildings (Footprint) 2,663,473 51.1 16.4%

Parking Lot/Undeveloped 12,065,865 277.0 74.3%

Table 3: Existing Uses per Land Dev. Code Classificotion

Use Category Number % of Total
Retail Sales & Service 59 30.5%
Office, Business & Professional 37 19.2%
Food & Beverage 23 11.9%
Financial Services 18 9.3%
Service Establishments 17 8.8%
Educational 9 4.7%
Vehicles & Equipment {incl. Gas Stations) 8 4.2%
Medical 8 4.2%
Recreation & Entertainment 5 2.6%
Animal Sales & Service 3 1.6%
Religious Assembly 2 1.0%
Residential 2 1.0%
Arts Activities 1 0.5%
Storage 1 0.5%
TOTAL 193 100.0%

To create a buffer between the overlay district area and nearby existing neighborhoods the overlay
boundary alsa intentionally omits certain existing commercial properties lying between existing
neighborhoods outside the averlay district and properties within the overlay district.’

7 The design standards that are included in the Midtown LINC contain additional provisions to provide buffers to
nearby residential developments.
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OTHER OVERLAY DISTRICTS

St. Michael’s Drive is currently the only major commercial corridor in the city without an overlay
district. At 372.8 acres in size, the Midtown LINC would be the one of the two smallest overlay-type
district in the city, second only to the C4 Overlay along St. Francis Dr. Figure 2 below shows the
relationship between the proposed Midtown LINC and other existing city overlay districts.

i ‘; 4,006 11.8%
B 5scorpment Overiay 2,786 8.3% TR
[C7] south Central Highway Corriior 1452  4.3%
[ ] cenillos Road Highway Carridor 9513 2.7%
M cimort Road 560 1.7%
B widtown Lne 73 11%
R ooy

FIGURE 2: City Overlay Districts
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BILL

The Midtown LINC Bill contains eleven sections. Section 1 of the Bill consists of entirely new material
that creates the Midtown Local Innovation Corridor Overlay District (Midtown LINC) as new text within
Chapter 14 (Land Development Code) and establishes the purpose and intent of the ardinance and the
standards for the district. Sections 2 through 11 of the Bill amend other chapters of the Municipal
Code as cross references and compliments to the provisions of Section 1.

Section 1

As stated above, Section 1 of the Bill is new material that creates a new Subsection 14-5.5(D)
containing the provisions of the Midtown LINC overlay district. Similar to the recently-adopted Airport
Road overlay district and the format of other existing overlay districts, the Midtown LINC overlay
district provisions are arranged by subsections In the following format:

(1) Purpose and Intent

(2) Boundaries

(3) Applicability

(4} Permitted Uses; Qualifying Projects

(5} General Standards

(6) Building Envelope Standards and Measurements
(7} Site Design, Circulation and Parking

(8} Architecture

(9} Landscaping Standards

(10) Signage

(11)  Site Furnishings

(12)  Outdoor Lighting

{13)  Additionol Requirements for Qualifying Projects
{14)  Fee Incentives for Qualifying Projects

As noted previously, subsections {4) through (12} contain the majority of recommended design
standards developed by the Long Range Planning Division In 2011. The design standards have also
been informed by the standards that were subsequently adopted in the Airport Road overlay, and
further adjusted to reflect further thoughts on buildability and to create more public space in front of
new buildings.

The full Bill is attached to this memorandum; however, the following are selected provisians from the
Section 1 subsections that are of particular note:

Purpose and ntent
Paragraph (b) acknowledges the intention that existing uses will be allowed to continue as

redevelopment occurs; paragraph (c) intends that while providing for innovative redevelopment
within the district, buffering between uses within the district and existing residential development
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outside the district is important. Paragraph (d) establishes that pedestrian, bicycle, landscaping,
and other street-related public space amenities are integral to the district.

Applicability

This subsection provides that all new development must comply with the provisions of the overlay
district. This subsection recognizes that at times it may not be feasible for alterations to existing
structures to fully comply with the new requirements of the district. An example might bea
building owner wha needed to add a small addition to an existing building for a code-required
restroom and who would be unable to place the addition close to the street as required by the
ordinance if the existing building was located at the rear of the property. Similarly, the cost of
relocating costly items such as existing electrical transformers or water system backflow
preventers might greatly exceed the cost of an interior remodel — making the remodel itself
infeasible and therefore contrary to the redevelopment goals of the district. This subsection
allows the land use directar to determine the extent of required compliance in these situations.

Permitted Uses; Qualifving Projects
Similar to other averlay districts, permitted uses and structures are the same as thase permitted in
the underlying zoning districts of the overlay. However, in alignment with the purpose and intent
. of the Midtown LINC, certain additional uses (multi-family residential) and certain prohibited uses
(sexually-oriented businesses, scrap yards, etc.) are established in the district. These additional
. and prohibited uses are outlined in Table 14-5.5-2 of the Bill.

Unigue to this subsection, is the concept of “qualifying projects”. Qualifylng projects are new
developments that are either “qualifying residential projects” or “qualifying nonresidential
projects”. Qualifying projects qualify for the various redevelopment incentives avallable in the
overlay district. “Qualifying residential projects” are composed of either new multi-family
dwellings or of new multi-family dwellings and a mix of complimentary, targeted nonresidential
uses. “Qualifying nonresidential projects” are new buildings or alterations to existing buildings for
targeted eligible uses.

The residential and nonresidential uses that are made eligible for incentives are thase uses that
have been identified through the public input and studies performed to date. In particular, the
responses given in the numerous surveys submitted during RE:MIKE events have informed what
uses should be incentivized, in addition certain use categories were chosen from the city’s current
Land Development code that were deemed to be most complimentary and advantageous in close
proximity to multi-family developments. Figures 3 and 4 summarize some of the results of the
RE:MIKE surveys.

. Table 15-5.5-3 of the proposed ordinance outlines the specific uses that are eligible for incentives

as part of residential projects or as stand-alone nonresidential projects.
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FIGURE 3
WHAT IS THE MOST SIGNIFICANT CHANGE YOU'D LIKE TO SEE
ON ST. MICHAEL'S DRIVE IN THE NEXT TEN YEARS?
100%
Source: RE:MIKE
FIGURE 4

WHAT WOULD MAKE ST. MICHAEL'S A STREET
YOU WOULD WANT TO LIVE ON OR NEAR?

A Jub Nearby Public Transpariation

Cullure ane Folertainevent Affardable Live Work Space

? 7

o )

Eoawien Tratfic 4nd Safer Trossings increased Greanery

Mcre Restaurants, Zoffeshops and Mightlife Friends and Family

“ JLIVE NEARBY ANG THINK ST. MIKE'S HAS POTENTIAL TO GE A CONMUNITY SPACE
AMD THIS EVENT I3 ONE EXAMPLE OF THAT FOTENTIAL."

REME U Frotyiypey Fealiel pth-ied

Source: RE:MIKE
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This subsection also establishes that develapment projects that are not “qualifying projects” are
allowable but are not eligible for incentives.

General Standards

Of note in this subsection is clarification that the provisions of the Midtown LINC overlay shall
apply in the event of conflicts between Midtown LINC requirements and those of underlying
zoning districts. '

Building Envelope Standards and Measurements
This subsection contains a number of specific requirements related to encouraging new

development within the overlay area. Three of these requirements are particularly important:

1. In order to allow for increased density and the feasibility of qualifying residential projects, the
maximum building height for these projects is set at fifty (50) feet. This height will allow the
development of 4-story bulldings, in particular “3-over-1's”, meaning three stories of
residential over one ground-level story of commercial. The ordinance requires that any FAd
story be set back at least fifteen (15) feet from any street-frontage facade.

The height requirements also provide that so-called elevator “over-runs” and renewable
energy generating equipment such as solar photovaltaic panels and wind turbines shall not be

calculated as part of the height of a building.

Table 4 shows the allowable Midtown LINC height in comparison to the maximum allowable
building heights in the overlay district’s four underlying zoning districts.

Table 4: Building Helghts per Underlying Zoning

Underlying Zoning Max. Ht.
11 65’
c2 45’
5C2 45'
C1 36’
R-5 {Monresidential structures) 35°
R-5 (Residential structures) 24"
Midtown Overlay Max. Ht.
Qualifying Residential Project 50’

In order to more fully buffer existing residential development located outside of the district
from new development inside the district, the ordinance requires a lower building height of
thirty-eight (38) for new development in the district that is located within one hundred fifty
(150) feet of existing residential development outside the district. In addition, the ordinance
mirrors existing code language that requires a rear yard buffer of twenty-five (25) feet where a
lot within the district abuts an existing residential development outside the district.
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2. To further encourage housing density and the option of smaller dwelling unit sizes, a maximum
residential density is not applied to qualifying residential projects. The city’s current maximum
density is 29 units per acre.® 3-over-1 developments or 4-story all-residential developments,
particularly those that employ a unit mix containing higher percentages of increasingly-popular
small unit sizes, are likely to require built densities of 40 to 50+ dwelling units per acre.

3. Building setbacks at the street are set to a maximum of five (5) feet to create a desired
building-oriented streetscape that includes an enlivened, widened sidewalk public space. Ta
provide a measure of architectural flexibility, up to 30% of a building’s street-frontage fagade
may be exceed this setback to accommodate aspects of a building’s architectural design, and
for entryways and integral courtyards.

Site Design, Circulation and Parking

The subsection contains a number of design standards related to the design of development sites.
The following are some of proposed standards of note:

« New buildings must be oriented so that their primary facades face St. Michael’s Drive {or
Cerrillos Road or other streets as applicable).

. o Sidewalks along St. Michael’s Drive {and included sections of Cerrillos Road) are required to be
a minimum of fifteen {15) feet wide.”

« Perimeter screening of parking lots is required but multiple openings adjacent to street
frontages are required to maximize pedestrian permeability between the street sidewalks and
parking areas.

« New vehicular access points to properties and loading docks on buildings must be from the
side or rear of lots to reduce disturbance to pedestrian activities on the main sidewalks on 5t.
Michael’s Drive.

« New electrical transformers and trash enclosures must be located at the side or rear of
buildings and must be screened from the view of public roadways and sidewalks.

» Water system backflow preventers (so-called “Hot Boxes”) must be located inside of buildings.

Architecture

The subsection contains a number of design standards related to the architecture of new buildings

that are in addition to the existing requirements found in the Architectural Design Review section

of the Land Development code. The fallowing are some of the additional standards of note:

e The longest facade of all new buildings on lots abutting St. Michael’s Drive {or Cerrillos Road)
must be aligned parallel to the street frontage of 5t. Michael’s Drive (or Cerrillos Road as
applicable}.

. 8 Rarely achleved in Santa Fe due to height restrictions and parking requirements, a density of 33 dwelling units per
acre is currently the absolute maximum residential density in Santa Fe and is achievable only through the use of an

affordable housing density bonus.
° The ordinance allows existing sidewalks that are less than 15 feet wide to be widened 1o meet this requirement.




Memorondum — Midtown LINC Overlay District
August 31, 2016
Page 13

Doors intended for vehicular access to buildings on lots abutting St. Michael’s Drive (or
Cerrillos Road) shall nat face St. Michael’s Drive (or Cerrillos Road as applicable).

The primary entrance to any new buildings abutting St. Michael’s Drive (ar Cerrillos Road) shall
be visible from St. Michael's Drive {or Cerrillos Road as applicable).

Rooftop equipment is required to be screened so that the equipment is not visible from
adjacent public rights-of way. Renewable energy generating equipment is not required to be
screened but must be integrated into a building’s architectural design to the extent possible.

Landscaping Standards
The subsection contains design standards related to landscaping. These standards are in addition

to the existing landscaping requirements found elsewhere in the Land Development code. The
following are some of the additional standards of note:

On-site storm water detention facilities are required to placed underground unless constructed
as part of an active water harvesting system in which case the active water harvesting system
is required to be integrated into the architectural design of a building to the extent possible.
A minimum five (5) foot wide landscaped area is required around the base of building walls.
4” caliper street trees are required at a maximum spacing of thirty (30) feet on center. The
fand use director may allow the clustering of street trees as a part of a development’s overall
tandscape design.

The area between the street curb and the sidewalk must be landscaped.

To further address buffering for existing residential development lacated outside the overlay
district, a fifteen {15) foot landscaped buffer strip is required where development projects are
adjacent to existing residential development located cutside of the overlay district.

Signage
in addition to the existing sign requirements of the Land Development code, the following
additional signage provisions of note are required in the Midtown LINC.

Pole-mounted signs are prohibited.
Wall- or building-mounted signs may not extend above a building’s roofline or parapet; roof-

mounted signs are prohibited.
The restriction on the maximum number of colors and lettering styles on a sign does not apply

within the overlay district.
The reguirement that the area of illumination of a sign be included in the calculation of a sign’s

area does not apply within the overlay district.
To enhance business identification for pedestrians, signs may extend up to five {5) feet
perpendicular to building walls.

Site Furnishings

The overlay district requires a minimum amount of site furniture based on building size.
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¢ A minimum of one bench per ten thousand (10,000) gross square feet of building is required.
Benches are to be located adjacent to the street frontage of a development, adjacent to the
primary building entrance, or within other public or private amenities provided by the
development.

o At least one bench must be shaded by a tree.

e Where muktiple benches are required, a trash receptacle must be provided adjacent to one of

the benches.
¢ All site furnishings, including bicycle racks, benches, trash receptacles, and exterior light

fixtures must be of coordinated design styles and colors.

Outdoor Lighting
The following additional outdoor lighting restrictions apply in the Midtown LINC, in addition to

outdoor lighting requirements found elsewhere in the Land Development code.

» The lamps of building-mounted outdaor light fixtures shall not be placed more than twelve
{12) feet above the exterior grade at the perimeter of a building.

o Pole-mounted lights, such as lights used to illuminate parking areas, are limited to twenty (20)
feet in height.

Additional Requirements for Qualifving Projects
In addition to the design standards described above, qualifying projects must also comply with the
following requirements.

« Quallfying projects must utilize a so-called “detailed alternative development water budget”
(also known as an “Option B” water budget).

« Qualifying projects must also utilize the following water-saving fixtures and systems
throughout all new construction:

1. Waterless urinals;

2. Dual-flush, high-efficiency toilets (HETs) {rated 1.28 gallons or less per flush);

3. EPA WaterSense® certified showerheads (or equivalent fixtures rated at 2.0 gallons per
minute or less);

4. ENERGY STAR® compliant clothes washers;

5. Active water harvesting systems.

= Qualifying projects receiving the incentives provided through the ordinance are also required
to record a restrictive covenant applying to the development property that requires that the
development will continue to meet the use requirements as a qualifying project for a minimum
period of five years after completion of construction.

Fee Incentives for Qualifying Proje
This subsection describes the various fees that are either removed {or reduced as noted) to
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incentivize the canstruction of qualifying projects with the overlay district.*

» Construction permit fees and plan review fees;
¢ Development review fees;

¢ Development Water Budget fees (reduced);

= impact fees;

»  Wastewater UECs {Utility Expansion Charges);
¢  Water UECs.

The fiscal impact report accompanying this memarandum provides an analysis of the fiscal impact
to city finances resulting from the elimination of these fees compared to the increased revenues
associated with incentivized new development.

Section 2

As stated above, Sections 2 through 11 of the Bill do not introduce entirely new text, but rather
contain amendments to existing code sections as cross references to provisions in Section 1 or as
additional elements designed to incentivize redevelopment.

Section 2 amends Subsection 14-3.8(B) to expand the land use director’s current purview to perform
administrative review of certain development plans to also include the administrative review of
development plans associated with gualifying projects with the Midtown LINC.

Section 3

This section amends Table 14-6.1-1 (Table of Permitted Uses} to remove the requirement that a
qualifying project obtain a Special Use Permit when located within 200 feet of residentially-zoned
property. This amendment is necessary to remove conflicts that would arise as new residential
developments are created inside the district. This requirement would continue to apply to
developments that are not qualifying projects.

Section 4

Section 4 of the Bill removes a potential canflict found in Subsection 14-6.2(A)(7) that currently
restricts the types of residential uses allowed in C-2 and 5C districts. The change will allow smaller
numbers residential units to be built over existing commercial development.

Section 5

Section 5 makes two important adjustments to parking requirements for qualifying projects. First,
Subsection 14-8.6(B)(4)(c) is amended to allow that parking may be allowed on a “joint basis” for
qualifying projects within the Midtown LINC district. This amendment Is necessary because some

° The affordable housing requirements of the city’s HOMES program are not amended in any way hy the Bill. All
projects constructed within the Midtown LINC will be required to fully comply with all applicable HOMES program
requirements.
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areas within the district contain residentially-zoned land that is not currently part of an institutional
use. Without this amendment shared or “joint” uses parking would be prohibited on these properties.

Second, this subsection adds a paragraph (f) that allows that the amount of parking for a qualifying
project be determined by a parking demand study and not by the tabulated numerical parking
requirements currently found in the code. Additionally, the total amount of parking that is
determined by the parking demand study is allowed to be further reduced by using the shared parking
provisions of the code and by the amount of on-street parking spaces that may exist adjacent to a
qualifying project.

Section &

This section of the Bill makes adjustments to the architectural point standard system of the current
code. Currently, commercial buildings, including multi-family residential buildings, are reviewed on
point scale based on their underlying zoning and are required to reach a certain point total in order to
be issued a construction permit. Table 14-8.7-2 of the existing code contains various categories of
building elements and associated available points for various architectural options such as surface
material and treatment, roof and building form, door and window treatments, etcetera. Currently,
certain elements, although not prohibited, are dis-incentivized by assignment of lower polnts.

In order to provide a measure of architectural flexibility, innovation and interest, the current point
allocations available for certain architectural treatments are increased for all new development within
the Midtown LINC. Specifically, Section 6 of the Bill increases available points for the following
architectural features:

Predominant exterior surface treatment
» Brick, natural stone, and integrally-colored unit masonry

+ Concrete and non-integrally colored unit masonry
+ Metal siding, glass curtain wall systems, glass block, wood siding, and simulated materials

Color of predominant exterior surface material
» Pastel colors of non-earthtane hues, whites, grays, and grayish greens
+ High-intensity colors

Doors and windows

+ Treatments where more than 50% of doors, window and glazed surfaces (which are not
located under portals) are not recessed a minimum of 2 inches or are not cased in trim, have
divided lites, or have exposed lintels.

¢ Wall surface areas {not located under portals) that have more than 50% openings {doors,
windows, glazing and other penetrations).

» Use of colored glazing.
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Section 7
This section of the Bill cross references to the fee incentive section of the Bill related to how water is

provided far new development. Currently, Section 14-8.13 requires that new development provide
water either through the city’s water rights transfer program (25-12 SFCC 1987} or through the city’s
water conservation credits program (25-11 SFCC 1987). Under the current code, when the water
budgets for proposed developments exceed certain levels, the code requires that water be provided
only by the transfer of water rights."* This section allows gualifving projects that exceed these levels
to provide water by either method. In addition, when providing water through the water
conservation credit program, qualifying projects will pay for water at a rate of $12,000 per acre-foot
(approximately the city’s cost) instead of at the normal rate of 316,600 per acre-foot.

Section 8

This section of the Bill cross references to the fee incentive section of the Bill related to impact fees.
This section amends Subsection 14-8.14(D) to add construction permits for qualifving projects within
the Midtown LINC to the list of permits exempted from the payment of impact fees.

Sectlon 9

Section 9 amends Chapter 7 of the Municipal Code in anticipation of the redevelopment of existing
buildings within the Midtown LINC. Subsection 7-1.10 is amended to clarify that construction permit
applicants can request that the provisions of the city-adapted International Existing Bullding Code
(IEBC) be applied to their construction permit. The IEBC contains alternate methods of achieving code
compliance when existing building are renovated.

Section 10
This section of the Bill cross references to the fee incentive section of the Bill related to Wastewater

Utility Expansion Charges [UECs). This section amends Article 22-6.6, Exhibit A, Section 7 4-8.14(D) to
add gualifying projects within the Midtown LINC to the list of projects for which wastewater UECs are
waived.

Section 11

This section of the Bill cross references to the fee incentive section of the Bill related to Water Utility
Expansion Charges (UECs). This section amends Article 25-4.2, Exhibit B, Rate Schedule 8 to provide

that qualifying projects within the Midtown LINC are exempted from the payment of the water UEC.

RECOMMENDATIONS
The attached Bill creates a comprehensive, implementable ordinance as directed by various
resolutions of the governing body. Staff recommends approval of the Bill.

1 The current thresholds above which water rights must be transferred are 5 acre-feet for commercial developments,
7.5 acre-feet for mixed-use developments, and 10 acre-feet for residential developments.
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CITY OF SANTA FE, NEW MEXICO
BILL NO. 2016-__

INTRODUCED BY:

Mayor Javier M. Gonzales

Councilor Peter Ives

AN ORDINANCE
RELATING TO THE LAND DEVELOPMENT CODE, CHAPTER 14 SFCC 1987,
CREATING A NEW SUBSECTION 14-55D) ENTITLED THE “MIDTOWN LOCAL
INNOVATION CORRIDOR OVERLAY DISTRICT” (MIDTOWN LINC OVERLAY
DISTRICT) AND ESTABLISHING PERMITTED USES, DEFINTIONS, STANDARDS, AND
INCENTIVES FOR QUALIFYING PROJECTS WITHIN THE DISTRICT; AMENDING
THE FOLLOWING ARTICLES TO ADD PROVISIONS FOR QUALIFYING PROJECTS
WITHIN THE DISTRICT: 14-3.8(B) DEVELOPMENT PLAN APPROVALS, TABLE 14-6.1-1
SPECIAL USE PERMITS, 14-6.2(A)7) DWELLING UNITS WITHIN C-2 AND SC
DISTRICTS, 14-8.6(B)(4) REDUCTION OF REQUIRED PARKING SPACES, TABLE 14-8.7-
2 ARCHITECTURAL DESIGN STANDARDS AND POINT ALLOCATIONS, 14-8.13(E)
DEVELOPMENT WATER BUDGET CRITERIA, 14-8.14(D) IMPACT FEES; RELATING
TG THE BUILDING AND HOUSING CODE, CHAPTER 7 SFCC 1987, AMENDING
SUBSECTION 7-1.10 APPLICATION OF THE INTERNATIONAL EXISTING BUILDING
CODE; RELATING TO THE SEWER CODE, CHAPTER 22 SFCC 1987, AMENDING

SUBSECTION, 22-6.6 EXHIBIT A SECTION 7 WASTEWATER UTILITY EXPANSION



CHARGE; RELATING TO THE WATER CODE, CHAPTER 25 SFCC 1987, 25-4.2 EXHIBIT
B RATE SCHEDULE 8 UTILITY EXPANSION CHARGE; AND MAKING SUCH OTHER
CHANGES THAT ARE NECESSARY TO CARRY OUT THE PURPOSE OF THIS

ORDINANCE.

BE IT ORDAINED BRY THE GOVERNING BODY OF THE CITY OF SANTA FE:

Section 1, A new Subsection 14-5.5(D) SFCC 1987 is ordained to read:
(D) [NEW MATERIAL] Midtown Local Innovation Corridor (Midtown LINC)
Overlay District
{1) Purpose and Intent
The purpose and intent of the Midtown Local Innovation Corridor (LINC) Overlay
Distriet is to:

(a) Strengthen and animate the built environment and the business and
population links within the demographic and geographic center of
the city between the existing employment centers of the Santa Fe
University of Art and Design and surrounding uses to the west and
the Christus St. Vincent Regional Medical Center and related
medical uses to the east;

(b) Incentivize multi-family residential development, complimentary
non-residential uses, and an enlivened, street-oriented pedestrian
environment by freeing development capacity of existing under-
developed land and buildings for these targeted uses, while allowing
existing uses to continue as redevelopment occurs;

(c) Allow for innovative development and redevelopment of the district
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(d)

(e

while providing boffering between the district and existing
residential development outside of the district by the application of
amended land development regulations and fees and by establishing
conditions precedent for future infrastructure enhancements and the
application of other redevelopment and financing tools;

Promote a more healthy, safe, and enjoyable environment within the
city’s midtown area through the enhancement of pedestrian and
bicycle accessibility and safety, landscaping and other street-related
amenities and the eventual reduction of traffic speeds and provision
of on-street parking, bicycle lanes, and improved crosswalks; and
Provide flexibility in sign design and location so as to maintain
effective communication, business identification and wayfinding for
existing buildings whose visibility may be reduced by new

development.

Boundaries

The Midtown LINC Overlay District includes land in the vicinity of
the St. Michael's Drive right-of-way from the eastern edge of the
Cerrillos Road right-of-way to the western edge of the St. Franeis
Drive right-of-way, and additional land in the vicinity of the campus of
the Santa Fe University of Art and Design as shown on the Midtown

LINC Overlay District Map.

Applicability

(a)

(b)

The provisions of this Subsection 14-5.5(D) apply to all land within the
boundaries of the Midtown LINC Overlay District.

New development shall comply with the provisions of this Subsection.
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(©) Alterations to existing structures shall comply with the provisions of
this Subsection to the extent practical or feasible as determined by the
land wuse director.

(C))] Permitted Uses; Qualifying Projects

(a) Permitted and Prohibited Uses
Permitted uses and structures within the Midtown LINC Overlay
District are the same as those permitted in underlying zoning districts
except as provided in Table 14-5.5-2 and as permitted for qualifying
projects as defined in this Subsection.

Tahle 14-5.5-2: Midtown LINC Overlay District - Additional Permitted & Prohibited Uses

Table 14-5.5-2: Midtown LINC Overlay District - Additional Permitted & Prohibited Uses (See Note 1)

ADDITIONAL USES PROHIBITED USES
CATEGORY Specific Use CATEGORY Specific Use
RESIDENTIAL gg]ﬂ;“‘gs’ Multiple- | ppaIDENTIAL Mobile homes; Mabile home parks
COMMERCIAL Sexually Oriented Businesses
Vehicles and Equipment @
Outdoor Storage
Storage ®
Industrial
Warchouse & Freight Movement
NOTES:

1. Uses listed are additions 10, or deletions from, the list of otherwise permitted uses within underlying
zoning districts. See Table 14-6.1-1 for a complete listing of use categories and permitted uses per
underlying zoning district. See Table 14-5.5-4 for additional uses permitted if associated with a
qualifying project.

Parking lots and garages are permitted as accessory uses when associated with a gualifying profect.
Individua) storage areas enclosed within a building and that are part of a qualifying residential profect
are permitted.

4. Research, experimental and testing laboratories are permitied.

W b

(b)  Qualifying Projects
As used in this Subsection 14-5.3(D):

(i) Qualifving project means a new development within the



Midtown LINC Overlay District that complies with the

-—

requirements of this Subsection 14-5.5(D) and that is either a
qualifying residential project or a qualifying non-residential
praject as defined in this Subsection.

(ii) Qualifying residentinl project means a new development
that: (a) is composed solely of new mudtiple-family
dwellings, or (b) results in a development that is a mix of
primarily new multiple-family dwellings and any lesser

amount and combination of the eligible non-residential uses

for BN~ T » - I T v N %) B - N SV %

listed in Table 14-5.5-3 as measured by gross floor area.

—
—

(i)  Qualifying non-vesidential project means a new development

that is composed of a new building or buildings, or of

-
£

alterations to an existing building or buildings, for the

-
(8]

14 eligible uses identified in Table 14-5.5-3.

16 (iv)  Development projects not meeting the defmitions of this
16 Subsection 14-5.5(D)X4Xb) are permitted as provided in
17 Subsection 14-5.5(D) but are not qualifying projects.

18 (v) The land use director may adopt submittal requirements and
19 review policies in accordance with Subsection 14-2.11(B) as
20 necessary to verify that gqualifying projects meet the
21 requirements of this Subsection 14-5.5(D).

22 Table 14-5.5-3: Midtown LINC Overlay District - Non-Residential Uses Eligible for
23 Qualifying Projects

24 [REMAINDER OF PAGE LEFY BLANK INTENTIONALLY]

[\
(3)]
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Table 14-5.5-3: Midtown LINC Overlay District - Non-Residential Uses Eligible for Qualifying Projects

For Inclusion As
USE CATEGORIES (See Note 1) R | R el
Projects Projects
Pre-Schools, Daycare for Infants & Children (All) X X
Educational (All; including Libraries) X X
Community Centers & Institutions (All) X X
Parks and Open Space (All) ? X X
Arts Activities (All) X X
Assembly X
Food and Beverage (All) X X
Medical (All} X X
Public Transportation X
Recreation and Entertainment (All) X X
Retail Sales and Services (All) X x®
Service Establishments (All) X X
Storage @ X
Vehicles and Equipment ®) X
Industrial @ X X
Manufacturing and Production ) X X
NOTES:

1. Eligible uses listed in this table are permitted uses when part of a qualifying project. See Table 14-6.1-1
for a complete listing of use categories and permitted uses in underlying zoning districts.

Except cemeteries, mausoleums & columbariums.

Except restaurants with drive-through/drive-up service.

Only individual storage areas completely enclosed within a building and that are intended to serve the
associated gualifving residential profect.

Only parking lots and garages that are intended to serve the associated qualifying project.

. Research, experimental and testing laboratories only.

. Light assembly and manufacturing (including “maker” spaces) only.

. Neighborhood grocery stores and laundromats only.

NS

g0 <) O th

)] General Standards
(a) Unless otherwise specified in this Subsection 14-5.5(D), permitted
uses and development standards within the Midtown LINC shail
conform to the requirements of the underlying zoning district of a

property.

(b) The land use director may permit alternate means of compliance
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with the provisions of this Subsection as provided in Subsection 14-
2.11(C).

{c) In ihe event of conflicts between the requirements of this Subsection
14-5.5(D) and the requirements of underlying zoning districts,
platted building setbacks or existing easements, the requirements of
this Subsection shall apply.

(6)  Building Envelope Standards and Measurements

Table 14-58.5-4: Midtowa LINC Overlay District - Table of Dimensional Standards

Table 14-5.54: Table of Dimensional Standards for the Midtown LINC Overlay District

DEVELOPMENT Max. Min. Lot Max. Yard Max. Lot Min.
TYFPE Gross Size Height of | Requirements | Coverage Required
Density Siructures (Feat) (%0) Qpen Space
(Dwelling (F eet)(”
umits/Acre)
Qualifying N/A Same as 50 Minimum None Same as C-2
Residential c-2 Street: 0 District
Projects District Side: § {See §14-7.5(D))
(AS defined in Rear: lo(“)
Subsection 14- %
55 Street: 5©)
All Other Same as Same as Per Per Per Per
Development c-2 C-2 Underlying Underlying | Underlying | Underlying
District District District District Disirict District
Standards Standards Standards Standards
except as
noted below

Maximurn

Street: 52
NOTES:

1. Elevator “over-runs” and renewable energy generating equipment (such as solar photovoltaic panels and wind
turbines) mounted on buildings shall not be included in the calculated height of a duflding.

2. Maximum height of structures 50 feet, except where a structure associated with a gualifying residential
project will be located within one hundred fifty (150) feet of an existing residential development located outside
of the Midtown LINC Overlay District, in which case the maximum height of a structure associated with a
qualifying residential project shall be 38 feet.

3. Except that 4th stories along street-frontage fagades shall be set back a minimum of 15 feet from the story
below.

4. Rear yard 10 feet, except at the rear of a /ot abutting an existing residential development, in which case there
shall be a required rear yard of not less than 25 feet.

5. Maximum Street yard 5 feet, except that: (a} up to 30% of a swreer-frontage fagade may be set back greater
than 5 feet for entryways and integral courtyards, or to accommodate other aspects of a building s design, and
(b} street-frontage fagades may be set back greater than S feet in locations where existing utility easements
prevent compliance with this requirement.
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Site Design, Circulation and Parking

(a)

(b)

(c)

(d)

(e)

®

New buildings or additions to existing buildings shall be oriented so
that their primary fagades face St. Michael’s Drive, Cerrillos Road,
or other street frontages as applicable,

Perimeter screening of parking areas shall be in accordance with
Subsection 14-8.4(I)(2) except that screening walls, hedges or berms
shall not exceed four feet at maturity and shall be provided with
multiple openings adjacent to street fromtages to maximize of
pedestrian permeability between sireet sidewalks and parking areas.
Sidewalks along the street fromtages of St. Michael’s Drive and
Cerrillos Road shall be provided in accordance with Section 14-
9.2(E), Sidewalks, and shall be a minimum of fifteen (15) feet wide.
Where existing sidewalks are widened to meet this requirement, the
widening shall occur on the building side of the existing sidewalk.
Vehicular access shall be from the side or rear of the /of to the extent
possible.

Vehicular access between and among adjacent /ots shall be provided
where possible.

New buildings shall have accessible pedestrian connections to St.
Michael’s Drive or Cerrillos Road as applicable. Batiding entrances
shall have the same general elevation as the street frontage sidewalks
adjacent to the entrance. Site grading shall not result in the need for
steps or ramps from the sweer fromtage sidewalk to the building.
Visual and physical barriers to bduilding entrances shall be

minimized,
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(g)

(8

(h)

()

Sidewalks and other pedestrian pathways connecting buildings to the
street and to parking areas shall be a minimum of six (6} feet wide
and shall be clearly defined.

Loading docks shall be located at the side or rear of buildings and
shall be fully screened so that the loading dock is not visible from 5t.
Michael’s Drive or Cerrillos Road as applicable. The screening shall
be integrated with the buwilding architecture, materials and
construction.

Electrical transformers and trash enclosures shall be located at the
side or rear of buildings and shall be screened from view of public
roadways and sidewalks by walled enclosures or landscape
screening. Wail-mounied utility boxes shall be painted the same
color as the nearest building on site.

Water system backflow preventers shall be located inside buildings.
Where it is not feasible to locate a water system backflow preventer
inside a building, the backflow prevenier shall be located at the side
or rear of buildings and shall be screened from view of adjacent
public roadways and sidewalks by walled enclosures or landscape

screening.

Architecture

In addition to the requirements of Section 14-8.7, Architectural Design

Review, the following provisions shall apply.

(a)

Lot configuration and available streer fromtage permitting, the
langest fagade of all new buildings on lots abutting St. Michael’s

Drive or Cerrillos Road shall be aligned parallel with the sireet
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(b)

(c)

(d

(e)

frontage of St. Michael’s Drive or Cerrillos Road as applicable.

The primary entrance to any new building on a lot abutting St.
Michael’s Drive or Cerrillos Road shall be visible from St. Michael’s
Drive or Cerrillos Road as applicable.

Building walls along street frontages shall not extend more than
twenty feet, measured horizontally, without openings. Doors,
windows or display windows shall be considered openings.

Doors intended for vehicular access to buildings on lofs abuiting St.
Michael’s Drive or Cerrillos Road shall not face St. Michael’s Drive
or Cerrillos Road as applicable.

Except as noted in this Subsection, rooftop equipment shall be fully
screened so that the equipment is not visible from the adjacent public
rights-of-way. Screening shall be integrated with the associated
building’s architecture, materials and construction. Screening of
renewable energy generating equipment (such as solar photovoltaic
panels and wind turbines) mounted on buildings is not required;
however such equipment shall be incorporated into the architectural

design of a building to the extent possible,

Landscaping Standards

In addition to the requirements found in Section 14-8.4, Landscape and Site

Design, the following provisions shall apply.

(@

On-site storm water detention or retention facilities shall be located
underground unless constructed as part of parks or open space, or
unless constructed as part of an active water harvesting system, in

which case the active water harvesting system shall be incorporated

10
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(b)

(©

@

(e

®

into the architectural design of a building to the extent possible.
Oualifying vesidential projects shall pravide a minimum five (5) foot
wide landscaped area around the base of exterior building walls.
Street trees shall be planted at a maximum spacing of thirty (30) feet
on-center along the streer fromtages of development sites on St.
Michael’s Drive or Cerrillos Road as applicable. Existing street trees
within the above areas may be counted toward this requirement.
Street trees shall have a minimum four (4) inch caliper at time of
planting and shall have a minimum mature height of twenty-five (25)
feet. The required spacing of street trees may be adjusted to allow
for the clustering of trees as part of a development s landscape design
as determined by the land use director. The location and minimum
mature height of street frees may be adjusted where conflicts exist
with overhead or underground utility lines, site visibility triangles,
crosswalks, bus stops, or on-street parking spaces.

A minimum of thirty {30) percent of required plant material shall be
evergreen.

Areas of the parkway that are located along the street frontages of
development sites, and that are not developed with sidewalks as
required by Subsection 14-5.5(DX7)(c), shall be landscaped as part
of the required landscaping of a development.

Qualifying non-residential projects and other non-residential
development adjacent to existing residential development located
outside of the Midtown LINC Overlay District shall provide a

continuous landscaped buffer strip of not less than fifteen (15) feet

11
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where abutting the existing residential development. Plant material
in the landscaped buffer strip shall conform to the requirements for

open space provided in Subsection 14-8.4(H).

Signage

In addition to the requirements found in Section 14-8.10, Signs, the

following provisions shall apply.

(a)

(b

©)

(d)

(e)

H

(&

(h)

Pole-mounted signs are prohibited.

Monument signs shall not exceed four feet in height.

Signs shall be setback a minimum of fifteen (15) feet from any
pubtic right of way unless wali- or building-mounted.

Wail- or building-mounted signs shall not extend above the roofline
Or parapet.

Roof-mounted signs are prohibited.

The provisions of Subsection 14-8.10(B)(4), Maximum Number of
Colors and Lettering Styles, do not apply within the Midtown LINC
Overlay District.

The provisions of Subsection 14-8.10(B)(5)(d) do not apply to signs
mounted on the building wails of qualifying projects within the
Midtown LINC Overlay District.

Wall signs associated with a qualifying project within the Midtown
LINC Overlay District and whose sign faces are mounted
perpendicular to a building wall may extend up to five (5) feet from
the wall, including signs that project over a front property line,
providing that such a sign shall not impede or endanger pedestrian or

vehicular traffic.

12
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(12)

(13)

Site Furnishings

(a)

(b}

{c)

@

A minimum of one bench per ten thousand (10,000) gross square feet
of building is required on the site and shall be located adjacent to the
street frontage of the development, or to the primary building
entrance, or within a public or private amenity provided by the
development.

At least one bench per development shall be shaded by a tree or a
shade structure.

Where multiple benches are required, a trash receptacle shall be
provided adjacent to one of the benches.

All site furnishings on a development site, including bicycle racks
required by Subsection 14-8.6(E), benches, trash receptacles and

light fixtures shall be of a coordinated design style and color.

Outdoor Lighting

In addition to compliance with Section 14-8.9, Outdoor Lighting, the

following provisions apply.

(a)
(b)

Pole-mounted lights shall not exceed twenty (20) feet in height.

Lamps of building-mounted light fixtures shall not be placed more
than twelve (12) feet above the exterior grade at the perimeter of a
building unless the outdoor lighting is part of the illumination of a

wall-mounted sign in accordance with Subsection 14-5.5(D){(10)(g).

Additional Requirements for Qualifving Projects

In addition to the requirements of this Subsection 14-5.5(D), qualifying

projects shall comply with the following requirements:

(2)

Qualifying projects shall utilize a detailed alternative development

13
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(b)

(c)

water budget (“Option B” water budget) in accordance with

Subsection 14-8.13(B){(2)(b) and applicable adopted administrative

procedures.

Qualifving projects shall utilize the following water-saving fixtures,

appliances, and systems where applicable, throughout all new

construction:

(i) waterless urinals;

(ii) dual-flush, high-efficiency toilets (HETs) (rated 1.28 gallons
or less per flush);

(iii) FEPA WaterSense® certified showerheads (or equivalent
fixtures rated at 2.0 gallons per minute or less);

(ivi ENERGY STAR® compliant clothes washers;

v) active water harvesting systems.

The land use director shall not issue a construction permir for a

qualifying project until a restrictive covenant is recorded by the

owner of the development at the office of the county clerk that

requires that the development will contain no uses that do not meet

the requirements for a gualifying project for a period of at least five

years from the completion of the project’s construction. The

covenant shall be in a form approved by the Jand use director and the

city attorney and shall be notarized prior to recordation. The

covenant shall be considered part of a development plan approved

pursuant to Subsection 14-3.8(B)9). The iand use director shall

maintain copies of recorded covenants pursuant to the provisions of

this Subsection.

14
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(14)

Fee Incentives for Qualifying Projects

The following fee incentives apply to qualifying projects within the Midtown

LINC Overlay District:

(@)

(b)

(c)

(d)

(e)

h

Construction Permit Fees; Plan Review Fees

Oualifying projects are exempt from the payment of construction
permit fees and plan review fees as set by Resolution of the
governing body, as may be amended from time to time.

Development Review Fees

Qualifying projects are exempt from the payment of development
review fees as set by Resolution of the governing body, as may be
amended from time to time.

Development Water Budget Fees

Qualifying projects shall obtain water to mest approved
development water budgets through the water rights transfer program
or through the water conservation credit program or through a
combination of both, and at the reduced rate specified in Subsection
14-8.13(E).

Impact Fees

Qualifying projects are exempt from the payment of impact fees in
accordance with Subsection 14-8.14(D).

Wastewater Utility Expansion Charge (UEC)

The wastewater utility expansion charge (UEC) is waived for
qualifying projects in accordance with Article 22-6.6, Exhibit A,
Section 7.

Water Utility Expansion Charge (UEC)

15
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Section 2.

to read:

Qualifying projects are exempt from the payment of the water utility
expansion charge (UEC) in accordance with Article 25-4.2, Exhibit
B, Rate Schedule 8.

Subsection 14-3.8(B) SFCC 1987 (being Ord. #2013-16, §11) is amended

(B) Applicability

(M

(2)

(3

Early neighborhood notification and notice and conduct of public hearings

are required pursuant to the general provisions of Sections 14-3.1(F), (H) and

.

A development plan is required in conjunction with rezoning applications in

certain districts as provided in Chapter 14, Articles 4 (Zoning) and 5

{Overlay Zoning Districts).

Approval of a development plan by the planning commission is required prior

to new development that meets any of the following criteria:

(@) gross floor areq of thirty thousand square feet or more and is located
within any zoning district of the cify;

(b) gross floor area of ten thousand square feet or more in a residential
district or in the C-1, C-2, C-4, BCD, HZ, I-1, -2, BIP, PRRC, RS,
SC or MU disirict and is within two hundred (200) feet, inclnding
public rights of way, of RR, R-1 through R-6, R-7, R-7-1, R-8, R-9,
RC-5, RC-8, R10, R-12, R-21, R-29, RAC, AC, PRC and MH
districts;

(¢)  flea market with fifteen or more vendors; or

{d) outdoor commercial recreational uses in any zone where the total

area devoted to recreation and relaied pedestrian circulation and

16
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(4

(5)

6)

(M

amenities, excluding parking and vehicular circulation areas, exceeds
fifteen thousand (15,000) square feet in any zone; provided that this
provision does not apply to temporary carnivals, circuses and similar
short-term entertainment uses required to obtain a permit from the
city.
The development plans described in Subsections {B)}2) and (3) shall be
reviewed by the planning commission.
This section applies where the cumulative square footage of multiple permits
meets or exceeds the criteria in Subsections (B}2) or (3) or a combination of
those subsections when the permiis are for coordinated development of a
project comprising multiple buildings or outdoor uses, including phased
projects and projects involving development of adjoining commonly owned
parcels.
This section does nat apply to the construction of single-family dwellings,
each of which has a gross floor area of ten thousand (10,000) square feet or
less, including accessory buildings, on lots created prior to the effective date
of Ordinance No. 1999-13 or on Jots within a subdivision that was subject to
early neighborhood notification procedures. This section does apply to
construction of any single-family dwelling that has a gross floor area greater
than ten thousand (10,000) square feet, including accessory buildings.
No additional development plan review is required if the new or changed use
or development described in Subsections (B)2) and (3) was part of a
development plan approved as part of a rezoning or other action before the
governing body or the planning commission, and for which an early

neighborhood notification meeting occurred as set forth in Section 14-3.1(F).

17
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(8)

Approval of a development plan by the land use direcior is required for

multiple-family development comprising three or more dwelling units with a

gross floor area less than ten thousand (10,000) square feet.

(9) This section does not apply to the construction of gualifving projects within

Section 3.

the Midiown LINC Overlay District with the exception that approval of a

development plan by the land use di 7 is required prior to, ar con nt

with. the issuance o struction permit for a gualifying project

Table 14-6.1-1 SFCC 1987 (being Ord. #2013-16, §29) is amended to

amend the following footnote in the Table of Permitted Uses:

* Special use permit required if located within 200 fect of residentially-zoned property unless

a qualifving project located within the Midtown LINC Overlay District; otherwise permitted.

Section 4.

read:

(7

Section 5.

Article 14-6.2(A)(7) SFCC 1987 (being Ord. #2016-20) is amended to

Dwelling Units in Specified Commercial Districts

In the C-2 and SC Districts, dwelling units do not include mobile homes or

recreational vehicles and shall be either:

{a) accessory dwelling units for occupancy only by owners, employees
or tenants of nonresidential uses that are operated on the same
premises,

{b) part of a planned development; or

{c} part of a use for which a development plan or special use permit is
required|:]; or

{d) part of a gualifving residential project within the Midtown LINC

Overlay Distriet.

Article 14-8.6(B)(4) SFCC 1987 (being Ord. #2011-37, as amended) is

18
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amended to read:

4)

Combined Uses; Shared Parking

(a)

®)

{©)

{d)

(e)

Combined uses on the same premises shall provide the combined
total number of spaces required for each use separately, unless a
shared parking plan is appraved.

Uses an premises comprising more than one legal lot of record may
provide shared parking in accordance with an approved shared
parking plan.

Parking required for uses located on adjoining Joss in RAC, C, BCD,
BIP, MU, SC or 1 districts, [er] for institutional uses located on
adjoining lots in residential districts, or for a gualifving profect
within the Midtown LINC Overlay District, may be provided on a

joint basis. Within the joint parking areas, the spaces required for
each of the participating uses shafl be marked on the parking plan
and maintained as allocated to the individual use, uniess a shared
parking plan is approved. (Ord. No. 2013-16 § 50)

Cumulative parking space requirements for mixed-use occupancies
or adjoining mixed uses may be reduced if the applicant
demonstrates that the peak requirements of the several occupancies
occur at different times, such as mid-day for office uses and evening
for residential uses, as supported by a parking demand study.
Reduction in the total number of spaces required by the addition of
all uses in the BCD or as specified in Subsection 14-8.6(A) may be
approved by a land use board pursuant to a special use permis or

development plan if the reduction is supported by a parking demand

19
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read:

study.

{0 Reduction in the total number of spaces required by this Section 14-

8.6 for gualifving projects within the Midtown LINC Overlay

District approved the land use director pu

Subsection_14-3.8(BX9) if the reduction is supported by a parking

demand study prepared by the iy 'ect applicant. In
addition to the shared parking provisions of this Subsection, the total
numb uired as determined by a shared parkin

parking demand study may be reduced by the number of on-street
parking spaces present in the Midtown LINC Overlay District
adjacent to a fvi ect.

Section 6. Table 14-8.7-2 SFCC 1987 (being Ord. #2011-37 § 10) is amended to

Table 14-8.7-2: Architectural Design Standards and Peint Allocations

[REMAINDER OF PAGE LEFT BLANK INTENTIONALLY]
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TABLE 14-8.7-2: Architectural Design Standards and Point Allocations {Sce Note 1)

Arehitectural Design Standards Points!
WALLS
Predominant | Stucco, adobe 30
Exterior » : :
Surface Brick, natural stone, and integrally colored unit masonry 25;30*
Material Concrete and non-integrally colored unit masonry 20, 30*
Metal siding, glass curtainwall systems, glass block, wood siding, and simulated | 10; 30*
materials
Mirrored glass curtainwall systems -10
Color of Earthtones, creams, and pastels of earthtone hues including but not necessarily 30
Predominant limited 1o rose, peach, and terra cotta colors
gmr Pastel colors of non-earthtone hues, whites, grays, and grayish greens 15;30*
[High-intensity-selors;- m]Metallic colors, glass and black -10
Exterior (A) Wall surfaces appear monolithic with at least 75 percent of the total wall 10
Surface area one material and one color. Differing shades of the same general hue shall
Treatment not be considered different colors. Nen-solar fenestration, window and door
awnings, applied trim, and accent materials, colors, and decorative bands, with
the exception of stucco, masonry or concrete control joints, are used in such a
way that they do not give a panelized or prefabricated appearance, produce
striped or checkerboard patterns, or exceed 25 percent of the surface ares of any
facade. Fenestration and/or accent colors on wall surfaces under portals or
canopies having a horizontal depth of at least six feet shall be exempt from area
calculations
(B) Wall surfaces do not meet the criteria set forth in paragraph {A) above -10

[REMAINDER OF PAGE LEFT BEANK INTENTIONALLY]
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ROOFS

Form

{A) Flat roof surfaces entirely concealed from public view by parapets

20

(B) Flat roof surfaces not entirely concealed from public view by parapets,
uniformly sloping roofs, or any combination of flat and uniformly sloping roofs,
having a height, from springline to peak, that does not exceed the average height
of the supporting walls and having a slope with greater than or equal to four feet
of vertical rise for every 12 feet of horizontal run and less than or equal to 12
feet of vertical rise for every 12 feet of horizontal run

15

{C) Uniformly sloping roofs or any combination of flat and uniformly sloping
roofs, having a height, from springline to peak, that does not exceed the average
height of the supporting walls and having a slope with less than four feet of
vertical rise for every 12 feet of horizontal run or having a slope with greater
than 12 feet of vertical rise for every 12 feet of horizontal run

10

(D) Any type of sloping roof having a height, from springline to peak, that
exceeds the average height of the supporting walls; non-uniformly sloping roofs;
or any combination of flat and non-uniformly sloping roofs

Predominant
Material

(A) All surfaces are concealed from public view

20

(B) Standing, flat, or batten seam metal roofing, or membrane, asphalt or gravel
surfaces exposed to public view

15

(C) Flat tiles of clay, concrete or slate

10

(D) Barrel tiles of clay, concrete, or slate; and asphalt shingles

(E) Woad shingles or shakes and other materials including but not necessarily
limited to plastic, fiberglass or metal roof tiles

-10

Predominant
Color

(A) All surfaces are concealed from public view

15

(B) Dark reds, browns, and earthtones, and natural metals including aluminum,
zine, tin, and lead

10

{C) Low-intensity colors other than those stated above

(D) White

(E) Bright, non-fading, high-intensity colors and any use of multiple colors

[REMAINDER OF PAGE LEFT BLANK INTENTIONALLY]
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BUILDING FORM

Massing (A) One-story buildings with over 10,000 square feet of gross floor area and 30
multi-story buildings with over 20,000 square feet of gross floor area which are
designed with wall plane projections or setbacks on each publicly visible fagade
having a depth of at least three percent of the length of the fagade and extending
at least 20 percent of the length of the fagade

(B) One-story buildings with less than or equal to 10,000 square feet of gross 30
floor area and multi-story buildings with less than or equal to 20,000 square feet
of gross floor area which are designed with either offsetting wall planes or upper
story stepbacks of at least four horizontal feet, or a recessed entry space or
projecting canopy or portal having a depth of at least six horizontal feet, on at
least one publicly visible fagade

(C) Buildings not utilizing the massing techniques described in paragraphs (A) 0
or (B) above

DOORS AND WINDOWS

Treatment (A) More than 50 percent of doors, windows and glazed surfaces, which are not | 20
located under portales or canopies having a horizantal depth of at Jeast six feet,
have either frames recessed a minimum of two inches, are cased with trim, have
divided lites, or have exposed or otherwise articulated lintels

—

w o -~ & o A w N
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-
-

(B) More than 50 percent of doors, windows and glazed surfaces do not meet the | 0; 20%
requirements set forth in paragraph (A) above
Area (A) All wall surfaces which are not located under portales or canopies having a 20

horizontal depth of at least six feet, and which do not include solar fenestration,
have less than or equal to 50 percent openings consisting of doors, windows,

-
%]

-
[ 4%

14 glazing and other penetrations
15 (B) Wall surfaces do not meet the requirements as set forth in paragraph (A) 0; 20*
above
16 Location (A) All doars, windows and glazed surfaces, on structures having a gross floor 20
area greater than 150 square feet, are located at least two feet from outside
17 building corners
(B) All doors, windows and glazed surfaces, on structures having a gross floor 20
18 area less than or equal to 150 square feet, have at least a two inch mullion at
inside and cutside building corners
18 Glazing (A) All glazing is clear or tinted neutral gray 10
20 (B) Any use of colored glazinp 0. 10*
(C) Any use of mirrored glazing -10
21
22 {REMAINDER OF PAGE LEFT BLANK INTENTIONALLY]
23
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. 1 EQUIPMENT
2 Screening (A) All roof and wall mounted mechanical, electrical, communications, and 10
service equipment, including satellite dishes and vent pipes, are screened from
public view by parapets, walls, fences, dense evergreen foliage, or by other
3 means
4 {B) All building mounted equipment set forth in paragraph (A) above is either 5
screened; and/or painted to match visnally adjacent surfaces
5 {C) All building mounted equipment set forth in paragraph (A) above is not -10
screened and/or painted to match visually adjacent surfaces
6 | noms:
- 1. Point valies denoted by an asterisk (*} apply within the Midtown LINC Overlay District.
8 Section 7. Article 14-8.13(E) SFCC 1987 (being Ord. #2011-37, §11) is amended to
9 |read:
10 (E)  Dedication of Water to Development
11 4)) A building permit application shall not be approved until the applicant has
12 dedicated water to meet the approved developmenr water budget for the
‘ . 13 development project plus a 9.8% contingency that covers water utility
14 delivery requirements, as documented by the Water Division dedication form
‘ 15 and complied with the conditions thereof. This contingency water ig
16 comprised of watet used for community health and safety purposes, such as
17 firefighting and fire hydrant testing, water used in production for flushing of
‘ 18 water distribution and sewer lines, and also results from meter errors, line
I 19 leaks, and losses from water main breaks.
|
20 2) Based on the approved water budget for a development project, the applicant
21 shall obtain water through either the water rights transfer program (Section
22 25-12 SFCC 1987) or the water conservation credits program (Section 25-11
23 SFCC 1987) to meet the development water budget according to the
24 following criteria:
. 25 {a) Applications for residential uses which have a development water
24
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(b)

(c)

(d)

(€)

¢y

(g)

budget equal to or greater than ten acre-feet per year shall obtain
water through the water rights transfer program;

Applications for residenzial uses which have a development water
budget less than ten acre-feet per year, designated as small
development projects, shall obtain water throngh the water rights
transfer program or the water conservation credit program or through
a combination of both;

Applications for non-residential uses which have a development
water budget equal 1o or greater than five acre-feet per year shall
obtain water through the water rights fransfer program;

Applications for non-residential vses which have a development
water budget less than five acre-feet per year, designated as small
development projects, shall obtain water though the water rights
transfer program or the water conservation credit program or through
a combination of both;

Applications with both residential and non-residential vses each in
substantial amounts which have a development water budget equal to
or greater than seven and one half acre-feet per year shall obtain
water through the water rights transfer program; [and}

Applications with both residential and non-residential uses each in
substantial amounts which have a developrient water budget less
than seven and one half ecre-feet per year shall either obtain water
through the water rights transfer program or the water conservation
credit program or through a combination of both[:]; and

Applications for _gualifving projects within the Midtown LINC

25
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Section 8.

amended to read:

Overlay District as defined in Subsection 14-5.5(D)4)b) shall

obtain water though the water rights transfer program or the water

conservation credit pro or a combination of both, Water

for guclifving proj btained ugh the water conservati

credit 1 be paid for at the rate of $12.000 per t,

Article 14-8.14(D) SFCC 1987 (being Ord. #2011-37, §11 as amended) is

(D) Exemptions, Waivers and Reimbursements

(1)

Certain types of permits for new construction shall be exempt from the terms

of this Section 14-8.14. An exemption shall be claimed at the time of

construction permit application. The land use director shall determine the

validity of a claim for exemption pursuant to the criteria set forth in this

Subsection 14-8.14(D). The foilowing are exempt from the provisions of this

Section 14-8.14: (Ord. No. 2014-28 § 7)

(2}

®)

(c)

(d)

alterations of, or additions to, existing residential uses where no
additional dwelling units are created;

replacement of a destroyed, partially destroyed or moved residential
building or structure with a8 new building or structure of the same
use and the same size and with the same number of dwelling units;
replacement of destroyed, partially destroyed or moved non-
residential building or structure with a new building or siructure of
the same gross floor area and use;

construction permits for new residential units that are part of a
master plan, development plan or subdivision plasr where land is

dedicated to the city to provide park land, as provided in Section 14-

28
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8.15 (Dedication and Development of Land for Parks, Open Space,
Trails and Recreation Facilities), are exempt from park impact fees;
[ead]

(e) parking garages or parking lots(-]; and
construction permits ifving projects within the Midtown

LINC Overlay District as defined in Subsection 14-5.5(D)4)(b).
Section 9. Subsection 7-1.10 (being Ord. # No. 2008-1, §12) is amended to read:

7-1.10 [Reserved:] Application of the Internatienal Existing Building Code
The applicable provisions of the International Existing Building Code, as adopted in

Subsection 7-1.1(AX9). shall be applied to a construction permit upon the request of the applicant.

Section 10. Article 22-6.6, Exhibit A, Section 7 (being Ord. #1997-3, as amended) is

amended to read:
7. Wastewater Utility Expansion Charge (UEC).

7.1. Except as set forth in Section 7.3, the wastewater utility expansion charge (UEC)
applies to customers within the corporate limits of the city of Santa Fe, New Mexico and to customers
in those areas outside the corporate limits to which wastewater service has been authorized by action
of the governing body of the city of Santa Fe as follows:

7.1.}. New customers connecting to the city's wastewater system; and

7.1.2. Existing customers if there is an increase in the number of dwelling units or an
increase in the size of the nonresidential water meter; however, the charge shall reflect only the
increase in the number of dwelling units or the increase in the size of the meter.

7.2, The UEC shall be waived for the following:

A, Santa Fe Homes Program for-sale or for-rent units as defined in Section 26-1
SFCC 1987,

B. Housing opportunity program home or housing opportunity program rental

27
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unit subject o a valid housing opportunity program agreement; [or]
C. A low priced dwelling unit as defined in Section 26-2 SFCC 1987[:].
D. A gualifyin ect within the Midtown LINC Overlay District in
Subsection 14-5.5(D)(4)(b) SFCC 1987,
72.1.  Application for waivers of the UEC shall be made at the time of application for a
building permit. Applications shall be reviewed by the office of affordable housing.
73. The UEC shall be as follows:
73.1. Single-Family Detached Dwelling Unit or Accessory Dwelling Unit

As defined in Chapter 14 SFCC 1987

(Heated Living Area) Charge per unit
0 - 1,500 Sq. Ft. $499

1,501 - 2,000 Sq. Ft. $735

2,001 - 2,500 Sq. Ft. $911

2,501 - 3,000 Sq. Ft. $1,052

3,001 - 3,500 Sq. F1. $1,169

3,501 - 4,000 Sq. Ft. $1,269

4,001 - 4,500 Sq. Ft. $1,357

4,501 or more Sq. Ft. $1,435

7.3.2. Multi-Family Dwelling Unit  $561 per unit

Includes apartment, condominium, single family attached and residential studio units

7.3.3. Mobile Home Park Pad $902 per unit
7.3.4. Nonresidential {meter size) Charge per meter
5/8" x 3/4" $876
" $2,190
1-1/2" $4,380

28
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2" $£7,008
3" $14,016
4" $21,900
6" $43,800
g $70,080
10" $127,020

7.3.5. Any separate water meter installed for irrigation purposes only shall not be included
in the calculation of the charge.

7.3.6. In the event that the development does not have a water meter, or the wastewater
division director or developer believes the size of the water meter does not accurately reflect
wastewater generation, the developer may submit or the director may require the submission of a
study, prepared by a professional engineer, to determine the charge listed in the above table for the
water meter that most closely matches the cost of capital facilities to treat the biochemical oxygen
demand that will be generated by the proposed development.

7.4.  The UEC shall be due prior to isssance of a building permit if the property is located
in the city limits and prior to obtaining a permit to connect to the sewer if the property is located
outside the city limits.

7.5.  Payments of wastewater utility expansion charges shall be deposited in an account
separate from other funds of the city.

Section 11, Article 25-4.2, Exhibit B, Rate Schedule 8 (being Ord. #1995-19, §1 as
amended) is amended to read:

CITY OF SANTA FE - PUBLIC UTILITIES DEPARTMENT
WATER SERVICES DIVISION
RATE SCHEDULE 8

UTILITY EXPANSION CHARGE

29
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APPLICABILITY: This Utility Expansion Charge is applicable 10 all new customers for connection
with the City's system. Installation of a second meter and establishment of a new account for existing
demand on a lepal residential tot of record shall not be considered a new customer subject to
application of the Utility Expansion Charge. Service will be furnished in accordance with the City's
Rules and Regulations covering water service, available at the City's offices and on file with the
office of the City Clerk of the city of Santa Fe, which Rules and Regulations or subsequent revisions
thereof are a part of this Schedule as if fully written herein.

SERVICE AREA: Within the corporate limits of the city of Santa Fe, New Mexico and those areas
outside the corporate limits to which service has been authorized by action of the goveming body of
the city of Santa Fe.

UTILITY EXPANSION CHARGE (UEC): The rate for the UEC shall be the sum of A and B.

A CHARGE:
1, The Charge for a 5/8" meter service is $2,013.00.
2, The Charge for a 5/8" meter service for the following is $800.00.
a. Santa Fe Homes Program for-sale or for-rent units as defined in Section 26-1
SFCC 1987,
b. Housing opportunity program home or housing opportunity program rental

unit subject to a valid housing opportunity program agreement; or
c. A low priced dwelling unit as defined in Section 26-2 SFCC 1987,
3. The Charge for each meter service size shall be determined by muHliplying the
Charge for a 5/8" meter service by the applicable equivalent meter EQM Factor.
4, The other meter service sizes are as follows:

Meter Service EQM Factor UEC

3/4" 1.5 $3,019.00

1" 2.5 5,032.00

30
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11/2" 5.0 10,065.00
2" 8.0 16,104.00
i 15.6 31,402.00
4" 25.0 50,325.00
6" 50,0 100,650.00
8" 30.0 161,040.00

B. SPECIAL TAX AND ASSESSMENT CLAUSE: Billings under this Schedule may be
increased by an amount equal to the sum of taxes payable under the Gross Receipts and
Compensating Tax Act and of all other taxes, fees, or charges payable by the City and levied or
assessed by any governmental authority on the public wtility service rendered, or on the right or
privilege of rendering the service, or on any object or event incidental to the rendition of the service.

C. VARIANCE: In the event a developer makes an advance payment for project costs, which
payment covers all costs pertaining to the project in question which are included im the UEC
calculation, he/she shall upon application to the governing body of the city of Santa Fe be entitled to a
variance excusing him/her from payment of the UEC. A gualifiing project within the Midtown LINC
Overlay District, as defined in Subsection 14-5.5(D)(4)Xb) SFCC 1987, is exempt from payment of

the UEC,

TERMS OF PAYMENT: The UEC is due when notice is pravided to the Customer prior to
installation of the service line,

SERVICE APPLICATION: The UEC shali apply to new services, not including the installation of a
second meter and establishment of a new account for existing demand on a legal residential lot of

record, located anywhere within the water service area approved by the City.
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FIR No.
City of Santa Fe
Fiscal Impact Report (FIR)

This Fiscal Impact Report (FIR) shall be completed for each proposed bill or resolution as to its direct impact upon
the City’s operating budget and is intended for use by any of the standing committees of and the Governing Body of
the City of Santa Fe, Bills or resolutions with no fiscal impact still require a completed FIR. Bills or resolutions with
a fiscal impact must be reviewed by the Finance Committee. Bills or resolutions without a fiscal impact generally da
not require review by the Finance Committee unless the subject of the bill or resolution is financial in nature.

Section A. General Information

{Check) Bill: X Resolution:
(A single FTR may be used for related bills and/or resolutions)

Short Title(s): AN ORDINANCE RELATING TO THE LAND DEVELOPMENT CODE. CHAPTER 14
SFCC 1987, CREATING A NEW SUBSECTION 14- TITLED THE “ WN

INNOYATION CORRIDOR QVERLAY DISTRICT” (MIDTOWN LINC OVERLAY DISTRICT) AND
ISHING PERMITTED USES, DEFINTIONS AND INCEN FOR
QUALIFYING PROJECTS WITHIN THE DISTRICT: AMENDING THE FOLLOWING ARTICLES TO
ADD _PROVISIONS FOR OQUALIFYING PROJECTS WITHIN THE DISTRICT: 14-3.8(B)
DEVE LAN APPROVALS, TABLE 14-6.1-1 SPEC S, 14-6.2(A
DWELLIN -2 AND SC DISTRICTS, 14-8.6(BX4 RE
PARKING SPACES, TABLE 14-8.7-2 ARCHITECTURAL DESIGN STANDARDS AND POINT
ALLO 4-8.13(E) DEVELOPMENT WATER BUDGET CR 14(D) IMPACT FEES:
RELATING TO _THE BUILDING AND HOUSING CODE. CHAPTER 7 SFCC 1987, AMENDING
SUBSECTION 7-1.10 ON OF THE INTERNATIONAI EXIS CODE;
RELATING TO THE SEWER_CODE. CHAPTER 22 SFCC 1987, AMENDING SUBSECTION, 22-6.6
EXHIBIT A SECTION 7 WASTE UTILITY EXPANSION CHARGE: RE
WATER CODE, CHAPTER 25 § 87, 2542 EXHIBIT B RATE SCHEDULE
EXPANSION CHARGE; AND SUCH OTHER CHANGES THAT ARE

CARRY OUT THE PURPOSE OF THIS ORDINANCE.

Sponsor{s): Mayor Gonzales; Councilor Ives

Reviewing Department(s): Asset Development Office;
City Attorney’s Office

Persons Completing FIR: Matthew O’Reilly l:'/%?d’ Date: _8/31/16  Phone: _x6213
Reviewed by City Attorney: 3%; é E . Esfl- (‘Lll A‘“M _ Date: 1 !}'ﬂL
(Signaturg) '
3 S-A-dolt
Reviewed by Finance Director: Date:
{Signature) 7 v
Section B. Summary

Briefly explain the purpose and major provisions of the bill/resolution:

The BRill creates a new overlay district in the vicinity of St. Michsel’s Drive between Cerri nd St.
Francis Drive. The Bill provides incentives for redevelopment of the area and design for new

development.




Section C. Fiscal Impact

Note: Financial information on this FIR does not directly translate into a City of Santa Fe budget increase. Fora

budget increase, the following are required:

a. The item must be on the agenda at the Finance Committee and City Council as a “Request for Approval of a City
of Santa Fe Budget Increase™ with a definitive funding source (could be same item and same time as
bill/resolution}

b. Detailed budget information must be attached as to fund, business units, and line item, amounts, and explanations
(similar to annual requests for budget)

c. Detailed personnel forms must be attached as to range, salary, and benefit allocation and signed by Human
Resource Department for each new position(s) requested (prorated for period to be employed by fiscal year)*

1. Projected Expendltures:
a. Indicate Fiscal Year(s) affected — usually current fiscal year and following fiscal year (i.e., FY 03/04 and FY

04/05)
b. Indicate: “A” if current budget and level of staffing will absorb the costs

“N” if new, additional, or increased budget or staffing will be required
c. Indicate: “R"™ — if recurring annual costs

“NR” if one-time, non-recurring costs, such as start-up, contract or equipment costs
d. Attach additional projection schedules if two vears does not adequately project revenue and cost patierns
e. Costs may be netted or shown as an offset if some cost savings are projected (explain in Section 3 Narrative).

Check here if no fiscal impact
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 ]
Expenditure FY 2016/17 | “A” Costs | “R” Costs | FY 2017/18 | “A” Costs | “R” Costs— | Fund
Classification Absorbed | Recurring Absorbed Recurring | Affected
or “N” or “NR” or “N” New | or “NR”
New Non- Budget Non-
Budget TECUITING Required recurring
Required
Personnel* b 3
Fringe** g g
Capital s 3
Outlay
Land/ b 5
Building
Professional  § b
Services
All Other b )
Qperating
Costs
Total: $ 5

* Any indication that additional staffing would be required must be reviewed and approved in advance by the City
Manager by attached memo before release of FIR to committees. **For fringe benefits contact the Finance Dept.




2. Revenue Sources:
a. To indicate new revenues and/or
b. Required for costs for which new expenditure budget is proposed above in item 1.

1 2 3 4 5 6

Type of FY 2016/17 | “R” Costs | FY 2017/18 | “R” Costs — | Fund
Revenue Recurring Recurring or | Affected

or [} " Ii]qR?’ Non_

Non- recurring

recurring
Waived. {$285.524) NR ($285.524) NR GF, Water,
Exempted Wastewater,
Fees Impact
Increased
GRT &
Property
Taxes $ 304.4%0 Both* 5 304,490 Both* _GF
Total: 18,956 $ 18,966

* Property taxes are recurring

3. Expenditure/Revenue Narrative:

Explain revenue source(s). Include revenue calculations, grant(s) available, anticipated date of receipt of
revenues/grants, etc. Explain expenditures, grant match(s), justify personnel increase(s), detail capital and operating
uses, etc. (Attach supplemental page, if necessary.)

The Midtown LINC area is expected to redevelop slow riod of twen or_lon There
near-term net {iscal impact to city povernment of th ed fee incentives are difficult to calcuiate ile
the qualitative impacts of redevelopment are posjtive, ¢specially the increase of needed multi-family housing
and street-related amenities and gquality of life enhan g that are the main impetus for the adoption of
the overlay, the redevelopment time period stretche | impacts to city government over g relatively lon
time period and makes the quantitative effects of redu £5 versus increased receipis tax revenue and
property tax revenue less relevant and predictable in any given year.

Also difficult to predict is what type of redevelopme ill h n first and when, Ag is antici he
ordinance itself, redevelopment will be triggered by each property owner’s individual plans or expectations

for their properties. The ordinance is designed to provide options and incentives for property owners at the
time they chose to make a change with their properties.

In order to provide some estimation of reduced fees jn comparison to increased iax revenues, (two theoretical

sample projects were analvzed. The first project i mple 60-unit multi-family apartment pro The
second project is a nunresidential redevelopment of a 5.000 square-foot retail space _into a restaurant use.

Both projects would be “qualifying projects” under the provisions of the overlay ordinance. The analyses of
these projects appear on the attached supplemental pages,

Sample Project 1 _yielded a total fee incentive of approxi 417 and yielded an inc d 1
revenue of approximatel 25.000. For simplici increased gross recei x and the lost revenue
from fee incentives are assumed to occur fi he construction period, although it is likely that the
secondary econamic effects of the construction activities would be spread out over a longer period. Property
tax increases associated with new developme recurring annuglly.

Sample Project 2 yielded a total fee incentive of imate 8 and an increased gross receipt tax of
approximately $46.000. To_be conservative, no_estimate was made of addition increased revenue from
restaurant sales.




To estimate the net fiseal impact to city government from sample projects such as these, it was conservatively
estimated that {4) Sample 2-type projects stauranis or other gualifying nonresidential uses) would be

developed over the next 2 years and that (1) Sample 1-tvpe project would be developed in the same time
period. Using these assumptions the net revenue to the city wounld be:

Estimated Projects  Number Reduced Fees Increas¢d Rev,

Sample 1-type 1 {$416,820) $424,961

Sample 2-type 4 {$154.228) $184.020

TOTAL {($571,048) + §608,981 = $37,933 (Net to City)

iculations are of course estimates and based on predictions of mar what is not

2016/17 718,

Section D. General Narrative

1. Conflicts: Does this proposed bill/resolution duplicate/conflict with/companion io/relate to any City code,
approved ordinance or resolution, other adopted policies or proposed legislation? Include details of city adopted
laws/ordinance/resolutions and dates. Summarize the relationships, conflicts or overlaps.

The Bill amends Chapters 7. 14, 22 and 25 of the Municj e. The Bill establishes an ove igtri
similar to. and of the same general format, as other adgpted overlay districts in the city.

2. Consequences of Not Enacting This Bill/Resolution:

Are there consequences of not enacting this bill/tesolution? 1f so, describe.

the manner anticipgtgg hx uumg [ous ;g!glg of the area.

3. Technical Issues:

Are there incorrect citations of law, drafting errors or other problems? Are there any amendments that should be
considered? Are there any other alternatives which should be considered? If so, describe.

None as of this writing.
4. Community Impact:
Briefly describe the major pasitive or negative effects the Bill/Resolution might have on the community including,

but not limited to, businesses, neighborhoods, families, children and youth, social service providers and other
institutions such as schools, churches, ete.

The accompanying staff report provides extensive details of these itemsy,

Form adopted: 01/12/05; revised 8/24/05; revised 4/17/08
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Supplemental page 1 (Section C)

SAMPLE ECT I: 60-UNIT MULTI-FAMILY APARTMENT PROJECT
ESTIMATED PROJECT COSTS
Mulkti-Family Apartments
Dwelling Units: 60 Cost/Unit: % 110,000 Adj. Soft Costs: 20%
Hard Costs: $ 6,600,000 Other {Site/Off-site): & 200,000 (Units % Hard Cost)
Soft Costs: $ 1,320,000
Other {Site/Off-site) $ 200,000
Total (Project): $ 8120000
FEE INCENTIVES (Multi-Family)
|Fee Type Normal Fee Reduced Fee Waived Amt. TOTAL
Amt. Fee Unit Amt, Fee Unit Per Unit Walved
Impact $ 2,457 per Apt. DU 5 - perApt. DU S 2457 |5 147,420
Building Permit $ 30,533 Const. Value 5 - Const. Value s 30533 | S 30,532
Building PlanRev. | 3§ 15,267 50% Bldg Permit | § - 50%Bldg Permit] 5 15,267 | § 15,267
Secondary Permits | & 5,000 Estimated 4 - Estimated 5 5,000 | 5
Wastewater UEC L 561 per Apt. DU $ - perApt. DU S 561 | S
Water LEC 5 2,103 per Apt. DU $ - perApt. DU 5 21035
WABD $ 2,656 0.16Ac-Ft/Unit | $ 1,920 at12KfAc-Ft 5 7365
Dev. Review (LUD} | § 14,600 Const. Value 3 - Const. Value s 14,600 | $
TOTAL Fee Incentives: ;5
ESTIMATED REVENUE
NM GRT
Construction Valuation 5 6,800,000 p| NOTE: Estrmtes of new GRT ame based on
City-share NMGRT Percentage 3.5375% constructien valuation anlyand da not indude
Net NMGRT to City [$  2e0550 — e o semines Tt 10 06
NMGRT (Secondary Effects) 5 176,564  73.3% <#— comstruction.  The Sacramento Reglonal
Total Net New NMGRT to City is a17,118]  (A) o ol s oty that. an
NM Property Tax (1 Vear) Eonttmveson sl ton (78.1%) ca be expeced
Cl-M Rate from new singefamily & mult-family
Property-\.‘al uation: $ 8,160,000  120% :"p:;’;‘?s’;s u:ﬂ”::a&;::ﬁ':‘“”mg::)"i g
MIll Rate: 0.031737 Per$1,000 [San Frendsco area) [283/254.5) x 78.1% yelds
Taxable Amt.: s 2,717,280 0.333 an NMadisted rate for secondary aconamic
Property Tax: 5 86,238 eMects of 72.4%.
Total Net New NM Prop, Taxto City | $ 7888 | (B  9.1%
TOTALNet New Tax Revenue to City: |$° - . aBioBi] (A+8) «




Supplemental page 2 (Section C)

. SAMPLE PROJECT 2: 500 L TO RESTAURANT REMODEL PROJECT

ESTIMATED PROJECT COSTS
Retall Space to Restaurant Remodel
square Footage: 5,000 Cost/Unit: § 140  Adj. Soft Costs: 15%
Hard Costs: 5 700,000 Other (Site/Off-site): & 50,000  (Units % Hard Cost)
Soft Costs: $ 105,000
Other {Site/Off-site) & 50,000
Total (Project}): ) 855,000
FEE INCENTIVES {Restaurant Remodel}
Fee Type Normal Fee Reduced Fee Walved Amt. TOTAL

Amt. Fee Unit Amt. Fee Unit Per Unit Walved
impact S 4,388 per 1,000SF S 4,388 perl,000SF $ - |$ -
Building Permit 5 4,638 Const. Value S - Const. Value $ 4638 | % 4,638
Building PlanRev. | $ 3,479 75% Bldg Permit | - 75% Bldg Permit] % 34798 3,479
Secondary Permits | $ 750 Estimated S - Estimated s 0|5 750
Wastewater UEC s 4,818 Est. 2" Meter* 5 - Est. 2" Meter* s 1818 |5 4,818
Water UEC 5 11,072 Est. 2" Meter* 5 - Est. 2" Meter® ] 11,072 | § 11,072
WABQ S 438,804 0.02 Ac-Ft/Seat**| $ 35,004 at 12K/Ac-Ft 5 13,800 | 8 13,200
Dev. Review {LUD) N/A Const. Value N/A Const. Value 3 - s -
* Fees assume upgrade fram 1" ko 2" meter. ** Assuming 150 seats, TOTAL Fee Incentives:|:&

. ESTIMATED REVENUE
NM GRT » NOTE: Esimates of new GRY ame based on
Cf:-nstruction Valuation ] 750,000 zz;ﬁgmxa;ﬂg:;"ffumt:ﬁ;
City-share NMGRT Percentage 3.5375% indirect and induced achvitles related to the
Net NMGRT to City B 26,531 [ construction.  See Supplemenat page 1 for
NMGRT (Secondary Effects) 3 10,474 73.4% +—{ mo™ explananton anacomwntng for secondary
a 3

F

Total Net New NMGRT to City




