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Environmental Planning Commission

¢/o Ms. Carmen Marrone

City of Albuquerque Planning Department
600 2nd Street NW

Albuquerque, New Mexico 87102

RE: Project No. 1003859

Dear Chairman Floyd and Members of the EPC:

This application intersects with so many policies that it is impossible to comment on all
of them. Staff typically identifies policies but they may not read the policy the same way as
others. For example, Comp Plan Policy II.B.5.j provides:

“In larger area - wide shopping centers located at intersection of arterial streets provided
with access via mass transit; more than one shopping center should be allowed at an
intersection only where transportation problem do not result.”

In its January 2012 Staff Report, staff recognized that this would be a second shopping
center at the intersection of arterial streets but noted that the TIS made recommendations to
address some of the effects on traffic. As TRNA reads the policy, a second shopping center is
only allowed when “transportation problems do not exist” not where a TIS recommends
mitigation.

In order to highlight TRNA’s review of the many issues we revised the January 2012
staff report to illustrate areas in which our reading of the issue differs from staff’s or in which we
agree but which required emphasis. Our revision is attached.

Very truly yours, -~
/ —
Timothy V. Flynn-O’Brien

TVFOB/mlg
Enclosures as stated



Taylor Ranch Analysis of Application and supplements our prior submittals.
(The following borrows from but revises the January 19, 2012 Staff analysis)

Of the eight General Notes, the following two are most significant with respect to the current proposal
(an explanation is in bold italics).

3. The area adjacent to Learning Rd. and the northern boundary of Bosque School, Lot 44, (a minimum of
300 feet) is restricted to PRD and O-1 uses.

The subdivision replat seeks to eliminate this buffer lot and to merge it into other tracts. This is
inconsistent with the buffer lot concept. The LRF would encroach on the 300 foot zone and that
violates the zoning. Further the use of the O-1 area for the LRF loading and truck access is not
permitted by the 0-1 limitation and therefore violates the zoning. A zone change is required and
would have to be justified under Res. 270-1980. This proposed use-LRF loading and truck access- is
not non required parking. This use should not be considered part of the minimum 0-1 acreage
required by the site plan and not considered as mixed use.

V. ANALYSIS -CONFORMANCE TO ADOPTED PLANS AND POLICIES
A) ALBUQUERQUE/BERNALILLO COUNTY COMPREHENSIVE PLAN (RANKT)

The subject site is located partially in an area that the Albuquerque/Bernalillo County Comprehensive Plan has
designated Developing Urban and partially in an area designated Established Urban. The Goal of Developing and
Established Urban Areas is “to create a quality urban environment which perpetuates the tradition of
identifiable, individual but integrated communities within the metropolitan area and which offers variety and
maximum choice in housing, transportation, work areas and life styles, while creating a visually pleasing built
environment.” Applicable policies include:

Land Use Policies-Developing & Established Urban Areas

Policy 11.B.5d: The location, intensity and design of new development shall respect existing neighborhood values,
natural environmental conditions and carrying capacities, scenic resources, and resources of other social, cultural,
recreational concern.

The proposal would result in a new development Iocated in an area adjacent to the Bosque and
Bosque related recreational and preserve activities. The proposal locates a large big box as close as is
physically possible to the Bosque and a State Park, natural environment, open space and scenic
resources which are regionally significant. Most neighborhood representatives and residents in the
near proximity oppose the proposal. The design does not respect neighborhood values identified in
the site plan for subdivision that creates a pedestrian friendly development with village character.
The proposal does not attempt to alter a traditional big box development to the unique location
adjacent to the Bosque. The proposal locates truck loading nearest to the Bosque School in an area
designated for office use as a buffer. The request is inconsistent with Policy I1.B.5d--neighborhood
values/natural environmental, recreational concerns.

Policy I1.B.5e; New growth shall be accommodated through development in areas where vacant land is contiguous
to existing or programmed urban facilities and services and where the integrity of existing neighborhoods can be
ensured.



The proposal is in an area where vacant land is contiguous to existing or programmed services. This
policy is about preserving neighborhood integrity not just locating growth where facilities exist. The
proposal identifies the primary access through local streets that bisect an area where residential
development has been approved but not yet constructed and adjacent to the La Luz residential
neighborhood which is nationally recognized for its environmental design. Both the newly approved
residential area and La Luz are entitled to have their integrity ensured. The proposal and resulling
traffic does not ensure the integrity of existing neighborhoods. The proposal is inconsistent with
Policy I1.B.5e-programmed facilities/neighborhood integrity.

Policy 11.B.5j: Where new commercial development occurs, it should generally be located in existing commercially
zoned areas as follows:

¢ Inlarger area-wide shopping centers located at intersections of arterial streets and provided with
access via mass transit; more than one shopping center should be allowed at an intersection only
when transportation problems do not result.

Most of the proposed commercial development is located in an existing commercially zoned area, but
part is in a buffer area reserved for office use. The proposal is at an intersection of arterial streets but
there is already an existing shopping center at the intersection so an additional shopping center can
be approved only if transportation problems do not result. The site has limited access to the arterial
streets. There are transit routes on Coors and Montano but the general design of the proposal is auto
oriented. The proposed building would not be readily accessible to the transit services as the building
is not located near the arterials. The proposal would result in a second shopping center at the
intersection which, under Policy I1.B.5j, is allowed “only when transportation problems do not result” The
TIS demonstrates that the proposal will significantly add to traffic congestion, increase delays at the
Coors/Montano intersection, increase traffic on the Montano bridge, and increase traffic on both
Montano and Coors which already function over capacity. The Coors/Montane intersection requires a
future grade separation on the Long Range Roadway System Map. The existing driveway on Montano
will be lost with the grade separation. The new proposed driveway does not exist and is inconsistent
with MRCOG policies for Montano. The proposal will cause traffic problems for local residential
streets and for the Coors/Montanoe intersection. The proposal is inconsistent with Policy I1.B.5j.

Policy 11.B.5k: Land adjacent to arterial streets shall be planned to minimize harmful effects of traffic; livability and
safety of established residential neighborhoods shall be protected in transportation planning and operations.

The subject site is adjacent to two arterial streets, Coors Blvd. and Montario Rd. A Transportation
Impact Study (TIS) was updated to reflect the current proposal. Vehicles would access the site from
existing entrances on Coors Blvd., Montario Rd. and Winterhaven. Another access from Montafio Rd. is
proposed, but has not been granted as of this writing and therefore cannot be assumed for purposes of
this evaluation. The Montario/Winterhaven access to Montario will be lost with grade separation
leaving the development with no Montafio access. There are no recommendations in the TIS to deal
with harmful effects of traffic on local residential streets. The TIS acknowledges that delays would
increase on Coors and Montafio and outlines only minor mitigation measures that would be available
at the intersection. No mitigation measures are proposed to deal with increased traffic on the
Montaiio bridge. The TIS does not address the harmful effect of the closing of the left turn from Coors
southbound into the development and the effect of that on Learning Road. The TIS does not address
the effect of losing the Winterhaven access to Montafio with grade separation.

A residential development adjacent to the subject site has been approved. The site plan zoning
requires that area to develop with residences. If the commercial area relies on Learning Road for
access, cut-through traffic is a major concern. The proposal does not further Policy I1.B.5k. Further, the
project does not meet the Location and Access requirements of the Large Retail Facility Regulations of
the Zoning Code, which were established to protect established residential neighborhoods.
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Policy IL.B.5]: Quality and innovation in design shall be encouraged in all new development; design shall be
encouraged which is appropriate to the plan area.

The subdivision design standards allow a variety of architectural styles and materials that are
generally compatible with the area but require that it be pedestrian friendly and village character.
The proposed building appears to reflect a national chain style that mimics elements of Spanish
colonial and contemporary pueblo styles, with three colors of cultured stone and stucco colors from
medium browns to tans to olive but is neither distinctive nor innovative. The colors and finishes are
generally appropriate for the Plan area. The overall design is not innovative. The proposal lacks liner
suites that would break the fagade and make a LRF more pedestrian friendly. It's important to note
that variations in roof lines and building heights are constrained due to the View Regulations of the
Coors Corridor Plan because of the size of the LRF, but would not be as constraining for smaller
huildings and that smaller buildings would allow views of the mountains and Bosque between
buildings. The Coors Corridor Plan does not guarantee that every site is appropriate for a large retail
facility. The proposed development is neither pedestrian in scale nor does it attempt a village
character. The proposal is generally inconsistent with Policy 11.B.51-quality design/new development.

Policy II.B.5m: Urban and site design which maintains and enhances unique vistas and improves the quality of the
visual environment shall be encouraged.

The proposed building may comply with the view plane regulations of the Coors Corridor Plan view
requirements of the Sandias (our review is not complete) but blocks views of the Bosque and plaza
areas do not have views of the Bosque or the Sandias. The proposal does not relate or integrate with
the Bosque, as do the exisiing developments La Luz and Bosque School. Therefore, this proposal would
change development course in the area—a course which maintains and enhances the unique quality
of the Bosque—to a course which is incompatible. The proposed LRF is not integrated with its location
and is incompatible with existing development surrounding it. The proposal is mostly inconsistent
with Policy I1.B.5m-quality of the visual environment.

Activity Centers

Goal: To expand and strengthen concentrations of moderate and high-density mixed land use and social/economic
activities which reduce urban sprawl, auto travel needs, and service costs, and which enhance the identity of
Albuquerque and its communities.

The proposed large retail facility would duplicate services already existent in the area and could shift
activity from existing area retailers. The proposal does not meet the desired FAR nor does it provide
high intensity mixed uses in the proposed area. [Table 22 defines moderate Floor Area Ratios (FARs)
as 0.3 to 1.0. The proposal is a 0.2 FAR]. The proposal is for a typical auto oriented retail development
with a low FAR. The subject site is located in the designated “Montario/Coors Villuge Community
Activity Center” and within the North Andalucia at La Luz Subdivision. The subdivision was zoned to
provide a mix of uses to support the goal for the Activity Center - 23.3 acres for C-2 uses, 11.7 acres for
0-1 uses and approximately 23 acres for residential uses. The C-2 zone allows multifamily
development per the R-3 zone provided the development is at least 5 acres in size and is developed as
a vertical mixed-use project (housing over commercial or office). No such development is proposed.
The Activity Center goal is to provide a high concentration of moderate and high-density mixed land
uses. A creative design for mixed-use development per the C-2 zone could be built and still comply
with the View Regulations of the Coors Corridor Plan enabling such a mix to occur on the site. The site
development plan subdivision design guidelines are for a village-type character that is pedestrian
friendly. The guidelines provide for a fine grain development. The proposal advances neither the
Activity Center nor the subdivision goals. The big box creates a physical island with another island of
parking. The pad sites are generally separated from other buildings by parking. The pedestrian
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connections are minor and require crossing auto travelled lanes, there is no “sidewalk” atmosphere
with a variety of suites along a pedestrian path.

The proposal does not discourage auto travel but would increase auto travel. Since the area is mostly
developed, infrastructure services are in place so urban sprawl would not increase, though the
proposed large retail facility at this Community Activity Center location could increase auto travel.
The proposal is mostly inconsistent with the Activity Center Goal.

Community Activity Center (description from Table 22):

Purpose: Provides the primary focus for the entire community sub-area with a higher concentration and
greater variety of commercial and entertainment uses in conjunction with community-wide services, civic
land uses, employment, and the most intense land uses within the community sub-area. The following
development guidelines are suggested to achieve the goal for Community Activity Centers:

* Service/Market Area:
c Upto 3 miles
o Serves population of 30,000+

* Access:
o Very accessible by automobile
o Located on minor & major arterial streets
o Should provide main hub connecting to regional transit system
o Community-wide trail network should provide access to center
o The interior of the center should be very accommodating to the pedestrian, even
within the predominantly off-street parking areas

e Land Uses:

o Core Area: 15-16 acres + adjacent contributing uses

o Limited floor area per building

o Examples of typical uses: low-rise office, public & quasi-public uses (e.g. post office,
library), entertainment (restaurants, theaters, etc.), hotel/motel, shelter care, medical
facilities, education facilities, large religious institutions, medium density residential,
middle/high school, senior housing, community or senior center, park-and-ride facility
under certain conditions

* Scale:

o Some larger parcels, but heavily punctuated with fine grain, smaller parcels; very
walkable

o  2-3 story; moderate floor area ratios (.3 to 1.0); connections between buildings and to
sidewalks; more than one fagade; buildings separate off-street parking from the street

o Predominantly off-street parking; site circulation plan is important to avoid conflict
between pedestrian and auto; parking in lots or structures; pedestrian paths between
parking & bldg.; bicycle parking is encouraged

o Public plaza/open space should be

The Montaiio/Coors Community Activity Center would serve the northwest mesa area (WSSP, p.
103), which is greater than 3 miles and contains more than 30,000 people (Service/Market Area).

The subject site is accessible by automobile but has limited access. It does not have full access to
either Coors or Montaiio. Montafio is restricted for trucks. One access point on the proposal is
nonexistent. One will be closed with the grade separation of Coors and Montano. The southbound left
turn access at Mirandela is subject to being closed. The identified primary access is through and
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adjacent to residential zones. The site is adjacent to the Pueblo Montario trailhead facility, which
provides access to a community-wide trail network (Access) but the proposal fails to integrate design
of the LRF or proposed development or orientation to the bicycle network.

The core area of the center is likely larger than the 15-16 acres recommended for Community
Activity Centers. The guidelines suggest a limited floor area per building. The purpose of this
limitation is to provide a variety of commercial and entertainment uses. The single-tenant, single
story LRF does not meet the intent of this guideline (Land Uses). The proposal to devote 0-1 land to
parking for the LRF and to LRF loading, unloading and truck access does not promote the mixed use
goal.

The subject site is not heavily punctuated with fine grain, smaller Parcels and the proposal for site
plan for subdivision amendment changes parcels to accommodate a big box and in so doing is
inconsistent with the policy goal of fine grain smaller parcels. The guidelines suggest 2-3 story
buildings with moderate floor area ratios of .3 to 1.0. The proposed LRF building is single-story and
has a floor area ratio (0.2). A building of 2-3 stories could be built within the 33’ height of the
proposed big box and still meet the View Regulations of the Coors Corridor Plan. The size of the big
hox limits location of the buildings which would not affect smaller buildings in the sume way since
smaller 2 story buildings could be located further back from Coors and others closer to Coors. Smaller
buildings alse allow views of the Bosque between buildings. There are pavement connections between
buildings, but the connections do not create the desired pedestrian friendly environment. The “main
street” running through the site is not punctuated with walkable buildings or liner suites. The
proposal would not separate off-street parking from the “main street”. Instead the orientation of the
“street” is largely to funnel autos to the large parking area. Site circulation does little to avoid conflict
between pedestrian and auto, more could cold be done to improve pedestrian safety. The proposal
theoretically provides plaza space with colored concrete but fails to meet the goal of a public plaza
{Scale}.

In sum, the proposal is inconsistent with the development guidelines for Community Activity Centers
and fails “to provide a greater variety of commercial and entertainment uses”.

Policy 11.B.7c: Structures whose height, mass or volume would be significantly larger than any others in their
surroundings shall be located only in Major Activity Centers to provide for visual variety and functional diversity in
the metropolitan area while preserving pleasing vistas and solar access.

The proposed building, at 98,901 square feet (sf), would be larger than other buildings in the
Montafio/Coors Community Activity Center area and is therefore appropriate in a Major Activity
Center, not in a Community Activity Center. The proposed building would be approximately 29%
larger than the second largest single-tenant building in the area (an approximately 70,000 sf

grocery store on the north side of Montafio Rd.). Although, that grocery store is part of a larger strip of
buildings that exceed the building frontage and mass of the proposed LRF the purpose of Policy ILB.7c
is directed at a building out of scale with other buildings not with the sum of an entire development.
Buildings at the Bosque School are approx. 15 to 20,000 sf at the mosi; all stand alone and do not
appear as one mass. The proposal does not further Policy I1.B.7c- structures/location in Centers.

Environmental Protection & Heritage Conservation- Archaeological Resources

Goal: To tdentify and manage or acquire archaeological and paleontological sites for research, education, economic
and/or recreation use.”

Policy IL.C.6b: Appropriate treatment of significant sites and remedies for those that cannot be preserved
shall be determined.



The North Andalucia site development plan for subdivision identifies the location of archaeological
sites, though not for research, education or other uses. The site development plan was amended in
2007 to reflect the locations based on field verification. The Certificate of No Effect obtained for the
current proposal indicates that field work has been completed and a final report is in preparation.
The archaeological resources Goal and Policy I1.C.6b are furthered.

Environmental Protection & Heritage Conservation- Developed Landscape

Goal: To maintain and improve the natural and the developed landscapes’ quality.

The proposal replaces vacant land with a developed LRF. Areas for future development would remain
vacant and may never be developed. The building would have some architectural features but is not
integrated into the unique environment. It does not provide a coordinated link to the Bosque or
enhance the natural environment. The development would impact the natural landscape in this area
characterized by the Bosque and open space. The proposal lacks the sensitivity to the natural
environment demonstrated by Bosque School and La Luz developments or the Riverside commercial
development. The proposal mostly does not further the Developed Landscape Goal.

Policy IL.C.8a: The natural and visual environment, particularly features unique to Albuquerque, shall be respected
as a significant determinant in development decisions.

The proposal does not respect the unique feature that is the Bosque. Building height, when combined
with mass and scale, are not as sensitive to the Bosque environment as they could be and as existing
development in the area is. Policy I1.C.8a-environment/unique features is not furthered overall.

Policy 11.C.8e: In highly scenic areas, development design and materials shall be in harmony with the landscape.
Building siting shall minimize alteration of existing vegetation and topography and minimize visibility of structures

in scenic vista areas.

The subject site is in a highly scenic area characterized by the Bosque and open space. The natural
vegetation was previously destroyed by the developer. The large sea of parking is not in harmony with
the site. The proposed building’s colors and materials would be in harmony with the landscape. The
building’s size is not in harmony with the landscape. The building’s size limits site design and location.
Smaller buildings and a village design would be more in harmony with the site and preservation of
views of the Bosque. The “plaza” area is mostly sited at the entrance of the big box and serves as the
access to the big box but nothing more. The building blocks views from the “plaza”, Pelicy IL.C.8e-
scenic areas/development harmaony, is not furthered overall.

Environmental Protection & Heritage Conservation- Community Identity & Urban Design

Goal: To preserve and enhance the natural and built characteristics, social, cultural and historical features
that identify Albuquerque and Bernalillo County sub-areas as distinct communities and collections of
neighborhoods.”

The proposed building would not significantly contribute to or enhance the built characteristics of the
area as it represents a typical big box and is not as distinctive or contributory to the built environment
as Riverside Plaza to the north or as Bosque School or La Luz. The natural characteristics of the
immediate area, close to the Bosque and open space that define this sub-area of the Westside, would
be impacted by the presence of a y large building but the impact is only partially mitigated with
landscaping and trees. The Community Identity & Urban Design Goal is not furthered overall.



Policy 2.C.9d: Development projects within Community Activity Centers should contribute the following:

1. Related land uses that effectively encourage walking trips from one destination to another within
the center, including shopping, schools, parks or plazas, employment, entertainment, and civic uses
such as public libraries, recreation or senior centers, post office or fire station.

2. Pedestrian linkages among uses in the Activity Center and connecting to surrounding
neighborhoods.

3. Building designed and arranged to reflect local architectural traditions, scale, height, massing and
setbacks appropriate to the community served by the Activity Center and that support public
transit and pedestrian activity.

4. Landscaping, street furniture, public art, colored or textured paving and other improvements to
the public realm that reinforce the cultural, social and design traditions of the community served
by the Activity Center.

The scale and mass of the proposed LRF is not consistent with surrounding development. The
proposal does not encourage walking trips from one destination to another within the development.
There is no central plaza that would encourage walking to the plaza and act as a unifying feature.
The proposal to make the primary auto entrance Learning Road and through the residential
neighborhood to the south will discourage a pedestrian connection from La Luz and the newly
approved neighborhood on Antiquera. The location of the rear of the big box and loading docks
adjacent to the school discourage any pedestrian connection to the school. The truck traffic would
make existing pedestrian/bicycle routes to the school less safe. Pedestrian linkages are minimal. The
scale and mass of the proposed LRF is not consistent with surrounding development nor will it
contribute to pedestrian activity. Landscaping, street furniture, colored and textured paving and
other improvements do not significantly reinforce any cultural social or design traditions of the
community. The proposal does not further Policy 2.C.9d- overall.

Community Resource Management-Transportation and Transit

Goal: To develop corridors, both streets and adjacent land uses, that provide a balanced circulation system
through efficient placement of employment and services, and encouragement of bicycling, walking, and use of
transit/paratransit as alternatives to automobile travel, while providing sufficient roadway capacity to meet.
mobility and access needs.

The proposed shopping center would be located near the intersection of two roadways with transit
and bicycle routes; Coors Blvd. is served by a regular bus route and a rapid ride route while Montafio
is served by a regular bus route. Both Coors and Montano are designated as Enhanced Transit
Corridors on the Long Range Transit Plan. However, the big box is auto, not transit oriented and auto
access and egress is limited. By its nature a LRF is a very auto-oriented use. The Traffic Impact Study
indicates that the proposed development will produce less traffic than the previous profect partially
approved on the site, but there are access issues under the Big Box ordinance and capacity issues at
Coors/ Montafio and for the Montano Bridge. The use proposed is located far from the transit routes
on Montano and Coors and does not encourage transit use, bicycling or walking. While the
availability of mass transit at this location provides a great opportunity for a use that encourages
bicycling and transit use, this proposal does not. The proposal does not further the Transportation
and Transit Goal.

Policy [1.D.4g: Pedestrian opportunities shall be promoted and integrated into development to create safe
and pleasant non-motorized travel conditions.



Pedestrian connections are provided throughout the site, but they are minimal and not pedestrian
friendly. Pedestrian opportunities are not as safe and pleasant as they could be. There are no liner
buildings. There is substantial auto traffic crossing pedestrian connectors. The village plaza is not
provided as a central pedestrian connector. Policy 11.D.4g is minimally furthered,

Community Resource Management-Economic Development

Goal: To “achieve steady and diversified economic development balanced with other important social, cultural and
environmental goals.” Applicable policies include:

The illustrative site development plan for subdivision proposes a mix of commercial uses including a
LRF, smaller retail stores, restaurants, and office. The subject site has been masterplanned since 2003
to provide a mix of uses that would serve the surrounding residential community. The proposal would
result in economic development although the LRF duplicates existing retail and destabilizes existing
smaller businesses. The proposed LRF is has drainage issues that could affect the Bosque. Visually the
development is inconsistent with visual and recreational goals of the Bosque. The proposed outdoor
spaces would provide minimal social areas. The proposal partially furthers the Economic
Development Goal and is partially inconsistent.

Policy 11.D.6a: New employment opportunities which will accommodate a wide range of occupational skills and
salary levels shall be encouraged and new jobs located convenient to areas of most need.

The North Andalucia site plan has potential to provide some new opportunities for job growth at
different skill and salary levels than currently exist on the Westside, however the proposed LRF would
redirect the activity center to more retail jobs which duplicate what already exists. The LRF jobs do
not have a wide range of occupational skills and salary levels. This site is likely one of the few
remaining in Taylor Ranch that has the attractiveness factors of transit and environment that could
offer new employment opportunities different from the entry level retail most prominent in the areaq.
Furthermore, the retail provided doesn’t serve a new customer base, rather it provides retail shopping
that is already abundant to a stable population, and therefore the impact would be mare likely to
move jobs from existing retail to this LRF, Policy I.D.6.a is to create new jobs not move them from one
baseline to another. The proposal does not further Policy I1.D.6a- new employment opportunities.

B) WEST SIDE STRATEGIC PLAN (RANK 1I)

The West Side Strategic Plan (WSSP) was first adopted in 1997 and amended in 2002 to help promote
development of Neighborhood and Community Activity Centers. The WSSP identifies 13 communities, each with a
unique identity and comprised of smaller neighborhood clusters. The subject site is located in the Taylor Ranch
community (WSSP, p. 59-61), which consists of the area within the following boundaries: the Volcanic Escarpment
on the west, Paseo del Norte on the north, the river on the east and the vicinity of Western Trail Road on the south.
The rural area of Alban Hills is included.

The Community Center for Taylor Ranch, known as the Montafio/Coors Community Center is located generally at
the intersection of Coors Blvd. and Montafio Rd. This Center “will contain a mix of retail service and higher-density
housing. Because of its location, it will serve residents throughout the northwest area” (WSSP, p. 103).

WSSP Policy 1.1: Thirteen distinct communities, as shown on the Community Plan Map and described individually
in this Plan, shall constitute the existing and future urban form of the West Side. Communities shall develop with
areas of higher density (in Community and Neighborhood Centers), surrounded by areas of iower density.
Bernalillo County and the City of Albuquerque Planning Commissions shall require that high density and non-
residential development aoccur within Community and Neighborhood Centers. Low density residential
development (typical 3-5 du/acre subdivisions, or large lot rural subdivisions) shall not be approved within the
Centers.



The proposal would result in low density non-residential mostly retail development in the Taylor
Ranch community, within a designated Community Center, the Montafio/Coors Community Center.
This type of commercial is prominent in many areas of commercially-zoned, but non activity center
development. The LRF does not further WSSP Policy 1.1 in that it proposes low density development

WSSP Policy 1.5: Community and Neighborhood Centers shall be required to provide pedestrian/bicycle
access to key activity areas. Parking lots shall be carefully designed to facilitate trail access and pedestrian access
between buildings.

Pedestrian/bicycle access would be provided to the area site from the trail and bike lanes along all
roads leading into the site. Connectivity from the area to the open space trailhead is provided from
Mirandela Road. The proposal’s vehicular access and parking discourages pedestrian connectivity
with the neighborhood -primary vehicle access to development is via Antiquera discouraging
pedestrian and bicycle access from the newly approved Antiquera neighborhood and La Luz. The
internal circulation and design does not facilitate or encourage bicycle or pedestrian use. Parking
interferes with pedestrian access between buildings. While the site provides a significani opportunity
to further WSSP Policy 1.5, the proposal partially furthers WSSP Policy 1.5 and partially does not
further WSSP Policy 1.5.

WSSP Policy 1.12: The ideal community activity center of 35 to 60 acres will have parcels and buildings in scale
with pedestrians, small enough to encourage parking once and walking to more than one destination. Off-street
parking should be shared; on-street parking will contribute to the intimate scale typical of well functioning
pedestrian areas. Parking shall be located between and behind buildings to permit walking more safely and
comfortably between uses that front on sidewalks rather than parking lots. Seating and shade will be provided
along pedestrian routes to promote walking and informal gathering.

Proposed Tract 2 contains the LRF. At 98,901 sf, the single structure is not considered pedestrian-
scale, The proposal does not incorporate liner suites to encourage pedestrian activity. The proposed
parking areas would not be located between buildings and would not promote walking safely and
comfortably between uses. The proposal does not further WSSP Policy 1.12 regarding the “ideal”
community activity center.

WSSP Policy 1.13: The Community Activity Center shall provide the primary focus for the entire comrnunity with a
higher concentration and greater variety of commercial and entertainment uses in conjunction with community-
wide services, civic land uses, employment, and the most intense land uses within the community. Its service area
may be approximately three miles (radius) and a population of up to 30,000.

The proposed LRF would detract from Community Activity Center policy of being the primary focus
with a variely of uses including entertainment, civic and significant employment per square foot of
development. The LRF would result in tracts for future development and development of a low FAR
large retail facility (LRF) that duplicates commercial already available in the community and
contrary to the Community Activity Center policy. The proposed LRF is less intense than desired and
lacks the variety of uses desired in community activity centers. WSSP Policy 1.13 is mostly not
furthered.

WSSP Policy 1.14: The typical Community Center shall be accessible by a major street or parkway, provide a hub
for transit service, and be accessible by pedestrians and bicyclists.

The subject site is accessible by automobile and located at the intersection of two arterial streets but
access is limited. The arterials are designated Enhanced Transit Corridor by the Comprehensive Plan.
Coors Blvd. is served by a regular bus route and a rapid ride route and Montario is served by a regular
bus route. Both Coors Blvd. and Monta¥io Rd. have bicycle lanes although biking aleng Coors is not a
pleasant experience. The site is adjacent to the Pueblo Montario trailhead facility which provides
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access to a community-wide trail network. The LRF by its nature is a very auto-oriented use. It will not
take advantage of the multimodal opportunities in the area. The volume of truck auto traffic
accessing the LRF may detract from existing activity at the school/state park, and bosque trails that is
via non-automotive modes. The proposal is located near a transportation hub, but does not take
advantage of the variety of modes. The proposal partially furthers and partially does not further
WSSP Policy 1.14.

WSSP Policy 1.18: Community Activity Centers shall contain mixed-use buildings and/or mixed-use developments
that combine commercial, residential, and/or civic land uses in one accessible location. Clustered buildings and
formation of meaningful plazas and sheltering forms to promote pedestrian friendly environments are encouraged.

The Montafio/Coors Community Activity Center north of Montario Rd. contains a shopping center,
consisting of several small to mid-sized tenants and residential uses. There is a mix of uses, though the
buildings are not mixed-use buildings. This proposal is South of Montafio Rd. and the current,
proposal is to develop with commercial uses. The development would not be mixed use. Future
residential uses are planned south of Mirandela Rd. A single, large building is proposed, rather than a
cluster of buildings. The required “plaza space” would not be meaningful when considering the
entirety of the site. The proposal is not consistent with WSSP Policy 1.18.

WSSP Policy 3.12 (Taylor Ranch): The Taylor Ranch Community is an appropriate location for continued growth
due to its contiguous location to the rest of the City and efficient location for receiving City services.

The proposed development is in the Taylor Ranch Community, a location contiguous to the City and
efficient for receiving services although the site itself is not efficient. WSSP Policy 3.12 is partially
furthered.

WSSP Policy 3.15 (Taylor Ranch): Allow appropriately designed development throughout the Taylor Ranch
Community which will not degrade views to and from the Escarpment through design guidelines and consistent
enforcement.

The proposed development is not consistent with applicable subdivision design standards for a village
type development that creates a vibrant pedestrian environment. Views of the Bosque from the
escarpment will be degraded. The development design is not appropriate in that it is not village
character. WSSP Policy 3.15 is not generally furthered because of design.

WSSP Policy 3.18 (Taylor Ranch): Protection and preservation of the Bosque is critical. Development east of Coors
Boulevard shall be sensitive to this community asset.

The Coors Corridor Sector Development Plan (CCSDP) provides protection of the Bosque through its
design standards, such as the required 100-foot buffer from the Bosque's edge. The subject site is
buffered from the Bosque by land owned by Bosque School and the City of Albuquerque. To further
protect this environmentally sensitive area, the applicant should provide permeable paving surfaces
to limit runoff to the Bosque. Views to the Bosque are not preserved. The development is not sensitive
to the Bosque and the Bosque's asset. The proposal is mostly inconsistent with WSSP Policy 3.18.

Commercial Development
WSSP Policy 4.6.g: “Create commercial developments that are or will be accessible by transit. Locate buildings
adjacent to street frontages and place parking areas to the rear or sides of properties and/or on adjacent streets.

Locate landscaping, walls, or fences so they do not create barriers for pedestrians. Parking shall not take
precedence over pedestrian circulation.”
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The proposed building would not be readily accessible by transit nor would the buildings be located
adjacent to street frontage. Parking is located closer to Coors, in front of the building, not in the rear
or sites. WSSP Policy 4.6g is not furthered.

WSSP Policy 4.6.h; “Limit the maximum number of parking spaces for office and commercial uses to 10% above
Zoning Code requirements. Each development shall have an approved pedestrian and bicycle circulation plan that
provides safe, attractive, and efficient routes to neighboring properties, adjacent streets, and transit service. The
site development plan shall show convenient access throughout the site. Regularly spaced pedestrian access
through breaks in walls and continuous landscaping shall be provided...”

The total required parking pursuant to the Zoning Code is 385 spaces. Per 14-16-2-29(E) (6){a)(1)
“ftlhe parking requirement of a building or use shall be reduced by 10% if it is within 300 feet of a
regular Albuquerque Transit system route.” This reduces the required parking te 347 spuces. A
reduction of an additional 5% is allowed if the developer provides transit rider shelters. 14-16-2-
29(E) (6)(a)(2). The North Andalucia site development plan for subdivision allows 10% above the
required amount, which adds back the 10% to a total of 385 spaces. The applicant is proposing 424
spaces which exceeds allowable parking. The developer proposes to not take the transit reduction in
order to increase its total parking is contrary to the mandatory language of 14-16-2-29(FE) (6)(a)(1).
The proposed development access for pedestrian and bicycles within the development is basic and not
attractive or efficient. The proposal is only partially consistent and partially inconsistent with WSSP
Policy 4.6h.

WSSP Policy 4.10: It is important to promote and establish land uses and urban patterns whose design support
bicycle and pedestrian travel, and public transportation, encourage ridership, enhance public mobility and
promeote alternatives to single occupant vehicle use.

The proposed large retail facility (LRF} is designed with vehicular travel as the primary consideration
and pedestrian and bicycle connections secondary. The proposal to “not take” the required parking
reduction for a location within 300’ of a transit route does not enhance public transit. The proposal
does not further WSSP Policy 4.10.

WSSP Policy 6.15: Each Regional Center, Employment Center, and Community Center shall form a
Transportation Management Association or Organization. The association shall meet regularly to discuss
issues related to the transportation network, new developments within the area and the promotion of
travel demand management techniques to promote use of alternative transportation within the area.

The applicant has not proposed any travel demand management strategies. WSSP Policy 6.15 is not
furthered.

C) COORS CORRIDOR SECTOR DEVELOPMENT PLAN (RANK III)

The subject site lies within the boundaries of the Coors Corridor Sector Development Plan (CCSDP), a
Rank III plan first adopted in 1984 and amended in 1989, 1995 and 2003. The CCSDP provides policy
and design standards for development within the Coors Corridor area, which extends northward from
Central Avenue to NM 528 {Corrales Road).

The CCSDP divides the Coors Corridor into four segments; the subject site is located in Segment 3 South
(Western Trail to approx. La Orilla Rd.) and lies within a view preservation area {see p. 106). The
following CCSDP policies and design regulations apply to the proposal:
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ISSUE 3-LAND USE AND INTENSITY OF DEVELOPMENT

Policy 3- Recommended Land Use (p. 67): The CCSDP recommends land uses which are identified on

the following maps. The maps specify existing and recommended zoning and recommended land uses.
These recommended land uses shall guide development in the Plan area. AND

Policy 6- Sector Development Plans (p. 80): Sector development plans shall be required for the
Coors/Montafio intersection area, for the Coors/Paradise Boulevard intersection area, and for such other
areas as may be desirable and necessary to achieve coordinated planning of critical areas under multiple
ownership.

A sector plan was never prepared for the Coors/Montafio intersection area. Instead, the North
Andalucia Site development plan for Subdivision, which includes approximately 60 acres, was
approved by the City in 2003. The site development plan for subdivision provides for a mix of
commercial, office and residential uses to support development of a Community Activity Center.
Design standards require pedestrian oriented development and village character. The proposal does
not promote Policy 6 in that the proposed LRF is neither pedestrian friendly nor village character. The
proposal to replace office use with parking and truck bay access and truck loading is also inconsistent
with Policy 6 in that it is inconsistent with the design standards and zoning.

Policy 5- Development Intensity (p. 79): Intensity of development shall be compatible with the roadway
function, existing zoning or recommended land use, environmental concerns, and design guidelines.

The proposed large retail facility (LRF) would be a relatively intense use for the area, especially

since it would stand-alone. The subject LRF's full access through local residential streets is
incompatible with roadway function. Generally access is extremely limited especially for an LRF, local
roadways (Learning and Mirandela Rds.) would provide access and are not sufficient for truck traffic
or for the volume of customers nor are they approved for the nature and volume of traffic. Proximity
of open space and the Bosque could lend the subject site to a less intense use. The proposal does not
further CCSDP Policy 5.

Policy 7- Cluster Design (p. 80): Cluster design for development of residential, commercial, and industrial
structures shall be encouraged.

The CCSDP envisions clustering of buildings as a site layout technique. Clustering preserves

views, creates open spaces and allows pedestrian epportunities. The proposed LRF building would
stand-alone. The way the future tracts are proposed would create several retail pads across the
subject site, which would preclude development of clustered building forms. The proposal does not
further CCSDP Policy 7.

ISSUE 4-VISUAL IMPRESSIONS AND URBAN DESIGN OVERLAY ZONE
a. General Policies
Policy 4.a.3- New development (p. 86): New development in the Coors Corridor should be designed to be

compatible with the natural landscape and the built environment in accordance with the design regulations and
guidelines.

The building would be larger and taller than other buildings in the immediate area {scale), is not
clustered and does not comply with design regulations. It is not compatible with the built
environment (Bosque School, Riverside or with the Bosque). The proposal does not further Policy
4.a.3.
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Policy 4.b.3- Front landscaped street yard (p. 90): There should be a landscaped street yard along the
entire frontage of properties adjacent to Coors Boulevard.

Design Regulation: Width and landscaping requirements (p. 91)

1. The front landscaped street yard shall be 15 feet wide in Segments 1 and 2, and 35 feet wide
in Segments 3 and 4.

2. A minimum of 50% of this area shall be maintained with live landscaping material which will
visually screen and buffer parking development behind the street yard. Buffering is the use of
continuous landscaping (other than grass or gravel or flat terrain) along with berms, walls or
decorative fences that at least partially and periodically obstruct the view from the street of
vehicular use areas, parking lots and parked cars.

The proposal generally complies with CCSDP Policy 4.b.3 and design regulations 1 and 2 above. The 35
foot front landscape street yard would contain a variety of trees and shrubs and a pedestrian
pathway.

Policy 4.b.6-Commercial Sites: Commercial sites, such as shopping centers, should be designed so that a portion of
the building or buildings is located near the street perimeter and relates to the streetscape area along Coors
Boulevard. (p. 96)

The LRF building is proposed at the rear of the site and not near the street perimeter, with the
majority of parking fronting Coors Blvd. The request does not firther CCSDP Policy 4.b.6.

Policy 4.b.7-Access (p. 96): Separate pedestrian and vehicular access should be provided. Pedestrian
access to structures shall not utilize driveways as walkways. Pedestrian connections between uses in
commercial developments shall be emphasized.

Separate pedestrian and vehicular access to the site is proposed from the north side of the parking lot
and from Mirandela St. Pedestrian connections within the site are minimal. Connections to future
commercial and/or office uses are generally not emphasized in the site design. Auto access is favored
over pedestrian access and connections. The proposal does not further CCSDP Policy 4.b.7.

Policy 4.b.10-Architectural Design (p. 100): Architectural design should contribute to the enhancement of the
overall visual environment of the Coors Corridor.

The proposed building architecture would not contribute to the overall visual environment. The
proposed building blocks views of the Bosque. Plaza areas do not have views of the Bosque or the
Sandias Plaza areas do not enhance the site or create true gathering places. The proposed LRF is a
typical national big box with a large parking area between Coors Boulevard and the building and does
not enhance the overall visual environment of Coors Blvd. The proposal does not further CCSDP Policy
4.b.10.

Analysis
The proposed subdivision is inconsistent with the vision and development goals established in the design
standards for North Andalucia at La Luz (p. 2 and 3 of the site development plan for subdivision).

The propased Tract 2-A, at approximately 11.5 acres, would be much larger than the other
proposed tracts and is being replatted in order to accommodate a large retail facility (LRF). The
primary goal for North Andalucia at La Luz is “to achieve a vibrant, mixed-use community that
fosters pedestrian accessibility and maintains a village type character.” The land use allocations
were intended to allow a mixture of uses and flexibility, but with a secure 300’ 0-1 buffer between
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C-2 uses and Bosque school and to result in a pedestrian scale and pedestrian accessible
development with a village type character that fulfills the primary goal.

Village type character comes from a development that has incorporated small- scale, compact urban
form with walkability as a principal component and not as an afterthought. The 98,901 s.f. proposed
LRF does not fulfill this goal because a village type character does not result from a site with one
disproportionately large building, dominated by parking in excess of parking allowed, and not
functionally connected to future buildings on the site. Therefore, the proposed site development
plan for subdivision amendment does not fulfill the design standards’ primary goat either.

The subdivision is permitted to have 23.3 acres of C- 2 uses maximum and exceeds that amount.
Res 270-1980 is not complied with.

Tract 5 is approved for a credit union and drive-up facility. Banking and a drive up are C-2 uses not
0-1 uses. Compare 14-16-2-15 (0-1) and the code section for C-2, 14-16-2-17A(13)(c) ("Banking,
loaning money, including pawn. Drive-in facilities included on the condition the vehicle movement
plan is approved by the Traffic Engineer.”) The total of C-2 uses exceeds the maximum allowed by
the zoning. Now applicant proposes to create 11 tracts (total 22.51 acres) not including the credit
union. Applicant alse does not count a drivepad between Tracts 2C and 3A. This is not land
dedicated to a public street but is used for access to the C-2 uses so should be counted to the total C-
2 uses and platted. Itis not. Total C-2 uses exceed 23.3 acres. Applicant proposes to divide the 0-1
buffer tract into other tracts and to devote some of the 0-1 land to parking for the LRF and other to
C-2 or C-3 uses such as loading dock and truck access and the LRF itself. A Zzone change is required
for these use changes and for the total increase in C-2 uses which exceeds 23.3 acres. The owners of
Tract 4, 5 and 6 have not signed the application and therefore are not part of this re-subdivision
application. This is not permitted.

The proposed addition of the 0-1 Tract to a C-2 Tract and to use the 0-1 area for truck access and loading is
also inconsistent with the design standard goals.

Access Study

Montaio Rd. is classified as a Limited Access Roadway at this location by the Mid-Region Council of
Governments (MRCOG). A request for access on a limited access roadway must be made to the
Transportation Coordinating Committee (TCC), which considers the request and forwards it to the
Metropolitan Transportation Board (MTB) for a decision. As of this writing, which is 1V years after
this was first proposed, the City has not requested a new access; sponsorship is needed to get the
request ta MRCOG for consideration. This “proposed access should not be assumed for purposes of
the EPC review.

Three plaza areas are proposed, two near the northern side of the subject site and one along the
main (western) facade. The northern plaza areas are listed as 1,454 sf and 1,581 sf. Staff calculated
approx. 980 sf for the corner area on the western side and approx. 1,048 for the corner area on the
eastern side, for a total of 2,028 sf, including landscaping. Plaza areas are also proposed north and
south of the main entrance. They are approx. 1,750 sf (listed as 1,720 sf) and 1,300 sf (sf not called
out), respectively. The entrance plaza areas have landscaping, benches and some shade. The plazas
do not meet the requirements of the WSSP or subdivision guidelines.

X. SITE DEVELOPMENT PLAN FOR SUBDIVISION, DESIGN STANDARDS

Design standards create an identity for a development by establishing a framework to guide review of
development requests on a given site. Design standards typically address the following topics in addition to those
mentioned in the definition of site development plan for subdivision: purpose/goal, parking, streets (sometimes
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included), pedestrians/bicycles and/or sidewalks/trails, landscaping, walls/screening, architecture, lighting,
signage, utilities, process and any other topic of particular relevance to the site (Note: topics may be in a different
order).

Current Proposal

Existing design standards for Tracts 1 - 6 are found in the North Andalucia at La Luz Site development

plan for Subdivision (Project #1003859, 04EPC-01845). The currently proposed site development plan

for subdivision amendment for Tracts 1 - 3 {see Section VI of this report) does not change the existing design
standards but does not meet them.

The proposed site development plan for building permit for Tract 2-A must comply with these design standards
(see Sheets C-2 and C-3).

Overall Design Theme & Land Use Concept:

The primary goal is “to achieve a vibrant, mixed-use community that fosters pedestrian accessibility and
maintains a village-type character.” The design standards are intended to be used to facilitate design of
buildings that respect natural conditions, preserve views of the Sandias and Bosque and leave open space. Site
development plan s for building permit shall be consistent with the design standards and be approved by the
Environmental Planning Commission (EPC).

The proposed site development plan does not fulfill the primary goal or achieve a mixed-use
community. Though pedestrian accessibility is technically provided, a village-type character would
not be created or maintained. Village-type development is typically characterized by a mix of
smaller-scale, fine-grained commercial and office uses combined with housing variety and
pedestrian scale and orientation of development. Views of the Bosque are not maintained but are
blocked. The pharmacy drive-up is inconsistent with the village character and pedestrian
standards.

As proposed, the site development plan for building permit is inconsistent with the primary goal of
the design standards.

Pedestrian and Site Amenities:

Creating a pedestrian-friendly environment is a primary design objective which will be achieved by maintaining a
high-quality and consistent style for amenities and creating separate vehicular and pedestrian circulation systems
to support the creation of a village-type character. Public art is encouraged.

The proposed amenities, ex. benches and pedestrian-scale lighting, appear to be inconsistent in
style. The overall design is auto oriented not pedestrian and/or village. Special paving materials
are used in places (ex. textured, colored concrete) as required, but not in others; labeling is
inconsistent. There are opportunities to incorporate public art at the round-abouts and the plaza
areas. Plaza areas should be central and a real quite place. As proposed the site development plan
for building permit is inconsistent with the goal of creating a pedestrian-friendly environment.

Trails and Sidewalks:
Trails and sidewalk systems are a defining element.

Trails and sidewalks are not defining elements. It is unclear if all pedestrian pathways are
designed to be handicap accessible as required; the site development plan does not define symbols
and labeling is inconsistent. Pedestrian crossings shall be clearly demarcated with special paving
treatment where they cross vehicular entrances and drive aisles. Such a crossing is lacking on the
northern side of the north-south street, but is required. Also, textured colored concrete is required
across drive-aisles; the proposed striping is insufficient and does not comply.
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Parking:
The intention is to lessen the impact of parking on the land; careful attention should be paid to parking design.

Parking should be broken into smaller areas to lessen its impact.

The total parking is over the maximum with transit reduction. Parking design maintains the
primary auto orientation.

Setbacks:
Setbacks are required to create open space and streetscapes. Walkways and screening materials are required
within setbacks. Parking is discouraged adjacent to roadways.

The majority of parking for the LRF is proposed adjacent to Coors Blvd,, though the grade
difference from the roadway to the site creates a natural barrier. Walkways and landscaping are
proposed in the 35-foot buffer along Coors Blvd.

Landscape:
Landscape is to be complementary to the Bosque and responsive to environmental conditions and local

building policies.
The overall landscape is not complimentary to the Bosque and /or near environmental conditions.

Signage:
The goal is to provide a high-quality signage program that maintains a consistent style, complements visual
character and creates a sense of arrival.

SEE STAFF CONCERNS

Unique Street and Traffic Calming Standards:
These standards are critical to creating an active, pedestrian-oriented urban community. The intent is to

provide short street blocks with a smaller number of lots.

All street types shall include a 5-6 foot landscaped parkway. The proposed drive-aisles in the
parking lot would have trees on both sides. However, trees would only be along the western
(parking lot) side of the main north-south internal street. This is not pedestrian friendly. Handicap
ramps shall be provided at each intersection. Near the site’s NE corner and NE middle area,
handicap ramps are not provided on both sides of the intersection.

SEE ALSO STAFF CONCERNS

Transportation Demand Management {TDM):
TDM is recommended in the Comprehensive Plan as a strategy to mitigate traffic impacts of a development.

Businesses with more than 50 employees are required to provide designated carpool spaces.

Conclusion of Analysis:
Overall, the proposal is inconsistent with the primary goal of achieving a village character.

XI. ANALYSIS—LARGE RETAIL FACILITIES (LRF) REGULATIONS
SUBSECTION (D)(1)- APPLICABILITY.

(a}(1) Provisions shall apply to the following: new construction of a LRF.
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These regulations apply because the proposed building, at 98,901 sf, meets the definition of a LRF
(Zoning Code §14-16-1-5) and would be new construction [ref: (D)(1){(a)(1)].

SUBSECTION (D)(2)- LOCATION AND ACCESS OF LARGE RETAIL FACILITY.
This Subsection establishes three levels of LRFs, based on square footage.
{b) LRFs containing 90,001 to 124,999 sf of net leasable area are:

1. Permitted in C-2, C-3, M-1, M-2 and IP zones and SU-1 and SU-2 zones for uses consistent with
C-2,C-3, M-1, M-2 and IP zones; and

2. Required to be located adjacent to and have primary and full access to a street designated as at
least a cellector in the Mid-Region Council of Governments’ Metropolitan Transportation Plan and
having at least four through traffic lanes.

The subject site for B.P. is zoned SU-1 for C-2, 0-1 Uses and PRD (20 dwelling units/acre). Primary
and full access to Coors Blvd,, a principal arterial, is required. The application proposes to provide
the primary access through local residential streets to the full access intersection at Learning Rd.
The LRF does not have the required access.

SUBSECTION (D)(3)- SITE DIVISION.

(a) The entire site shall be planned or platted into maximum 360" x 360’ blocks except as provided in
Items (c) and (d) of this subsection.

The subject site would be divided into four blocks. The largest, where the building is proposed,
measures approx. 397 ft. by 610 ft. Item (c) states that one block can be expanded to approx.790 ft.
by 360 ft. if the main structure covers more than 80% of the block. The proposed main structure,
however, covers approx. 53% of the block, so block expansion is not allowed in this case.

(b) Primary and secondary driveways (or platted roadways) that separate the blocks shall be between 60
feet and 85 feet wide and shall include the following:

1. Two ten-foot travel lanes;

2. Two parallel or angle parking rows or a combination of such on both sides of the driveway
rights of way are permitted but not required;

3. Two six-foot landscaped buffers with shade trees spaced approximately 30 feet on center;
4. Two eight-foot pedestrian walkways constructed of material other than asphalt;

5. Pedestrian scale lighting that provides at least an illumination of 1.2 to 2.5 foot candles or
the equivalent foot lamberts; and

6. Standup curb.
A second landscape buffer is not proposed on the eastern side of the north-south internal road (3)

and pedestrian-scale lighting needs to be more integrated with the site- meaning more evenly
distributed. None is provided near the entrance, but should be for safety and aesthetic reasons (6).
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SUBSECTION (D)(4)- DEVELOPMENT PHASING AND MIXED-USE COMPONENT. Not provided. See TRNA letter
of March 3, 2012 Tab 9.

The proposal does not include phasing or a mixed-use component.
SUBSECTION (D){5)- SITE DESIGN.

These regulations are intended to create pedestrian connections throughout the site by linking structures. The
intent is to create an active pedestrian street life and replace large off-street parking fields, conserve energy
and water and meet the intent of the Comprehensive Plan and the Planned Growth Strategy (PGS).

(a) Context: The design of structures shall be sensitive to and complement the aesthetically desirable
context of the built environment, e.g., massing, height, materials, articulation, colors, and proportional
relationships.

(b) Off-Street Parking Standards.

(b)(2): Parking shall be distributed on the site to minimize visual impact from the adjoining street.
Parking shall be placed on at least two sides of a building and shall not dominate the building or
street frontage.

The majority of parking is proposed between the building and Coors Blvd. and dominates the
Building and development. The proposal is not generally consistent with (b)(2).

(b}(4):Every third double row of parking shall have a minimum 10’ wide continucus walkway dividing
that row. The walkway shall be either patterned or color material other than asphalt and may be at grade.
The walkway shall be shaded by means of trees, a trellis or similar structure, or a combination

thereof.

SEE STAFF COMMENTS

(i) Pedestrian Walkways.
Internal pedestrian walkways shall be planned and organized to accommodate the inter-related

movement of vehicles, bicycles, and pedestrians safely and conveniently, both within the proposed
development and to and from the street, transit stops, and the surrounding areas. Pedestrian walkways
shall contribute to the attractiveness of the development and shall be a minimum of eight feet in width
and constructed of materials other than asphalt. Pedestrian walkways along internal driveways or
streets internal to the site shall also be lined with shade trees and pedestrian scale lighting. Pedestrian
crosswalks shall be constructed of patterned concrete or a material other than asphalt and may be at
grade.

Pathways internal to the site would function better if they were all connected; in some places they
do not connect but are required to. A pedestrian access from Coors Blvd. is needed to ensure safety
and convenience to and from the street. The drive-aisle crossing at the building’s SW corner is
shown as 6 ft. and is required to be at least 8 ft. wide. Pedestrian crosswalks are required to be
constructed of patterned concrete; the perhaps most important crosswalks leading from the
parking lot to the building entrances are striped asphalt. The proposal does not comply.

(j) A Pedestrian Plaza(s):
1. Large retail facility sites that include a main structure less than 125,000 square feet in size shall
provide public space pursuant to § 14-16-3-18(C)(4) of the Zoning Code.

The space provided does not function as a public space.
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(1} Outdgor Storage.

Outdoor storage as part of a mixed use development or within a C-1 or C-2 zoned site is not allowed.
Outdoor uses such as retail display shall not interfere with pedestrian movement. Where the zoning
permits and where outdoor storage is proposed, it shall be screened with the same materials as the
building.

A note needs to be added to Sheet C-4 to indicate that outdoor retail display will not be allowed.

SUBSECTION (D)(6)- MAIN STRUCTURE DESIGN.

(a) Setback.
1. Main Structures shall be screened from the adjacent street by means of smaller buildings, Retail Suite
Liners, or 20’ wide landscape buffers with a double row of trees.

The proposed building is not screened from the adjacent street by means or smaller buildings or
retail suite liners. A landscape buffer is proposed along Coors Blvd. and along the western side of
the north-south internal road, but there is no “20 ft. wide landscape buffers with a double row of
trees. The proposal does not comply.

(b} Articulation.

1. Facades that contain a primary customer entrance and facades adjacent to a public street or plaza or an
internal driveway shall contain retail suite liners, display windows, or a recessed patio at a minimum
depth of 20 feet, or a combination of all three, along 50% of the length of the fagade. Where patios are
provided, at least one of the recessed walls shall contain a window for ease of surveillance and the

patio shall contain shading and seating. Where retail suite liners are provided, they shall be accessible

to the public from the outside.

The main (western) facade is 436 ft. long. The above-mentioned elements are required along at
least 218 ft. The proposed patios near the main entrance and near the building’s NW corner are
recessed the minimum 20 ft. and measure 145 ft. and 75 ft, respectively, for a total of 220 ft.
However, the NW recessed area is mostly uncovered, so it would not function effectively as a patio.
Retail suite liners and display windows are not proposed. The request does not comply.
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TIMOTHY V. FLYNN-O'BRIEN

Attorney at Law
817 Gold Avenue SW
Albuquerque, New Mexico 87102-3014
Phone: 505-242-4088 / Fax: 866-428-7568

QOctober 4, 2012

HAND-DELIVERED

Environmental Planning Commission

c/o Ms. Carmen Marrone

Division Manager, Current Planning

City of Albuquerque Planning Department
600 2nd Street NW

Albuquerque, New Mexico 87102

RE: Project No. 1003859

Dear Ms. Marrone:
Please include this letter and exhibits in the record provided to the EPC.

Taylor Ranch Neighborhood Association opposes both the requested subdivision
amendment and the site plan for building permit for a large retail facility. The proposed LRF
does not comply with the access requirements of the ordinance. Both the proposed LRF and site
plan for subdivision amendment (to accommodate a large retail facility) do not comply with the
design standards of the subdivision or with requirements of the West Side Strategic Plan. On
October 18 we hope to present an organized presentation and to avoid duplication., We are
urging the public with whom we are in contact to listen to our presentation and not to speak if
they do not have a new argument as to an issue or a new point, new perspective or new evidence.
We hope our efforts will help to minimize repetition. We understand that your time is important
and we deeply appreciate the attention and time you are devoting to this most critical matter.

1. The Proposal Does Not Meet §14-16-3-2(D)(2)(b), the LRF Access
Requirement of the Zoning Code.

“Large Retail Facilities containing 90,001 to 124,999 sq. ft. net leasable area are:
... (2) Required to be located adjacent to and have primary and full access to a street
designated as at least a collector ...and having at least four through traffic lanes....”
{emphasis added).

Silver Leal proposes to locate a 98,901 square foot large retail facility (LRF) on proposed
Tract 2A. Tract 2A does not have full access to a collector. Coors is a controlled access road.
Silver Leaf argues, however, that there is full access at the Learning Road intersection and that
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that intersection satisfies the access provision. Ms. Garcia testified in January 2012 that since the
subdivision has access that the proposed LRF meets the full access requirement. That is
incorrect. The ordinance states that the LRF is required to be adjacent to the collector and
required to have the primary and full access to the collector. Did the City Council intend to say
subdivision when they required the LRF to have access? The City Council has decided that Ms.
Garcia’s statements are not binding on the EPC, that her statements were not declaratory rulings
and that the EPC should interpret the access provision itself. See City Council Notice of
Decision dated September 6, 2012 (Exhibit 1)

Under New Mexico law there are three rules for interpreting an ordinance. The plain
language of the ordinance is the primary indicator of legislative intent. High Ridge Hinkle JV v.
City of Albuguerque, 119 NM 29, 888 P.2d 475 (Ct. App 1994) (Hinkle I) (1998) 5. If the
terms are not ambiguous the inquiry stops there. Id. The second rule is to give persuasive effect
to long-standing administrative constructions. The third is that where several sections are
involved they must be read together so that all parts are given effect. Id.

In simple grammar the subject of the sentence is the “large retail facility”. The ordinance
language requires the large retail facility to be located adjacent to the collector and that the large
retail facility must have primary and full access to the collector. Under the plain language it is
the large retail facility that is required to meet the access standard. The analysis of whether the
City Council intended that the EPC substitute “subdivision” for “large retail facility” in that
sentence should start with the definition of large retail facility provided by the City Council in
the Zoning Code:

LARGE RETAIL FACILITY. A single tenant structure with at least 75,000 square
feet of net leasable area for the purpose of retailing. A shopping center site with a main
structure of 75,000 square feet or more is a LARGE RETAIL FACILITY. Refer to §14-
16-3-2 for Large Retail Facility Regulations.

The definition distinguishes between structures in shopping center sites and those not in
shopping center sites. The plain language identifies two different situations: (1) an LRF is a
retail structure with 75,000 or more square feet except when (2) the 75,000+ structure is in a
shopping center site in which case the entire shopping center site is defined as the LRF. A
shopping center site 18 not any group of retail stores and is not necessarily limited to retail
establishments. It is defined by the Zoning Code and does not include premises zoned SU-1
except for an LRF regardless of the zone.' Thus, under the plain language whether the LRF is the

! A “shopping center site” is defined by the Zoning Code as: “A premises containing five or more acres, zoned P, C-
1, C-2,C-3, M-1, M-2, or a combination thereof or a large retail facility; but excluding ....”
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structure OR the shopping center site depends upon whether the building is in a pre-existing
shopping center site, Nothing in the definition support defining the LRF as the subdivision.

In sum, under the definition of LRF, the LRF structure, that is, the tract on which it is
located (or LRF site), must have the full access unless there is a pre-existing shopping center site
in which case the shopping center site is the LRF and must have the access. This is not a
shopping, center site so the LRF itself, that is, the tract on which it is located, is required to have
full access to a collector. Even though the proposed tracts north of Mirandela are not a shopping
center site, as that term is defined in the Zoning Code, it could be argued that they are a
“premises”. The Zoning Code defines “‘premises” as: “Any lot or combination of contiguous lots
held in single ownership, together with the development thereon; there may be multiple
occupancy.” (Emphasis added) Even if the tracts north of Mirandela were considered a
premises, and “premises” substituted for “LRF” that premises would not meet the access
requirement because those tracts do not have full access to Coors. Tracts south of Mirandela are
not part of the same “premises” as those north of Mirandela because they are not contiguous.” In
sum, the tract proposed for the LRF in this case does not have full access to either Coors or
Montano. Even assuming a “‘premises” north of Mirandela, the premises would not have the full
access required to Coors or Montano.

The Applicant Cannot Claim Access Through Learning Road to Satisfy the
Primary and Full Access Requirement. To claim full access at Learning Road proponents
have posited (1) that the Council really meant “site plan for subdivision” when it required large
retail facilities to meet the access requirement; or (2) that since Learning Road was planned as an
access to the subdivision that it should be counted as meeting the LRF access requirement; or (3)
that since a vehicle can get to the Learning Road intersection from the LRF by traveling on local
roads that getting thereby local roads meets the LRF primary access requirement. These
rationales do not meet the plain language of the primary and full access regulation.

The claim that the access requirement is met if the subdivision has access is not
supported by the plain language of §14-16-3-2(D}2)(b). The Council used the term “large retail
facility” in defining what is required to have “primary and full” access--not “site plan for
subdivision”. The Council did not use the terms large retail facility and site plan for subdivision
interchangeably. See, for example, §14-16-3-2(D)(3) where the Council used the term “site plan
for subdivision” so the Council clearly knew the difference between the terms.

* As set forth above a “premises” requires contiguous Iots in joint ownership. The definition of “contiguous” in the
Zoning Code is “Abutting or separated by no more than an alley.” Since a local street (which is more than an alley)
separates properties south of Mirandela from those north of Mirandela they are not contiguous and not part of the
same premises.
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The claim that Learning Road was always intended to be an access point for Andalucia so
Learning Road meets the LRF access requirement lacks support in the plain language and in
logic. The historical intent in the dedication of Leaming Road is irrelevant to whether or not
Leamning Road satisfies the access requirements of the Big Box ordinance.” The argument that
as intended access satisfies the “primary and full” access requirement is also not supported by
logic. It is a classic non sequitur, that is, "an inference or a conclusion that does not follow from
the premise,” or "a statement containing an illogical conclusion." Dowell v. Bd. Of Educ. of
Oklahoma City Pub. Schools, 890 F.2d 1483 (10™ cir. 1989) quoting Random House Dictionary
of the English Language, 1317 (2d unabr. ed. 1987).

The claim that the access requirement is met if a vehicle can get to the Learning Road
intersection from the proposed LRF by traveling on several local streets, is not supported by the
plain language, by reading the ordinance as a whole or by the history and purpose of the
ordinance. Section 14-16-3-2(D)2)b) requires that the LRF be adjacent to and have “primary
and full access” to a collector. The plain language of the “primary and full access” provision
requires that the access be from the LRF to the adjacent collector, not from the LRF to local
roads and then to the full access intersection. The dictionary definition of “primary” is “first in
importance” or first in order of sequence. The use of the term “primary access” indicates that the
access cannot be indirect, that is, through other streets that are not four through lane collector
streets. [If indirect local road access was sufficient the ordinance would say so.] Reading
indirect access into the ordinance makes the word “primary” superfluous. “The statute must be
construed so that no word and no part of the statute is rendered surplusage or superfluous.” Stang
v. Hertz, 81 N.M. 69, 463 P.2d 45, 50 (N.M. App. 1969). The requirement that the LRF have
primary and full access to the collector means that the LRF must have full access to the collector
— not access to local streets that eventually have full access to a collector.

Leconciling other provisions of the ordinance also supports this interpretation. See High
Ridge Hinkle JV v. City of Albuquerque, supra, 5 (where several sections are involved they
must be read together so that all parts are given effect). The ordinance provides that local road
access 1s permitted in only one situation not applicable here. The access provisions for all sizes
of LRFs, require full access to one or more collectors depending on the size of the LRF.* The

? Learning Road was dedicated before the Big Box ordinance was passed so there could have been no intention that
Learning Road would satisfy a regulation that did not exist at the time. To the extent “intent” is relevant the original
concept for development of this property was, as the design guidelines provide, for a village character, pedestrian
scale and a pedestrian friendly development, not a big box. The “original intent” is demonstrated by
contemporaneous development plans of a pedestrian village. See Exhibit 2

* For a 75.000 to 90,000 square foot facility “primary and full access” to a collector with at least two through traffic
lanes is required, §14-16-3-2(D)(2){a). For a 90,001 to 124,999 square foot facility “Primary and full access™ to a
collector with at least four through traffic lanes is required. §14-16-3-2(D)2)(b). For a facility containing 125,000
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largest I.RFs are required to have full access to two collectors. For these LRFs required to have
access to two collectors, local road access is specifically permitted for one of the collectors when
direct access to that collector is prohibited by access control policies and the local road does not
pass through a residential subdivision. §14-16-3-2(D)(2)(c)(4) (“If access control policies
prohibit access onto one of the adjacent roadways, a local road may be used as access if it has
access to at least two roadways that are identified on the Long Range Metropolitan
Transportation Plan, does not pass directly through a residential subdivision and at least one of
the intersections is signalized.”) (Emphasis added). If full access to the collector included
indirect access to the collector via local roads then there would be no need for a specific
provision allowing local road access instead of direct access in the very limited circumstances set
forth in the regulations. [Under the rules of construction, this section must be read in harmony
with other relevant provisions of the Zoning Code.] This (1) demonstrates that primary and full
access to the collector cannot be via local roads; and (2) in the limited circumstance that local
road access is permitted [which is not applicable here] it cannot be through a residential zone.”
The local road access proposed here passes through a residential zone.

The Big Box ordinance was intended to address problems related to traffic congestion
and noise and compatibility that have adversely affected neighborhoods. See C/S2 O-06-53 §1
(Findings). The purpose of the access regulations is to “protect the quality of life within
surrounding residential areas” and to ‘“discourage traffic from cutting through residential
neighborhoods.” §14-16-3-2(D)(2). In construing statutes Courts may consider “the structure,
context, history|.] and background of the statute, as well as the likely policy implications of
various constructions.” State v. Burke, 2007 NMCA-093, 7, 142 N.M. 218, 164 P.3d 99, rev’'d
on other grounds by 2008-NMSC-052, 144 NM. 772, 192 P.3d 767. See also Baker v.
Hedstrom, 2012-NMCA-073, {17, cert. granted, No. 33,635 (July 20, 2012). To allow “primary”
access through local streets is inconsistent with the stated purpose of the ordinance and specific
purpose of the access provision.

For the above reasons, the claim that Learning Road access meets the access
requirements because the subdivision has access, because of original intent in platting or by local
road access is not supported by the rules of construction.

square feet or more the facility is required to be located within 700 feet of two collectors and have “full access to
these roadways.” §14-16-3-2(D}2)(c).
* Under the Zoning Code 14-16-1-5 Definitions, “Zone, Residential” is defined as:
The RO-1, RO-20, R-1, MH, R-t, RG, R-3, RA-1, RA-2, RC, and RD zones; and the segments of the SU-1,
SU-2, and SU-3 zones where the predominant use allowed in a subarea is residential. (Emphasis added).
The predominant use allowed in the subarea south of Mirandela, under the plans approved by the EPC, is residential.
See Exhibits 3a; 3b.
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2. Discretion. The above discussion is that the proposed LRF is not allowed because it
does not meet the access criteria. If the LRF does not meet the access criteria the EPC cannot
approve it. However, regardless of the EPC’s decision as to whether the proposal complies with
the minimum access requirement, the EPC has the discretion to deny the application if the EPC
determines that the development is not appropriate for other reasons, for example, design, scale,
lack of pedestrian orientation, absence of village character, inadequate access, lack of substantial
furtherance of City plans, etc. In our presentation on October 18, we will discuss all of these
issues but because a review of the TIS requires reference to the TIS, I will briefly discuss some
access issues that require cross-reference to the TIS.

a. The Site Has Access Limitations That Are Sufficient to Support Denial.
According to the TIS, the development will result in 18,987 new commercial trips (not
counting trips from the residential apartments).® According to the TIS update, p. A-6 the
total trips including apartments is 19,507. I will use the lower number that does not
include the residential apartments for this analysis. Since vehicles both enter and exit this
is a total of 37,974 trips. This is a significant number of vehicle trips for a development
when the purported primary access passes through a residential zone.

The Montano driveway does not exist. The plans show a proposed driveway
between Coors and Winterhaven. The TIS attributes 19.55% of exiting traffic to this
“driveway”. TIS p. A-34, Exhibit 4b. 19.55 % of exiting traffic is a significant number.
(Approximately 3,711 vehicles.) The problem is that the driveway does not exist and
violates MRCOG policies. The EPC cannot and should not approve any application
premised upon an access that has not been approved-especially without knowing
where those vehicles will exit and the effect thereof. The TIS (p. A-34) also attributes
18.88% of exiting traffic to Winterhaven. Jd. The Winterhaven’/Montano access is not
permanent, however. Access to Montano at Winterhaven will cease to exist with the
Coors/Montano grade separation. See General Note 7 page C-1 of application. (“When
future grade separation is constructed. Access will no longer be allowed to Montano
Road from Winterhaven, consistent with the Long Range Roadway System.”) This
means with grade separation there will be no Montano access at all. In sum, the TIS
attributes over 38% (19.55) + 18.88% = 38.43%) of exiting traffic to a nonexistent

S TIS, A-83. Exhibit 4a Trip Generation Data. Per the Update p. A-6 the total including 220 apartments (the
approval was for more than 220) is 19,507. Pass-by trips are not deducted in this calculation because the reduction
for pass-by trips is not relevant to the total number of vehicles entering and exiting the development via local roads
and driveways. Pass by trips account for vehicles already passing by on Coors or Montano and the deduction may be
relevant to delays at the Coors/Montano intersection but not to the number of vehicles entering and exiting the
development.

" Applicant shows Winterhaven at Montano as Mirandela. There is one access to Montano Road at
Winterhaven/Mirandela.
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driveway and a limited intersection scheduled for closure with grade separation. This
represents 7,297 vehicles exiting to go east on Montano that will have to use one of the
Coors exits and pass through the Coors/Montano intersection-further exacerbating delays
at that intersection. The additional delays occasioned by these 7,297 vehicles have not
been measured by the TIS or by the City. This demonstrates that this site is a difficult
site that, while at a major intersection, has very limited access.

With regard to entering traffic the TIS attributes 21.66% of entering Walmart
traffic to the Coors southbound left turn at Mirandela (TIS p. A-33, Exhibit 4¢) This left
turn access has rarely been utilized as there has been no development but the approval for
the left turn access expressly provides that it can be closed if it affects traffic or safety.®
In other words this access is subject to change and 21.66% of entering traffic will only be
able to enter through Learning Road. The TIS already assigns 10.53% of incoming
traffic to Learning Road. Adding these two totals together the entering traffic at Learning
Road is 32.19%. What affect will this have on Learning Road delays? On Coors traffic if
there is insufficient stacking in the left turn bay at Learning Road? What effect will 32%
of entering traffic have on the residential zone? This does not include exiting vehicles.

The TIS acknowledges that 19.79% of Walmart/LRF traffic will exit through
l.earning Road and 32.689% of total development retail traffic will exit at Learning
Road. TIS pp. A-31 and A-34, Exhibit 4b. This does not include incoming traffic. See
TIS p. A-30 Exhibit 4c attributing 10.53% incoming traffic to Learning Road. This also
does not include the 21.66% southbound Coors traffic ““assigned” to the left tum at
Mirandela who will-if that is busy or closed-use Learning Road. All of this Leaming
Road traffic will bisect a residential zone. The City threshold for cut-through traffic is
1,500 vehicles per day and far exceeded by the vehicle trips entering and exiting
Learning Road. Exhibit 4d. This is just too much traffic for any local residential street
and is in of itself, a sufficient basis for denial.

In sum, the TIS does not reflect existing access points as it relies on a non-existent
access to Montano Road and does not explain the effect of closures at Winterhaven or the
left turn at Mirandela. The TIS does not, therefore, provide sufficient analysis for the
EPC to approve the development but does provide sufficient data to deny the project
because of the effect on Learning Road and the residential local roads. Approval of the
project would amount to adoption of a policy decision that a TIS can be based on
nonexistent access. It would amount to a policy decision that the City need not evaluate
the effect of a proposed closure on the only existing access to a major arterial. Approval
will put thousands of vehicles on a local residential street to get to the “primary” access

¥ See R-05-15 MTB (Exhibit S) at page 3, No. 3.
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with the consequences of traffic, noise and safety on that residential neighborhood. The
City has existing problems with traffic in neighborhoods. The EPC site plan approval
process is designed to anticipate and avoid such problems.

b. Profile in Congestion. MRCOG has identified this section of Montano as the
second most congested and Coors as the eighth most congested corridor in the
metropolitan area. This was mentioned in testimony in January. To ensure that the
underlying data is in the record and available to the EPC, the MRCOG study “A Profile
in Congestion: The 30 Most Congested Corridors in the Albuquerque Metropolitan
Planning Area” is attached as Exhibit 6.

c. Design and Scale. As will be discussed at the hearing in more detail, the
Comprehensive Plan and West Side Strategic Plan policies support a pedestrian scale,
pedestrian friendly, fine-grain, walkable, mixed-use development. It should enhance
vistas and improve the visual environment. Parking should be on the sides of buildings.
The subdivision design guidelines are more specific and require a vibrant mixed-use
community that fosters a pedestrian pedestrian environment and maintains a village type
(fine grain) character. The Presentation Guide for Andalucia that shows what was
presented as the developer’s interpretation of the intended development. This concept is
not what is now proposed but demonstrates what was envisioned and is relevant to
interpretation of the design standards. (Exhibit 2)

What is proposed is auto oriented not pedestrian friendly. It is not of a village
character. It lacks a genuine plaza or gathering place for the community. It does not
enhance the built environment. Views of the Bosque are blocked by the large retail
facility. It is not a fine grain development. The question is whether the terms or words
used in plans and EPC approved subdivision plans will be given effect by the EPC. Do
the terms used, including but not limited to, pedestrian, pedestrian friendly, village
character, fine grain, walkable, plaza, views of the Bosque, have real meaning? Or will
the site plan process become merely a counting of the numbers of trees or square feet of
colored concrete without any judgment as to whether the intent of the adopted plans will
be honored and achieved?

3. Unser Crossing and Hotel Circle LRF. Counsel for Silver Leaf has argued that the
Unser Crossing and Hotel Circle LRF approvals constitute precedent or some interpretation of
the Big Box/L.RF ordinance binding on the City. This is incorrect. These cases do not provide
precedent, i.e., administrative gloss, as to prior interpretations of LRF access regulations - or of
any other issue in this case — for the following reasons:
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a. Prior cases are not relevant to interpret an ordinance that is not ambiguous. The
access provision is not ambiguous. High Ridge Hinkle JV v City of Albuquerque, 119
NM 29, 888 P.2d 475 (Ct. App 1994) (Hinkle I) (1998) {5.

b. These cases did not interpret the LRF access provisions. (See Exhibit 7a and
7b attached.) There were no findings in either case interpreting the access provisions of
the Big Box Ordinance-or any other ordinance or regulation at issue in this case. When a
regulation is not raised, considered, interpreted, and ruled upon the case does not
constitute a precedent or administrative gloss. Public Service Co. v. NM Taxation and
Revenue Dept., 2007 NMCA 50, §45, 141 NM 520, 157 P.3d 85 (when ruling does not
address meaning of term at issue the decision is not administrative gloss on that issue).

c. In the Unser Crossing case there was no opposition and in fact the
neighborhood supported the development and did not question access. There are no
findings in either case that the access regulation may be satisfied if the subdivision has
access or that an I.RF that does not have full access to a collector can use Jocal roads to
meet the access requirement. In sum, there are no findings in either case interpreting the
access regulations of the Big Box ordinance or any other regulation at issue in this case
so the cases are not precedent.

d. Neither the Unser Crossing nor Hotel Circle cases are analogous.

1. The Unser Crossing property has several full access points to collectors
with four through travel lanes. Exhibits 7d, 7¢. Unser Crossing is one shopping
center site (SC) as defined by the zone code and shown on the Official Zone
Map.” Exhibits 7c, 7e. To access the collectors from the Unser Crossing site there
is no need to use local streets or local streets through residential zones. Unser
Crossing has multiple direct full access points (Central, Unser, 86™ Street,
Bridge). The LRF had full access to Central and Bridge. There were no findings
interpreting the access regulations. Exhibit 7c.

The Silver Leaf property is not a “shopping center site” as defined by the
zoning code.'® The distinction is significant because a shopping center site can be

? The Zoning Code defines a “shopping center site™ as premises zoned P, C-1, C-2, C-3, M-1, M-2, or a combination
thereof or a large retail facility. The Unser Crossing property had originally been zoned SU-1 for C-2 purpeses but
as part of the LRF submittal the entire area was rezoned to C-2 and became one shopping center site.

Y The tracts berween Mirandela and Montano are not zoned P, C-1, C-2, C-3, M-1, M-2 so the area is not a
shopping center site and it is not designated as a shopping center site on the Zone Map. If a large retail facility is
approved the large retail facility itself would be a shopping center site-not adjacent lots.
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considered a site and therefore in considering the access regulations one could
look to the entire shopping center site. The Coors/Montano property is not a
shopping center site. The area between Mirandela and Montano may be a
“premises” (combination of contiguous lots) but even that premises would not
have full access to Coors. The Learning Road access cannot be considered
because the properties south of Mirandela which access Learning Road are not
part of the same premises as they are not contiguous.

Unser Crossing did not involve accessing the collector street through
residential zones. There were no findings interpreting the access regulations. No
findings held that access for an LRF could be provided if the subdivision had
access.

ii. Hotel Circle was a replacement of a prior LRF so had grandfathered
rights. Exhibit 7b, Finding No. 2. No findings held that access for an LRF could
be provided if the subdivision had access or through local streets. There were no
findings interpreting the access regulations. Id.

e. Neither case 15 precedent as to design criteria applicable to a community
activity center.

i. In those cases, there are no findings interpreting or defining a
community activity center under the Comprehensive Plan or West Side Strategic
Plan.

ii. Hotel Circle was a replacement of an existing LRF in a built out
development. The owner had grandfathered rights.

iii. Every community activity center is not required to look identical and
can respond to area needs as identified in more specific plans—such as sector
plans or SU-1 site plan for subdivision. With regard to Andalucia at La Luz, the
site plan for subdivision adopted specific design criteria. Hotel Circle is not
governed by the West Side Strategic Plan. The design criteria adopted in the
subdivision process for this property is controlling and further defines the policies
as to this property but not other property. There were no such design criteria for
either Hotel Circle or Unser Crossing.

4. Findings. While the following is not all inclusive of the issues we have raised as to
minimum access requirements, we urge the EPC to find:
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a. This proposed LRF is between 90,001 and 124,999 square feet so must meet
the access standards of Z.C. 14-16-3-2(D)(2)(b).

b. The access requirements of 14-16-3-2(D)2)(b) are mandatory. AC-12-10.

¢. The area proposed for the LRF is zoned SU-1 and is not a shopping center site
as that term is defined in the Zoning Code and is not designated as a shopping center site
on the official zone map.

d. The plain language of the definition of “large retail facility” provides that if the
large retail facility is in a shopping center site the entire shopping center site is the large
retail facility. In that case the shopping center site is defined as the LRF by the definition
of LRF in the Zone Code and the shopping center site must have the primary and full
access required by 14-16-3-2(D)(2)(b).

e. If the LRF is not in a shopping center site the plain language of the definition
of large retail facility provides that the large retail facility is the building. In that case the
tract on which the building is located must have the required access unless that tract is
part of a larger “premises” or combination of contiguous lots held in joint ownership. In
that circumstance the required access could be satisfied if the premises (contiguous lots})
have the required access.

f. The plain language of the access provision and reconciliation with other
provisions of the ordinance requires the large retail facility to have direct full access to
the collector not to a local road which has indirect access.

g. Neither the lot for the proposed LRF nor the premises/contiguous lots (all of
which are north of Mirandela) have the required full access to Coors. !

h. Leaming Road does not meet the requirements of §14-16-3-2)(D)(2)(b) for the
proposed LRF because it is not direct access from the lot for the proposed LRF nor from
any contiguous lots (premises) under the same ownership. Learning Road can only be
accessed by two local roads and requires passing through residential zones. The only
exception permitting use of local roads is that provided in §14-16-3-2(D)}2)(c)(4). The

" If an LRF is approved the LRF (building/site plan for building permit) becomes a shopping center site making the
other shopping center regulations applicable to the site plan for building permit. Adjacent properties do not become
part of that shopping center site. In this case adjacent properties are zoned such that they cannot become part of a
shopping center site.
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plain language of the access provision does not permit access to be satisfied through local
roads. Reading the several sections involved together (so that all parts are given effect)
indicates that local road access does not meet the requirements of access except in the
care of the exception provided in §14-16-3-2(D)(2)(c)(4), which is not applicable. Further
the proposed primary access would be through a residential zone, which is not permitted
even under the exception.

1. Learning Road access cannot be considered because the subdivision has access
to Learning Road or because of any presumed original intent. Neither interpretation of
the access provision is supported by the language of the ordinance.

Conclusion. Thank you again for your attention. I want to remind you of my earlier
submission dated March 3, 2012 and the attachments thereto. I apologize for the number of
issues raised and the volume of evidence but in past cases the developer/City have argued that
every issue must be raised and evidence submitted at the EPC level. I am convinced one or two
issues are determinative and would prefer to address only those issues but the process requires all
issues to be raised. I will try to focus my own oral comments on a couple of major issues.

At the hearing I urge you to ask me any questions you may have either during my
presentation or later. As always I see the EPC hearing as an opportunity to ensure you
understand the case and arguments as fully as possible, as well as the ramifications of the
decision, not just for this application but for the land use process going forward.

Very truly yours,

. /’,______9-,-__'“_“_____.-—-'0""

—

"fr_r]othy V. Flynn-O’Brien

TVFOB/mlg
Enclosures as stated
cc: Suzanne Lubar, Acting Planning Director
Kevin Curran/Anita Miller
Michelle Henrie
Catalina lehner
Rene' Horvath
Jolene Wolfley
Joe Valles
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Notice of Decision
City Council
City of Albuquerque
September 6, 2012

AC-12-10 Timothy V. Flynn-O-Brien, Attorney at Law, Agent for Taylor Ranch
Neighborhood Association and Westside Coalition of Neighborhood Associations
appeal the March 23, 2012 Declaratory Ruling, issued by the Acting Compliance
Manager, Juanita Garcia, that the Environmental Planning Commission (EPC) has
authority to approve a site plan for building permit of Large Retail Facilities (LRF)

Decision

On August 20, 2012, by a vote of 8 FOR, 1 AGAINST, the City Council voted to send
this matter back to the EPC with findings and instructions.

Against: O’'Malley

On September 5, 2012, by a vote of 8 FOR, 0 AGAINST, 1 ABSTAINED, the City
Council voted to adopt Findings 1 through 13:

Abstain: Gardurio

1. This case had its genesis in an action before the Environmental Planning
Commission (“the EPC Case"). The EPC conducted hearings regarding an application
for a site plan for building permit for a proposed development. (“the Project”). The EPC
case is Project No. 1003859 11 EPC 40067/40068.

2. An issue in the EPC Case was whether the Project met the access
requirements required by the Zoning Code for large retail facilities. §14-16-3-2(D)(2).

3. During the hearing on the EPC case, the acting Zoning Enforcement Officer
(“ZEQ") testified about her interpretation of the access requirements for large retail
facilities.

4. The Taylor Ranch Neighborhood Association [“TRNA"] requested that the
ZEQ issue a declaratory ruling with respect to access requirements for large retail
facilities.

5. The ZEO is empowered by the Zoning Code to issue declaratory rulings
regarding the interpretation of the Zoning Code:

“§ 14-16-4-8 DECLARATORY RULINGS.
(A)  Upon request, the Zoning Enforcemen!; Officer shall issue
declaratory rulings as to the appllcabflltg‘ef I;he Zoning Code
to a proposed development or activity. ..
6. The TRNA asked the ZEO to issue declaratory rullngs answenng the following

questions: g ol ely
“[W]hether the site for the LRF [Iarge retatl facrlity] as presented in

project No. 1003859 11 EPC 40067/40068, is permitted at this site, specifically whether
it meets the requirements [of] LRF access regulations?”
b. “Does an LRF meet the access requirements of...[the Zoning Code]

if...the site plan for building permit...does not have the required access...?”
EXHIBIT 1



c. Are the requirements for access to a LRF met “when the subdivision in
which the LLRF is proposed is zoned SU-1 and the local road access to a collector street
is through residential zones?”

7. At the EPC hearing the ZEO testified that in her opinion the Project had the
access required by the Zoning Code for a large retail facility. The ZEO did not issue a
declaratory ruling in response to the question of whether the Project meets the access
requirements for a large retail facility.

8. The ZEQ issued a declaratory ruling that the access requirements in the
Zoning Code for a large retail facility do not need to be met: “If a site does not meet this
particutar standard [for access], EPC still has the authority to approve the request.”

8. In a later explanation of the ZEQO’s position on whether the EPC may approve
a site that does not meet the requirements of the Zoning Code it was explained: “[T]he
Planning Commission [is allowed] to make an exception to the regulations of the LRF.”

1C. The ZEO finally issued a declaratory ruling that the Zoning Code does not
answer the question of whether LRF access can be accomplished by local road access
to a collector street through residential zones.

11. TRNA, subsequently joined by additional neighborhood associations,
appealed the declaratory rulings of the ZEO.

12. The Land Use Hearing Officer ['LUHQ"] heard the case and issued
recommended findings and conclusions. The LUHO recommendation went beyond the
narrow declaratory rulings and made policy recommendations that were not specifically
at issue. Most notably the LUHO recommended that the Council should hold that
declaratory rulings shouid not be issued when the identical issue is already being
considered by the EPC or another body.

13. The LUHO recommendations were rejected by the City Council and a

hearing was held by the City Council on the appeal.

On September 5. 2012, by a vote of 8 FOR, 0 AGAINST, 1 ABSTAINED, the City
Council voted to adopt Finding 14a:

Abstain: Gardufio

14a. The Council finds that the ZEO did not issue a declaratory ruling, as
requested, with respect to the question of whether the Project met the access
requirements required by the Zoning Code for large retail facilities. §14-16-3-2(D)(2).
The EPC case should proceed and the EPC should recognize that the ZEO has not
made any statements, including her testimony before the EPC, that are binding on the
EPC. The EPC is responsible for deciding those issues that are before it with respect to
whether the Project meets the requirements of the Zaoning Code.

On September 5, 2012, by a vote of 8 FOR, 0 AGAINST, 1 ABSTAINED, the City
Council voted to adopt Finding 15a:

Abstain: Garduno

15a. The Council finds that the ZEO erred in her declaratory ruting when she
determined that: [T]he Planning Commission [is allowed] to make an exception to the
regulations of the LRF.” The Planning Commission is charged with interpreting the
Zoning Code in reaching its decisions. When the EPC determines that the language of



the Zoning Code imposes mandaiory requirements, the EPC may not waive such
requirements.

On September 5, 2012, by a vote of 7 FOR, 1 AGAINST, 1 ABSTAINED, the City
Council voted to adopt Finding 16b:

Against: Harris
Abstain: Garduio

16b. The ZEO is not prohibited from issuing a declaratory ruling with respect o
issues that are currently pending resolution before a board or commission. The ZEQ is
not obligated to provide a declaratory ruling in such a case and should exercise
discretion in determining if the issuance of a declaratoy ruling in such a case is

appropriate.

On September 5, 2012, by a vote of 8 FOR, 0 AGAINST, 1 ABSTAINED, the City
Council voted to adopt Finding 17:

Abstain: Gardufio

17. The City Council finds that the issue of site access will be an important issue
if there is an appeal of the EPC Case. The City Council requests, but does not order,
that the EPC adopt findings that fully explain its determination of this issue together with

the facts that justify that determination.

IT 1S THEREFORE ORDERED THAT THE APPEAL IS GRANTED IN PART, AND
DENIED IN PART.

Attachments

L.and Use Hearing Officer's Recommendation

Action Summary from the August 6, 2012 City Council meeting
Action Summary from the August 20, 2012 City Counci! meeting
Action Summary from the September 5, 2012 City Council meeting

BON



Appeal of Final Decision

A person aggrieved by this decision may appeal the decision to the Second Judicial
District Court by filing in the Court a notice of appeal within thirty (30) days from the

date this decision is filed with the City Clerk.

] @7&64/ Date: (? I A Jetd

Trudy E. Jgh Cf(éjdt
ruay k. es, Fri en

City Council
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BUILDING NEIGHBORHOODS

~eighborhoods are the fundamental building blocks of
community. They are where we experience our family
Ea friends. Where we shop, go to the movies, and
'stroll in the park. We send our kids to school there. A
neighborhood is where life happens. It’s interaction. It's the
place where we tell people we live. We don’t say, “ I live on
Alameda Street”, we say, “I live in Nava Adé”. In community
planning, great neighborhoods are interconnected. Where the
distincion between homes is blurred by creating subtle
transitions between them. Where attention to the architectural
details on all homes, reduces the apparent difference in income
and helps allay the fear that lower property vaiues are
inevitable when proximity exists between two different users.
In a true neighborhood, families who move up to bigger homes
might choose to stay in “their” neighborhood, close to friends,
rather than face the prospect of starting all over again
somewhere else.

Our goal at “Andalucia” is to create a neighborhood that’s
compact and pedestrian friendly. It will contain a mix of uses,
so that many of daily activities occur within walking distance
of one another. Streets will be designed to encourage walking.
The neighborhood will include a range of housing types and
price options, so that a true mix of society is possible,
strengthening personal and civic bonds essential to authentic
communities. Public gathering spaces should be distinctive and
centrally located to reinforce community identity. There should
be different types of open space, ranging in size from small

parks to tot-lots to ball fields, as well as a community garden. It
should provide safe connections to the Bosque and Rio Grande.

Andalucia will be a place to shop, with other amenities within
walking or bicycling distance. Residents and their children
have choices for getting where they want to go, rather than
having to depend solely on their automobiles.

Andalucia
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oday, technology allows us to change the form of our
cities and communities with increasing speed. The
changes that once occurred over the course of centuries,
can now occur in a matter of decades. The pattern of
growth that led to the development of cities such as Charleston,
South Carolina, or Savannah, Georgia, can be re-created, for
good or ill, in a matter of years, as in Celebration, Florida, or
Harbor Town in Memphis, Tennessee.

As a case in point, Santa Fe has survived many upheavals, yet
it endures as a livable town with much appeal for its citizens
and the many tourists who visit it each year. The allure of the
historic district, with its crowded streets, shops, and
restaurants, requires that we take a long look at a method of
design that has been abandoned in favor of more modemn
theories. In fact, a place like East-side Santa Fe could probably
not even be built under today’s standardized zoning
regulations.

oommunity design is the art of making places
sustainable and livable, that both thrive and adapt to
people’s needs for shelter, livelihood, commerce and
recreation. The nature of community design suggests
some predetermined intention, rather than haphazard
coincidence. Yet, it is more than the simple adherence to a set
of rules for development or a means for implementing the
political-will of local government. It is the merging of what we
know about ourselves, with what we know about our
neighbors, when we choose to live in close proximity to one
another.

Community is about independence and dependency, it is about
architecture and landscape. It is about understanding and
building on what we know. Tt is about creating a better place to
live.

The sketches on the following pages illustrate some of our

initial concepts for Andalucia, and our vision for it as an
important place in Albuquerque.

Andalucia

ASW REALTY PARTNERS LLG




fa

=

SARTNER

AEW R

Andalucia

MR ANAR




EXHIBIT 2

w&%ﬁr

Ptk




BUILDING NEIGHBORHOODS

-eighborhoods are the fundamental building blocks of
' community. They are where we experience our family
and friends. Where we shop, go to the movies, and
stroll in the park. We send our kids to school there. A
neighborhood is where life happens. It’s interaction. It’s the
place where we tell people we live. We don’t say, “ I live on
Alameda Street”, we say, “I live in Nava Ad¢”. In community
planning, great neighborhoods are interconnected. Where the
distinction between homes is blurred by creating subtle
transitions between them. Where attention to the architectural
details on all homes, reduces the apparent difference in income
and helps allay the fear that lower property values are
inevitable when proximity exists between two different users.
In a true neighborhood, families who move up to bigger homes
might choose to stay in “their” neighborhood, close to friends,
rather than face the prospect of starting all over again
somewhere else. ,

Our goal at “Andalucia” is to create a neighborhood that’s
compact and pedestrian friendly. It will contain a mix of uses,
so that many of daily activities occur within walking distance
of one another. Streets will be designed to encourage walking,
The neighborhood wiil include a range of housing types and
price options, so that a true mix of sociely is possible,
strengthening personal and civic bonds essential to authentic
Commuilitics. Fubiic garhering spaces should be distinctive and
centrally located to reinforce community identity. There should
be different types of open space, ranging in size from smail

parks to tot-lots to ball fields, as well as a community garden. It
should provide safe connections to the Bosque and Rio Grande.

Andalucia will be a place to shop, with other amenities within
walking or bicycling distance. Residents and their children
have choices for getting where they want to go, rather than
having to depend solely on their automobiles.

Andalucia
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oday, technology allows us to change the form of our
cities and communities with increasing speed. The
changes that once occurred over the course of centuries,
can now occur in a matter of decades. The pattern of
growth that led to the development of cities such as Charleston,
South Carolina, or Savannah, Georgia, can be re-created, for
good or ill, in a matter of years, as in Celebration, Florida, or
Harbor Town in Memphis, Tennessee.

As a case in point, Santa Fe has survived many upheavals, yet
it endures as a livable town with much appeal for its citizens
and the many tourists who visit it each year. The allure of the
historic district, with its crowded streets, shops, and
restaurants, requires that we take a long look at a method of
design that has been abandoned in favor of more modern
theories. In fact, a place like East-side Santa Fe could probably
not even be built under today’s standardized zoning
regulations.

community design 18 the art of making places
sustainable and livable, that both thrive and adapt to
people’s needs for shelter, livelihood, commerce and
recreation. The nature of community design suggests
some predetermined intention, rather than haphazard
coincidence. Yet, it is more than the simple adherence to a set
of rules for development or a means for implementing the
political-will of local government. It is the merging of what we
know about ourselves, with what we know about our
neighbors, when we choose to live in close proximity to one
another.

Community is about independence and dependency, it is about
architecture and landscape. It is about understanding and
building on what we know. It is about creating a better place to
live.

The sketches on the following pages illustrate some of our
initial concepts for Andalucia, and our vision for it as an
important place in Albuquerque.

Andalucia
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DEVELOPMENT APPROACH

r's approach to any  new
/- neighborhood is to first understand
" the context and ecology of the land.
The ecology not only in terms of its
relation to the natural environment, but the built-environment
and surrounding communities. Qur job is to find a way to be
compatible without mimicking the surrounding generic
suburban environment. Andalucia can be a wonderful place, a
very distinct and distinctive place that will offer an alternative
to surrounding communities, Most of contemporary
Albuquerque development displays a few southwest touches,
but could be built in almost any western American city. Once
we understand the character of the place as it is, we can
envision a future.

Our goal will be to build a neighborhood within a city, one that
reflects the history and traditions of Albuquerque, and its
unique setting on the Rio Grande. We will also bring the best
of current thinking about urban design.

Many planners approach land planning as a technical exercise
of satisfying the requirements of the planning, public works
and traffic departments. But sometimes it is more important to
understand how to manipulate the regulations than follow

blindly. Regulations, at least until recently, have been designed
to provide a level of public safety and conformity, but often do
not address the more important issues of creating community.
Understanding traffic patterns is important, but it is more
important, in desigining a neighborhood, to understand how a
street system can creates and reinforces a “sense of place” in
the neighborhood. In many ways, streets are more important
than buildings in defining urban character. The fact is that
typical street designs work against the neighborhood—they are
too wide, with tuming large turning radii that result in vast
paved surfaces. Similarly, large front yard setbacks serve little
functional purpose, but are designed to create separation and

anonymity.

In home design as well, the problems are not technical in
nature. Controlling costs is important—after all the buyers
need to be able to afford the homes—but it is more important
to understand the difference between value and cost. Larger is
not always more spacicus. Understanding buyer preferences is
important, but it is more important to design homes that are
individually interesting, but combine to create a cohesive
neighborhood.

Andalucia
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STEPS IN THE DEVELOPMENT PROCESS

The following is an outline of the steps we will take in e Are there city-wide needs that can be
generating a plan for the property: accommodated at this site?
s Needs of the Community
»  Analysis o Circulation
o Market gm_v«mmw a  Vehicular
»  What are the missing gaps in the current supply? +  Pedestrian
s What are the underlying growth trends? ' Bike
= How can this property best meet current demands o Phasing
o Site Analysis s Infrastructure
* Development Opportunities and Constraints » Development
» Entitlement/Political Analysis
¢ Current policies and entitlements » Planning Approvals
¢  What would local officials and neighbors like to o Master Plan
see at this site? » Land Use—maximum development potential
¢ Circulation—backbone infrastructure
» The Vision » Phasing
o What kind of place should this become? o First Phase Preliminary and Final Plat
o How will this place enhance the lives of future
residents? » First Phase Development
o What role will Andalucia have in the life of
Albuquerque?

> The Master Plan
¢ Land Uses
»  Residential
¢ Single Family Housing (for sale)
¢ Multi Family

s Non-residential—retail, office, other
= Mixed Use/hybrid—live/work
o Public Uses

Andalucia
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City of Albuguerque | Date: November 18, 2005

Planning Department :

Development Review Division OFFICIAL NOTIFICATION OF DECISION

P.O. Box 1293

Albuquerque, New Mexico 87103 FILE: Project # 1004473 :
0SEPC-01567 EPC Site Development Plan-
Building Permit

Aegis Realty Group

15305 N. Dallas Parkway, Suite 300

Addison, Tx, 75001 LEGAL DESCRIPTION: for all or a portion of

Tracts 4 & 6, North Andalucia at La Luz, zoned
SU-1 for O-1, C-2, and PRD 20 DU/AC, located
on COORS BLVD. NW, between MONTANO
ROAD NW and LEARNING ROAD NW,
containing approximately 24 acres. (E-12)
Carmen Marrone, Staff Planmer

On November 17, 2005 the Environmental Planning Commission voted to app;t)vc Project 1004473/
O5EPC 01567, a Site Plan for Building Permit for Tracts 4 and 6, North Andalucia at La Luz, based on the
following Findings and subject to the following Conditions:

FINDINGS:

1. This is a request for approval of a Site Development Plan for Building Permit for a 23.5-acre site
identified as Tracts 4 and 6, North Andalucia at La Luz. The site is located on the east side of
Coors between Montano and Learning Road NW. The site is currently undeveloped and is zoned
SU-1 for C-2, O-1 and PRD (20 du/acre max.).

2. The applicant proposes to develop 105 condominiums on Tract 4 and 300 apartments an Tract 6
for a gross density of 17.2 du/acre. The proposed use is allowed under the current zoning and land
use designation.

3. The site is part of a Jarger site plan for subdivision for Tracts 1 thru 9, North Andalucia at La Luz
(Project #1003859) that requires EPC approval of all subsequent site plans for building permits
within the subdivision. The current request for site plan for building permit is subject to the
design standards associated with the site plan for subdivision

EXHIBIT 3a



OFFICIAL NOTICE OF DECISION
NOVEMBER 17, 2005

PROIJECT #1004473

PAGE20OF7

4.

10.

1.

The subject site falls within the Established Urban Area (300° adjacent to Coors) and the
Developing Urban Area (remainder of the site) of the Comprehensive Plan. The goals and
policies for both areas-are the same. Previous actions of the EPC recommend lower density
residential development south of Learning Road and higher density residential development north
of Learning Road, adjacent to the designated Montano/Coors Activity Center.

The request is in conformance with Policy Sa of the Comp. Plan by providing medium-high
residential density (17du/acre} within the Andalucia Master Plan, which extends from Montano
Road to Namaste Road, in order to create an overall average residential density of 5 du/acre.

The request furthers Policy 5d of the Comp. Plan by complying with the approved site plan for
subdivision that governs this site, by providing a minimum 35° wide landscape buffer along Coors
to respect the natural environment, by providing access from Mirandela Road, thus relieving
traffic on Learning Road, by maintaining mountain views from Coors Boulevard, and by
providing parks, trails and other recreational activities throughout the site. Although the intent of
Policy 5d is met, the La Luz Landowners Association feels that the location, intensity and design
of the proposed project-do not respect their values.

The request furthers Policy 5e of the Comp. Plan because the project is contiguous to existing or
programmed urban facilities, as indicated in the Public Facilities/Community Services Map

. provided. These facilities will help maintain the integrity of existing neighborhoods. Other

roadway projects needed in the area include redesign of the Coors/Montano intersection and grade
separation at Montano/Winterhaven.

The request provides cluster housing in order to provide larger shared open areas as recommended
in Policy 5f of the Comp. Plan. The applicant is required to provide 18.8 acres of open space per
the SU-1 zoning of the site. Of the 18.8 acres, a minimum of 1.86 acres of usable open space is
required to be provided on the site. The applicant provides 11.5 acres of usable open space on the
site, well over the minimum required amount.

The request furthers Policy 5g of the Comp. Plan by conforming to the existing topography and by
including trail corridors in the development. The buildings adjacent to Coors will sit 13’ below
Coors in order to preserve the mountain views from Coors,

Higher density housing is appropriate on the site per Policy 5h of the Comp. Plan, because the site
is within and adjacent to a designated Community Activity Center, the site has excellent access to
the major street network, and because the high density housing will serve as a trangition between
single-family homes to the south and more intensive commercial development to the north.

The request furthers Policy 5k of the Comp. Plan by limiting access to Tracts 4 and 6 from
Antequera Road and by providing a second access from Coors at Mirandela Road, thus
minimizing harmful effects of traffic, livability and safety of the established neighborhood and
Bosque School. Since access to both tracts can only occur from Antequera Road, traffic will be
contained between Coors and Antequera Road and will not extend eastward into the private
gsection of Learning Road. '



OFFICIAL NOTICE OF DECISION
NOVEMBER 17, 2005

. PROJECT #1004473
PAGE3OF 7

12

13.

14.

15.

16.

The request complies with Policy 51 of the Comp. Plan by providing a quality design that is
appropriate to the area and in compliance with the design standards established in the site plan for
subdivision. High quality materials and subtle earth tones will be used on the buildings and
interior garages will be provided to minimize visual impacts of surface parking.

The site design will preserve the mountain views and will improve the quality of the visual
environment per Policy 5m of the Comp. Plan. Internally, the site design provides several
amenities such as pocket parks with turf, a trail network and an abundance of trees and
landscaping to enhance the quality of the visual environment.

The northern portion of the site (most of Tract 4 and a small portion of Tract 6) is within the
boundaries of the designated Montano/Coors Community Activity Center. The request furthers the
goals for Activity Centers by providing high-density residential development adjacent to the
Activity Center in order to help *“fuel” the Activity Center and to reduce auto travel needs per
Policy a. In addition, the request conforms to Policy b for Activity Centers by providing medium-
high residential density adjacent to the Activity Center, which will serve as a transition to lower
density residential neighborhoods south of the site. And finally, the request furthers Policy i by
providing multi-unit housing in an Activity Center to complement the more intense uses within the
Activity Center. o

The Comprehensive Plan identifies Coors Boulevard, adjacent to the site, as an Enhanced Transit
Corridor. The request furthers the goals for Enhanced Transit Corridors by providing high-density
residential development near jobs that will be generated by the adjacent Montano/Coors Activity
Center in order to promote a more balanced circulation system (Policies 8.7 and b), by providing
additional dwelling units adjacent to Coors to encourage transit ridership (Policy ¢), and by
providing pedestrian and bicycle amenities throughout the site to encourage non-motorized travel

conditions (Policy g).

The West Side Strategic Plan provides goals and policies to help guide development of the subject
site. The subject request will serve to protect views and clean air per Goal 6 while providing a
framework to build a sustainable community where residents will be able to live, work, shop, play
and learn together per Goal 10. The site is adjacent to an Activity Center that will provide jobs
and services to the future residents of the project and is close to Open Space and trails to provide
opportunities for playing and learning. The request will also fulfill the objectives for Goal 12 by
providing several on-site amenities that will help promote a sense of community and quality of life
for residents of the project. These amenities include pocket parks, trails, swimming pools and
club houses equipped with media rooms, meeting rooms and full service kitchens. In addition, the
requirement of Policy 2.5 is met, based on the applicant’s demographic analysis and APS’s short-
term plans to relieve overcrowding of the affected Middle School and High School.



OFFICIAL NOTICE OF DECISION
NOVEMBER 17, 2005

PROJECT #1004473

PAGE 4 OF 7

17.

18.

19.

20.

21.

22.

23.

The subject site is within Segment 3 of the Coors Corridor Plan. The request complies with the
land use goals of the Plan by providing cluster development that is compatible with the existing
zoning and recommended land use and that is consistent with the design standards of the site plan
for subdivision (Issue 3, Policies 5 and 7). The request also complies with the Urban Design
policies and regulations in Igsue 4 of the Plan regarding views, site planning, architecture,
landscaping, off-street parking, lighting, and signage.

The request complies with the design requirements of the governing site plan for subdivision to
achieve a vibrant, mixed-use conunmnty that fosters pedestrian accessibility and maintains a
village-type character. ‘

The applicant is required to provide 18.8 acres of open space per the SU-1 zoning of the site, Of
the 18.8 acres, a minimum of 1.86 acres of usable open space is required to be provided on the
site. The applicant provides 11.5 acres of usable open space on the site, well over the minimum
required amount. In addition to the on-site open space provided, the applicant will be required to
provide 7.3 acres of detached open space per Section 14-16-3-8(A) of the Zoning Code.

Tract 6 provides the exact amount of parking required which could pose a problem for visitors.

A facilitated meeting between the applicant and affected neighborhood associations was held on
November 3, 2005. Affected neighborhoods continue to have concerns regarding overall traffic
on Coors and the quantity and calculation of open space.

Records are and will be available that identify the frequency and nature of incidents at the
intersection on Coors 1,400 feet south of Montano for the purpose of determining the utility of the
left-in. If it is determined that the left-in does not meet acceptable safety standards, then the
provisions of Sections 3 and 4 of The Metropolitan Transportation Board R-05-15 may be
implemented by either the City or the NMDOT.

The applicant agrees to work with the City and the La Luz Community to address traffic and
access at the intersection of Learning Road/Anteguera Road and the access to the La Luz
community.

CONDITIONS:

The EPC delegates final sign-off authority of this site development plan to the Development
Review Board (DRB). The DRB is responsible for ensuring that all EPC Conditions have been
satisfied and that other applicable City requirements have been met. A letter shall accompany the
submittal, specifying all modifications that have been made to the site plan since the EPC hearing,
inchiding how the site plan has been modified to meet each of the EPC conditions. Unauthorized
changes to this site plan, including before or after DRB final sign-off, may result in forfeiture of

approvals.

]
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2.

10.

The site plan for building permit shall comply with the apphcable design requlrcments of the
govemmg site plan for- subdmsmn

Remove Keyed Note “O” on Sheet 1 since it is a duplicate of Keyed Note “E”.

Show the number of 3-bedroom units on the parking table on Sheet 1. This should be consistent
with the open space table on the same sheet.

Provide a bike rack in front of the clubhouse on Tract 6, on the public side.

Transit will add a bus stop at Mirandela Road at a location to be coordinated with the applicant.
The applicant shall install a bus shelter and associated bench and trash can at that stop that is
acceptable to the Transit Department.

Provide an additional pedestrian pathway from the northwest comer of Tract 6 to Learning Road
or Antequera Road.

Provide clearly demarcated crosswalks across all four legs at the major intersections, including at
Learning Rd and Antequera, at Antequera and the entry drives, and at the roundabout at Anfequera
and Mirandela. The crosswalks at the roundabout should be about one car-length back from the
roundabout. ADA-accessible pedestrian refuges should be prov1ded wherever crosswalks cross
medians or the roundabout splitters

A note shall be added to the open space table explaining the length of the 35” landscape buffer
along Coors. The applicant is required to provide additional, detached open space as per Section
14-16-3-8(A) of the Zoning Code, to be quantified on the site development plan prior to final sign-
off at DRB.

CONDITIONS FROM CITY ENGINEER, MUNICIPAL DEVELOPMENT, WATER

AUTHORITY and NMDQOT:

a. All the requirements of previous actions taken by the EPC and/or the DRB must be completed
and /or provided for.

b. The Developer is responsible for permanent improvements to the transportation facilities
adjacent to the proposed site development plan for subdivision. Those improvements will
include any additional right-of-way requirements, paving, curb and gutter, sidewalk and ADA
accessible ramps that have not already been provided for. All public infrastructure constructed
within public right-of-way or public easements shall be to City Standards. Those Standards
will include but are not limited to sidewalks (std. dwg. 2430), driveways (std. dwg. 2425),
private entrances (std. dwg. 2426} and wheel chair ramps (std. dwg. 2441).

c. Provide 22” width entering and 22’ exiting at entrance to Tract 4 (single access point).

- Maintain two access points at all times to Tract 6. Second gated access point (not main
entrance) to Tract 6 will require a queuing analysis to determine appropriate gate location.
Provide turn around for vehicles not able to enter development at this location.

d. Right tum and/or left turn lanes may be required at gite driveways on Antequera Road (public).
Provide queuing analysis to determine.
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e. Per Transportation Development Staff, completion of the required system improvements that
are attributable to the development, as identified in the TIS, is required.

f.  Site plan shall comply and be designed per DPM Standards.

g. Construction of the bicycle lane along Coors Boulevard adjacent to the subject property, as
designated on Long Range Bikeways System map.

h. Construction of the fourth northbound travel lane on Coors Boulevard adjacent to the subject
property consistent with the Coors Corridor Plan (see figure 6).

11.  The appllicant shall provide additionat landscaping along Learning Road, opposite the public trail,
in the form of 7 additional shade trees.

IF YOU WISH TO APPEAL/PROTEST THIS DECISION, YOU MUST DO SOBY DECEMBER 2,
2005 IN THE MANNER DESCRIBED BELOW. A NON-REFUNDABLE FILING FEE WILL BE
CALCULATED AT THE LAND DEVELOPMENT COORDINATION COUNTER AND IS
REQUIRED AT THE TIME THE APPEAL IS FILED. IT 1S NOT POSSIBLE TO APPEAL EPC
RECOMMENDATIONS TO CITY COUNCIL; RATHER, A FORMAL PROTEST OF THE EPC's
RECOMMENDATION CAN BE FILED WITHIN THE 15 DAY PERIOD FOLLOWING THE EP(C's
DECISION. :

Appeal to the City Council: Persons aggrieved with any determination of the Environmental
Plamning Commission acting under this ordinance and whoe have legal standing as defined in
Section 14-16-4-4.B.2 of the City of Albuquerque Comprehensive Zoning Code may file an
appeal to the City Council by submitting written application on the Planning Department form to
the Planning Department within 15 days of the Planming Commission's decision. The date the
determination in question is issued is not included in the 15-day period for filing an appeal, and if
the fifteenth day falls on a Saturday, Sunday or holiday as listed in the Merit System Ordinance,
the next working day is considered as the deadline for filing the appeal. The City Council may
decline to hear the appeal if it finds that all City plans, policies and ordinances have been properly
followed. If they decide that all City plans, policies and ordinances have not been properly
foliowed, they shall hear the appeal. Such appeal, if heard, shall be heard within 45 days of its
filing.

YOU WILL RECEIVE NOTIFICATION IF ANY PERSON FILES AN APPEAL. IF THERE IS NO
APPEAL, YOU CAN RECEIVE BUILDING PERMITS AT ANY TIME AFTER THE APPEAL
DEADLINE QUOTED ABOVE, PROVIDED ALL CONDITIONS IMPOSED AT THE TIME OF
APPROVAL HAVE BEEN MET. SUCCESSFUL APPLICANTS ARE REMINDED THAT OTHER
REGULATIONS OF THE CITY MUST BE COMPLIED WITH, EVEN AFTER APPROVAL OF THE
REFERENCED APPLICATION(S).

Successful applicants shonld be aware of the termination provisions for Site Development Plans specified
in Section 14-16-3-11 of the Comprehensive Zoning Code. Generally plan approval is terminated 7 years
after approval by the EPC

R
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Sincerely,
W
Planmng Director
RD/CM/ac

cc:  Consensus Planning, 302 8™ St. SW, Albug. NM 87102 =~ . .»
Rae Perls, La Luz Landowners Assoc., 15 Tennis Court NW, Albuq. NM 87120
Bruce Masson, La Luz Landowners Assoc., 13 Arco NW, Albug. NM 87120
Biil Jack Rodgers, Taylor Ranch NA, 8308 Cedar Creek Dr. NW, Albug. NM 87120
Jolene Wolfley, Taylor Ranch NA, 6804 Staghom Dr. NW, Albug. NM 87120
Edward Totoro, La Luz Del Sol NA, 36 Mill Rd. NW, Albug. NM 87120
Ray A. Graham, One Wind NW, Albug. NM , Albug. NM 87120
Andrew Wooden, 8 Arco NW, Albug. NM 87120
Rene Horvath, 5515 Palomino Dr. NW, Albug. NM 87120
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Andalucia Tract 6 - Daskalos Development

Trip Generation Data

USE (ITE CODE) 24HRVOL | A.M. PEAKHR. P. M. PEAK HR.
COMMENT DESCRIPTION Gross | EnTer | Exit | entEr | ExiT
Summary Sheet Units
Bldg. A Supermarket (850) 44.00 4,337 92 59 249 239
Bldg. B, C,E, H'M Speciaity Retail Center (814) 48.00 2,008 150 191 58 74
Bldg. D Drive-in Bank {912} 4.00 1,563 54 41 127 127
Bidg.F, G, L Shopping Center (820) 134.00 8,214 114 73 366 396
Bldg. S Drive-In Bank {912} 0.00 - - - - -
Bldg. J, K, N, P, Q, R High Turnover (Sit-Down} Restaurant (832) 22.00 2,867 106 98 143 96
Subtotal Commercial 18,987 516 462 943 932
Pass-by Trip Adjustment 30%  (5698) (155)  (139)  (283)  (280)
Adjusted Commercial Trips 13,291 361 323 660 652
Residential Apartment, Post-1973 (220) 500.00f 3131 40| 211] 1941 95|
16,422 401 534 854 747

Total New Trips

NQOTE: Trips from South Tract have been exciuded from this Table

Daskalos_TRIPS_Approved_Plan_NorthTract xls - Summary

EXHIBIT 43
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Andalucia, Tract 6 Update (Montano / Coors)

Trip Generation Data (ITE Trip Generation Manual - 8th Edition)

P. M. FEAK HR,

USE {(ITE CODE) 24 HRVOL | A.M.PEAKHR.
COMMENT DESCRIPTION eross | enter | ear | Enter | Exir
Summary Sheet
Walmart (Grocery)  Supermarket (850) 241
Walmart (Dry Goods) Free-Standing Discount Store (815) 8| - 148
NORTH TRACT Shoppmg Center'(820) - ' 256,
NORTH TRACT Drive-In Bank {(912) i P42
NORTH TRACT High Tumover (Sit-Dowr) | Restaurant (932) 2 -110
SOUTH TRACT Drive-In Bank (912) 96 180
SOUTH TRACT General Office Building (710) - Less than 51,000 S.F. 18 20
Apartments Apartment, Post-1873 (220) - 35 138 135 73
Subtotal 506 ATT 1,143 1,050
Subtotal {Commercial Trips) 17,146 453 337 1,004 a57
Pass-by Trip Reduction 30% (5,144) {1386) {101) (301) {287)
Net New Commercial Trips on Adjacent Transportation System 12,002 37 236 703 870
New Office Trips on Adjacent Transportation Systemn 147 18 2 4 20
New Residential Trips on Adjacent Transportation System 2214 138 135 73
Total New Trips on Adjacent Transportation System 14,363 370 376 842 763
Neat New Trips Utilized in Original Traffic impact Study 19,363 502 £20 1,038 906
Net Increase (Decrease) in Traffic Generated {5,000) (132) {244) (196) {143)
Percentage Increase (-Decrease) in Traffic Generated -26% -26% -39%  ~19% 16%
NOF T (Walmart et a TR T o
Trips Gerierated by Noith Tract” 15313, 367 . 844 797
Pass-by Trip Reduotioni:. /. & .. ; e 0% L {ds504) - (A10) L {253)  (230)
>> Net New Commerclal Trips on Adjacent TranSportation Syste ©M0.719. 257 0 ‘o891 558
TETPE  794i%  9353%  BOS5TY%
SOUTH TRACT
Trips Generated by South Tract 1,980 104 69 164 180
Pass-by Trip Reduction (Commercial ONLY) 30% {550) (26) {20} {48} (48)
»>> Net New Commercial Trips on Adjacent Transportation Syste 1,430 78 49 116 132
. 23.28%  2059%  164TH 10.13%
Total Commercial / Office Trips (Adj. for Passby) 335 233 707 620
>> Residentlal Trips Generated 2,214 35 138 135 73
Walmart Trips 6,433 131 76 399 389
Pass-by Trip Reduction 30% {1,930) (39) (23} {1207 (117)
Net New Wal-Mart Trips on Adjacent Transportation System 4,503 92 53 = 279 272
Balance of Net Commerciai Trips 6,216 165 136 312 286

NOTE: Walmart Trips were separated from other commercial trips so that they could be distributed differently (based on locale

of adjacent existing Walmart Stores.)

Andalucia_TRIPSB UPDATE_FINAL.xls - Summany
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Wabmart Development

{Montano Rd / Coors Bivd)
Trip Assignments (% Exlting)
Two Mile Radius for
Retail
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O UNSIGNALIZED INTERSECTION
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Walmant Development

{Montano Rd / Coors Bivd)
Trip Assignments (% Entering)
Walmart Store only
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. SIGNALIZED INTERSECTION

au DNINGYET

O UNSIGNALIZED INTERSECTION

P.Q. Box 92051
Albuquerque, NM 87199-2051
(505)883-8807 {Voica)

/0 (505)212-0267 (Fax)
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A-33
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Neighborhood Traffic Management — City of Albugquerque

50f8

We consider a local residential street to have a cut-through problem if it carries more than 1500 vehicles

per day with more than 30% cutting through from one major street to another.
Pedesirians:

A recent study has found that there are no more pedestrians crossing the street near parks and some
other “pedestrian-generators” than cross in an area where there are only homes. For this reason, for

speed-hump-only projects, we do not give higher priority to streets with “pedestrian-generating” facilities.

Traffic Engineering provides for school zone safety outside the guidelines of the NTMP through signs and

markings and, as needed, flashing beacons or speed humps.

2. Neighborhood Area Studies

These are intended to respond fo through traffic, speeding and problem intersections on more than one
local street in a neighborhood. Neighborhood Area Studies generally require longer to complete than Local
Street Improvement Projects because the study area is larger and the traffic concerns more complex.

Neighborhood Area Studies also reguire more research and analysis and greater involvement by the

neighborhood.

3. Collector Speed Control Projects respond to speeding problems on low-volume collector streets.

Collector streets are part of the major street system. They are designated to “coliect” traffic from
neighborhood streets and get that traffic to arterial streets. They are part of the major street system that
provides critical and necessary services to businesses and residents throughout the city. This includes
emergency services (fire, ambulance, policej and residential services (school buses, refuse removal, efc.}.
On high volume collectors, measures such as speed humps are not appropriate as they would divert trips

from these roadways and slow the delivery time of critical services.

The Albuquerque/Bernalilio County Comprehensive Plan establishes the policies for the City's local
streets and calls for protecting residential neighborhoods from the negative impacts of traffic. The City of

Albuquerque is committed to the safety and livability of its neighborhoods. Through the NTMP the City can

hitp://www cabg.gov/traffic/ntmp

EXHIBIT 4d

9/14/12 10:34 AM
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RESOLUTION

of the
METROPOLITAN TRANSPORTATION BOARD
of the
BOARD OF DIRECTORS
of the
MID-REGION COUNCIL OF GOVERNMENTS OF NEW MEXICO
(R-05-15 MTB)

APPROVING AN AMENDMENT TO ALLOW SOUTHBOUND TO EASTBOUND
LEFT TURNS FROM COORS BOULEVARD TO DRIVEWAY “A”
APPROXIMATELY 1,400 FEET SOUTH OF MONTANO ROAD

WHEREAS, Enactment 72-1984 of the Albuguergue City Council and Resolution
34-84 of the Bernalillo County Commission adopted the Coors Corridor Plan as a Rank
3 Sector and Neighborhood Development Plan containing both land use and
transportation policy guidance and requirements; and

WHEREAS, beginning in 1984 and continuing to the present, the Metropolitan
Transportation Board has reviewed the Coors Corridor Plan in relation to various public
and private proposals for access to and from Coors Boulevard via grade-separated
interchanges, traffic signals, and median openings and has enacted policies to identify
the approved locations for such access on the Long Range Roadway System map so
as to guide subsequent private and public development proposals; and

WHEREAS, the Coors Corridor Plan allows for addition of median openings
under Policy 4 where it states, “In exceptional cases, as determined by the Traffic

Engineer in consultation with the City Planner, directional median cuts may be permitted

R-05-15 MTB -1- August 25, 2005
EXHIBIT 5
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45

if the additional cut is in the public interest and will relieve a safety or capacity problem”;

and
WHEREAS, one such private sector proposal has come forward with a request

for southbound to eastbound left-turn access from Coors Boulevard to Driveway “A”

approximately 1,400 feet south of Montano Road, and an analysis has been conducted

supporting the conclusion that the additional left-turn access will improve traffic
operations at the intersections of Coors Boulevard and Montano Road and Coors

Boulevard and Dellyne/l.earning Road; and
WHEREAS, it is the responsibility of the Metropolitan Transportation Board

(MTB) to effect any changes to the Long Range Roadway System for the

Albuquerque Metropolitan Planning Area.

NOW, THEREFORE BE IT RESOLVED by the Metropolitan Transportation

Board of the Mid-Region Council of Governments of New Mexico that:

1. The Long Range Roadway Plan for the Albuguerque Urban Area is amended,
as shown on Attachments “A” and “B”, changing the access policy for Coors
Boulevard to allow for a new southbound to eastbound left-in access at
Driveway “A” approximately 1,400 feet south of Montano Road. The
developer will be responsible for constructing all improvements associated
with the partial access intersection.

2. All final plans showing access will be approved by both the City of
Albugquerque and the New Mexico Department of Transportation for the

construction of the intersection.

R-05-15 MTB -2- August 25, 2005
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3. The property owner acknowledges, and agrees that in the event the City or the
NMDOT determines in its sole discretion that the left-in access at Coors
Boulevard and Driveway “A” must be eliminated in the future for safety and/or
traffic operational reasons or could impair the construction of any future Coors
and Montano Intersection project, the City and/or the NMDOT reserves the right
to eliminate the left-turn access at Driveway “A” without recourse by the preperty
owner.

4. The property owner(s) on the east side of Coors Boulevard and south of Montano
Road will not be compensated for the loss of access when the left-in access at
Coors Boulevard and Driveway “A” is removed.

PASSED, APPROVED, AND ADOPTED this 25" day of August 2005 by the

Metropolitan Transportation Board of the Board of Directors of the Mid-Region Council

of Governments of New Mexico.

E. Tim Cummins, Chair
Metropolitan Transportation Board

ATTEST:

Lawrence Rael, Executive Director
Mid-Region Council of Governments

R-05-15 MTB -3- August 25, 2005
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PROPOSED
ANDALUCIA
TRACT 6
DEVELOPMENT

AN
_u,wouOmmq Right-in, Right-out, Left-in Driveway
(Driveway "A")

ATTACHMENT "B"



City of Albuquerque

P.O. Box 1293 Albuquerque, New Mexico, 87103

e wngkcs v
ALBUQUERQUE  Department of Municipal Development
“Wating Hhstne,
\ ¥
Martin J. Chavez, Mayor

October 3, 2012

Lawrence Rael, Executive Director

Middle Fio Grande Council of Governments
317 Commercial NE, Suite 300
Albuquerque, NM 8710

Attention: Jack Lord, Transportation Program Mgr.

SUBJECT: REQUEST FOR A NEW SOUTHBOUND TO EASTBOUND LEFT TURN
ACCESS FROM COORS BOULEVARD TO DRIVEWAY “A”
APPROXIMATELY 1,400 FEET SOUTH OF MONTANO ROAD

Submitted for consideration by the Metropolitan Transportation Board (MTB) is a request 1o add a
new southbound to eastbound left-turn in only access from Coors Boulevard to a new local street,
identified as Driveway “A”, approximately 1,400 feet south of Montano Road. The proposed left turn-
in access will provide operational benefits to Coors Boulevard, especially at the signalized
intersections of Coors and Dellyne Boulevard/Learning Road and Coors and Montano Road. A copy
of the Draft MTB resolution and submittal request materials are attached.

As the local sponsoring agency, the City of Albuquerque, Department of Municipal Development
recommends approval of the requested access change. We ask that this matter be submitted to the
Metropolitan Transportation Board (MTB) for action at their regular August 25, 2005 meeting.

If you have any questions regarding this request, please don’t hesitate to contact me or Mr. John
Hartmann at 768-2680.

Sincerely,

John R. Castillo, Director, Department of Municipal Development
Attachments

¢: Michael Riordan, Manager, Transportation Division, DMD
John Hartmann, Transportation Division, DMD
Wilfred Gallegos, Transportation Development, Planning Dept.
Tony Loyd, Transportation Development, Planning Dept.
Tony Abbo, NM Department of Transportation
Jack Lord, Mid-Region Council of Governments
Terry O. Brown P.E.



Terny O. Grouwn, P.E.

P. Q. Box 92051
Albuguerque, NM 87199-2051
(505) 883-8807 - Voice
(303) 942-3600 - FAX
e-mail: tobe@swcp.com

Monday, July 25, 2005

John Hartmann

City of Albuguergue

P. O. Box 1293
Albuguerque, NM 87103

Re: Access Reguest on Coors Bivd, for Andalucia, Tract &

Dear John:

Please consider this request to have the City of Albuguerque sponsor a request to the
Metropolitan Transportation Board for a southbound left-turn-in access (Driveway “A™) on Coors
Blvd. approximately midway between Montano Rd. and Dellyne Ave. (Learning Rd.). Currently,
the Coors Corridor Plan permits a right-turn-in, right-turn-out driveway at this location as well as
at the location of proposed Driveway “B" located approximately 600 feet south of Montano Rd.
This request is for approval of a southbound left-turn-in to Driveway “A”.

Allowing the southbound left turn in at Driveway “A” will have the following affect on traffic
voiumes on the adjacent transportation system:

D)

Southbound traffic on Coors Blvd. north of Montano will no longer need to turn left to
access the commercial center from Montano. They can now access the commercial
center by continuing south on Coors Blvd. through Montano to access by making the left
turn at Driveway “A". Therefore, southbound left turns on Coors at Mentano will be
converted to southbound thru movements. Similarly, eastbound traffic on Montano Rd.
will no longer have to continue east (thru movement) on Montano to access the
commercial center at Winterhaven. They will now be able to turn right at Coors and
access via a left turn into Driveway “A”. Therefore, eastbound thru movements at
Montano / Coors will be converted to right turns. This also will have a positive effect on
the operation of the intersection.

Permitting the southbound left turns at Driveway “A” will have a positive effect on the
operation of the intersection at Dellyne Ave. (Learning Rd.) / Coors Blvd. in that it will
reduce the volume of southbound left turns on Coors Bivd. at Dellyne Ave. (Learning Rd.)
by intercepting those ieft turns at Driveway “A”. This will have a net positive effect on the
operation of the intersection of Dellyne Ave. (Learning Rd.) / Coors Bvd.

Permitting the southbound left turns at Driveway “A” should have the effect of reducing
travel miles for traffic entering the site. Many of the southbound entering vehicles will not
have to travel the extra ¥4 mile to access the site via Learning Rd. and then travel nerth
again to access their destination.

DAATOBEVFROJECTS_2004\Daskaics_Commercial_DevelopmantiMTE_ResolutioniHarmann_Request_Letter doc



Page 2 of 2
John Hartmann
Monday, July 25, 2005

Re; Access Request on Coors Bivd. for Andalucia, Tract 6

4) Based on the calculated queue length on Coors Blvd. at Montano Rd. {(95% confidence
level), the caiculated queuing on Coors Blvd. northbound at Montano Rd. should not block
the operation of Driveway “A”.

5) There is sufficient distance between Mcntano Rd. and Driveway “A” to accommodate the
calculated narthbound left turn queues at Montano and the calculated southbound left turn
queues into Driveway “A” (based on 95% confidence level).

Projected volumes and calculated queuing distances as well as projected levels-of-service of
operation of signalized and unsignalized intersections are included in the Andalucia, Tract 6
Access Justification Study dated July 27, 2005.

The feft-turn-in access at Driveway “A” should provide a benefit to the adjacent transportation
system as well as the development itself. Permitting the left-turns-in at Driveway “A” will reduce
the average and the total vehicle-minutes of delay experienced at both the intersection of
Montano Rd. / Coors Blvd. and at Dellyne Ave. (Learning Rd.} / Coors Bivd.

For the reasons stated above, | am requesting on behalf of my client that the City of Albuquerque
request approval of the left-turn-in access at proposed Driveway "A” approximately 1,400 feet
south of Montano Rd. by the Metropolitan Transportation Board at the August, 2005 meeting.

Please call if you have questions or need additional information.

Sincerely Yours,
;
o~

e ;’fzf/b!.f«f {5(“ /::j,:ﬁﬁﬁmwww_wmm‘

Terry O:Brown

DMTCBEVPROJECTS 2004\Daskalos_Commercial_DevelopmentiMTB_ResoutiomiHartmann_Request_Letter doc
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EXHIBIT 6

A Profile in Congestion:

The 30 Most Congested Corridors in the Albugquerque Metropolitan Planning Area
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5 Corridor Score and Rank

Corridor Corridor V/CPaints |Speed Points| Crash Points| Total Score 2010 f@ s £ m g ,m w
Length (Mi) Ranking ».,_.o e».. %, ‘ . _

Alameda 8lvd. 4.2 106.3 91.1 6.4 203.8 1 pf,a\f.f T —
Montano Rd. 6.4 68.7 56.9 20.8 146.3 2 A &M ——
Paseo del Norte Blvd. 13.5 47.8 62.8 25.3 135.9 3 asq E——
Bridge/Cesar Chavez Blvd. 5.4 45.8 58.5 204 128.6 8 SN S —
US 550 8.0 86.9 30.0 2.7 119.7 5 s, —
Paradise Bivd. 34 68.0 32,0 17.1 117.1 6 N m—
NM 47 10.2 713 36.9 0.0 108.1 7 By .
Coors Bivd. 19.6 2.4 51.6 29.0 105.0 8 ﬁw& T——
tefferson Blvd. 4.1 17.4 58.2 25.0 100.6 9 W
Montgomery Bivd. 6.3 13.7 53.6 31.9 99.1 10 o 4% ——
Eubank Blvd. 8.1 37.8 39.3 218 98.9 11 g oe,q, ——
Isleta Bivd. 3.3 37.2 47.5 12.9 97.5 12 e, ———
Unser Blvd. 25.6 48.2 29.5 17.1 94.8 13 ﬁwﬁ ——
Dennlis Chavez/ Rio Bravo 6.0 24.3 475 18.0 89.8 14 o,
Tramway BIvd. 7.4 33.2 43.8 12,6 89,6 15 ofd oty
Wyoming Blvd. 7.7 16.8 51.5 20.5 9.1 16 S\.w.@w H——
Irving Bivd. 4.9 30.4 40.0 17.1 87.5 17 A
Osuna/San Mateo Bivd, 9.2 11.6 55.8 19.3 86.7 18 a& %,
Gibson Blvd. 4.4 15.2 64.0 4.5 83.8 19 a.#
Central Ave. 17.2 4.9 60.8 17.9 83.7 20 A —
NM 528 111 36.6 34.3 6.7 77.6 21 Mﬁ. ——
Fourth St. 7.2 5.7 57.3 12.6 75.6 22 %, ——
Second st. 7.1 213 422 12.0 75.4 23 ﬁﬁﬁ ——
NM 6 4.2 23.8 47.8 2.0 73.5 24 %, —
Broadway Blvd. 14.5 7.7 49.8 14.2 71.8 25 %, %,
Lomas Bivd. 10.0 0.9 49.2 16.7 66.7 26 RN
Menaul Bivd. 10.0 0.0 52.2 12.7 64.9 27 .‘%ﬁ —
Southern Blvd. 4.6 15.5 36.4 125 64.3 28 %, —
Arenal Blvd. 25 5.3 30.0 12.0 47.3 29 % -
NM 14 11.3 4.3 16.2 0.0 20.4 30




Introduction

Popufation increases, land-use patterns emphasizing peripheral
development, and limited funding for alternative travel modes result in
increased reliance on vehicles for transportation needs. One canseguence is
rogdway congestion, which is increasingly a fact of life in the Albuquerque
area. This in turn leads to diminished air gquality, {osses in economic activity,
and increased travel times for individuals. As part of its transportation
planning activities for the Albuquerque Metropolitan Planning Area (AMPA),
the Mid-Region Metropolitan Planning Crganization (MRMPOQ} facilitates a
Congestion Management Process {CMP). CMP is a federally-mandated
objectives-driven program that assesses the performance of the regional
transportation system through data collection and analysis, identifies the
sources and extent of congestion, recommends appropriate strategies to
manage congestion and improve mobility, and considers the benefits of
proposed transportation projects and programs on the overall
transportation network.

An important part of CMP is to disseminate the data and related analysis to
local government agencies and the general public. A Profile in Congestion is
an attempt to distill the most important components of CMP into an easily-
referenced document and to focus attention within the region on the
locations with the greatest needs. Each corridor profile identifies the scope
and location of congestion and should serve as a backdrop for larger
conversations about the efficiency and tong-term viability of the
transportation network in the AMPA.

A Profile in Congestion focuses on the 30 corridars that comprise the CMP
congested network. These corridors were selected by the CMP committee —
a working group of technical experts from agencies in the AMPA — based on
a series of qualiitative and quantitative criteria. All of the nine river crossings
in the metropolitan area are CMP corridors {I-25 is not counted here as a
river crossing because it does not function as an east-west connector).

of analysis are

Twa levels of analy re on d
corridor-wide conditions. CMP d
at the link, or segment, level, However, the CMP rankings apply to
congestion across the entire corridor. In other words, overall conditions

along a corridor are an aggregate of conditions within a corridor. Therefore
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the most congested corridors are those in which congestion occurs in
multiple locations. A corridor may experience considerable congestion and
delay at an individual intersection or along a brief segment, but the overail
conditions along the roadway may not generate a high ranking.

tt should be noted that A Profile in Cengestion is not a definitive account of
congestion along the network. Rather, it is an introduction to useful data
and statistics and effectively highlights the bottlenecks and most congested
segments in the Albuguergue region. For more complete analysis consult
the CMP Atlas on the MRCOG website. An updated Atias, a companion to
this document, will be available in early 2012.

Likewise, appropriate strategies for managing congestions are not covered
in this document. However, MRMPQ and the CMP Committee consider
location-appropriate improvements through the Strategies Toolkit and
Strategies Matrix (available on the MRCOG website),

More detailed data on traffic conditions
along each corridor can be found in the
CMP Atlas at www.mrcog-nm.gov on the

Transportation/Congestion Management




Ranking Congestion

Congestion is a function of a number of variabies, including commuting
flows and travel patterns, delays due to turning movements, traffic signal
timing patterns, and supply and demand {i.e. roadway capacity and the
number of vehicles). The congestion that results from these and other
factors {called recurring congestion) is characterized and observed through
the levels of volume and travel speeds along a roadway. However, & corridor
which experiences slow speeds or high volumes individually is not
necessarily congested. Congestion is usually a product of the two, along
with the propensity of the corridor to experience delays due to crashes and
traffic incidents (forms of non-recurring congestion).

CMP uses three criteria to score and rank congestion: 1) Volume-to-capacity
(V/C) ratio; 2) Speed differential; and 3) Crash rates. These criteria combine
recurring sources of congestion (V/C ratios and speed differential), which
reflect average or predictable conditions, and non-recurring factors (crash
rates), which are sources of congestion that occur on an irregular basis. Each
segment or link of a corridor can generate points depending on the
observed roadway conditions. The total score for each link is used to
generate the maps in each profile page. The level of congestion should be
considered relative to the Albuguerque region and reflects conditions across
the peak period only.

The scores for each link are aggregated at the corridor level to determine an
overall score for the corridor which can then be compared relative to the
other facilities in the CMP congested network. Rankings are updated
annually as new data is collected.

CMP Ranking Criteria

1. V/C Ratio

Volume-to-capacity (V/C) ratio compares the observad traffic volume along
a roadway compared to the capacity, or the number of vehicles that a
roadway segment is intended to carry. V/Cis measured for each peak
period and each direction. The closer V/C ratio is to 1.0 the greater the level
of congestion is considered to be. A V/C ratio of greater than 1 is considered
to be “over capacity.” V/C ratios above certain thresholds generate points

for a roadway segment, which are used to determine congestion scores and
overall congestion rankings. The V/C ranking compares the number of “V/C
noints” a corridor generates compared to other corridors in the CMP
network. Peak-period volume data is collected as part of MRCOG Traffic
Counts program.

2. Speed Differential

Speed differential measures the relationship between the posted speed
limit, or intended speed, along a roadway segment and the observed speed
of vehicles. The greater the percentage difference between actual and
intended speeds, the greater the levei of delay and congestion alonga
roadway segment. Speed differentials above certain levels generate points
which are used to determine congestion scores and overall congestion
rankings. The speed differential ranking compares the number of “speed
points” a corridor generates compared to other corridors in the CMP
network. Speed data is collected annually through the CMP Travel Time
program which uses a “probe” vehicle collection method to collect data
across the peak period. An average velocity of all runs is taken to develop a
link speed value for each direction and for each peak period.

3. Safety/Crash Rates

Crash rates are incorporated into CMP by comparing the frequency of
incidents at intersections along a corridor compared to the regional average
crash rate. The likelihood of an incident reflects safety concerns and crash-
induced congestion. Crash rates generate points if they exceed certain
thresholds. Crash data is collected as part of MRCOG's Safety Analysis
program. in general, safety is an important, but contradictory, component in
measuring congestion. Roadway designs that are most conducive to high
speeds and greater throughput may also be arone to traffic incidents,
Balancing regional mobility and safety needs is essential, and identifying
corridors with safety concerns is an imgortant part of managing the
roadway network.



Profile Components

Functional Classification is a system of categorizing roadways based on
their use and general characteristics. The system is based on the premise
that roadways are part of a network and the functional classification
describes the role a particular roadway plays in the larger system.

The urban principal arterial system should carry the majority of trips
entering and leaving the urban area, as weil as significant intra-area travel,
such as between central business districts and outlying residential areas or
travel between major inner city communities. The urban principal arterial
system should serve the major centers of activity of a metropolitan area,
the highest traffic volume corridors, and facilitate the longest trips.

The urban minor arterial street system should interconnect with and
augment the urban principat arterial system and provide service to trips of
moderate length. This system also distributes travel to geographic areas
smaller than those identified with the higher system and place more
emphasis on land access.

Collectors provide access to the arterial system and circulation within
residential neighborhoods, commercial areas, and industrial area.
Collectors typically distribute trips from the arterial to the final destination
and collect traffic from local streets in residential neighborhoods and
channel it into the arterial system.

Source: FHWA Functional Classitication Guidelines

Access Control
A number of facilities in the AMPA have been designated as limited access
roadways in order to ensure the adequate flow of traffic aleng the roadway
itself and move vehicles as efficiently as possible.
Access controf is an important strategy in managing congestion,; any
segments subject to access limitations along CMP corrido

ntelligent Transportation Systems

Intelligent Transportation Systems (ITS) refers to the use of technology to
manage roadways and improve the efficiency of the overall transportation
network. The ITS Subcommittee, facilitated by MRCOG, also develops
profiles to highlight the types of depioyment present along each corridor
and identifies TS-related needs and potential improvements. Proper ITS
analysis is bevond the scope of the CMP corridor profiles, However, it is

important to recognize the role of ITS in congestion management. The
corridor profiles contain two pieces of data: 1) whether or not the corridor
is incorporated in the regional ITS architecture and designated as an |75
corridor; 2) if there is currently ITS-related technology deployed along the
corridor. Both pieces indicate the potential role that ITS can play in
management of the corridor. The ITS profile should be consulted for more
details on the locations and scope of deployment. The “Corridor Profile”
table does contain a number of designations and acronyms that refer to the
types of ITS deployment currently found along the corridar.

F/PF: Fiber/Partial Fiber — A form of telemetry along a corridor connecting
signals to facilitate the progression of traffic.

CCTV: Closed Circuit Television — A tool for monitering and reporting
conditions along a roadway. CCTVallows for real-time observation of traffic
patterns and delay.

DMS: Dynamic Message Sign — A tool for posting real-time messages on
traffic conditions to commuters.

¥DS. Vehicle Detector Station — A toal for monitoring and reporting
conditions along a roadway. VDS can detect real-time congestion and allows
for collection of various forms of readway data.

Transit: Signal prioritization to enhance vehicle speed and efficiency through
traffic signals or traveler information devices on-board or at transit stations.
WiFi: A form of telemetry along a corridor connecting signals to facilitate
the progression of traffic.

Transit Characteristics

The profile table indicates the type of service, including the major transit
facilities, present along the corridor. The “Transit Characteristics” section of
the profile page describes the level of transit service ateng or near th
corridor in greater detail and classifies transit service into three types:

Rapid Ride: Express service that stops approximately every mile,
AB( Ride Rapid Ride service utilizes articulated buses with greater
passenger capacity than standard buses.

Local: Routes that operate all-day and tynicaily stop every few

biocks.

Commuter: Routes that operates only during peak period.



Study areas and demographic trends

An area surrounding each corridor was identified for the purposes of
demographic analysis, This provides a simple snapshot of the employment
and population totals - key generators of congestion ~ along the extent of
the corridor. The study area is comprised of Data Analysis Subzones that are
adjacent to the CMP corridor or within a ¥ mile buffer. Additional zones
were added as appropriate if the corridor in question is part of an obvious
commuter-shed and therefore the clear choice for nearby
residents/commuters to achieve most destinations. Low-population zones
from the periphery of the corridors were eliminated to ensure study areas
of manageable sizes. Population and employment growth in the study area
can shed light on the amount of future traffic that the corridor may be
expected to handle. However, the study area does not necessarily
incorporate the entire commuter-shed for a corridor. Many corridors
function as “through facilities,” carrying travelers from points of origin to
destinations that are hoth outside of the study area. River crossings are
important examples of these facilities. Therefore the study area is an
important indicator of future congestion, but a lack of projected growth
does not guarantee the conditions along the corridor will improve over
time,

Summary Data

Daily Volume refers to the range of Average Weekday Daily Volume (AWDT)
along the segments of a CMP corridor. Most corridors have large ranges in
volume and often feature iower traffic levels on the periphery. High volume
iocations frequently experience high ievels of delay or congestion, however
the correlation is not perfect

Average Speed refers to the range of average speeds observed along the
corridor during peak periods. At a carridor-wide level, a large range
indicates varied conditions across the corridor, while a smail range indicates
a smoother and more consistent flow of traffic. Qccasionally the high speeds
are related to uncongested conditions along the periphery of a corridor.

Totof Defay is defined as the difference between the amount of time it
would take a vehicle to traverse a corridor from one end to the other
traveling at the posted speed compared to the actual amount of time It
takes a vehicle to drive the corridor. Two components of deiay are included
in the profile: total delay in seconds and rate of delay in seconds per mile, In

Corridor Ranks

in addition to the overall congestion ranking, the scores individuat corridors
receive in a particular criterion compared to other facitities is used to create
additional rankings based solely on V/C ratios, speed differential, and crash
rates. These criteria rankings help determine the general source of
congestion along a particular facility. These rankings may expose interesting
dynamics within a roadway. For example, a corridor with high V/C ratios and
large amounts of traffic may also feature low speed differential scores,
indicating smooth speeds. In this scenario, it can be surmised that the high
volume is managed reasonably wel! and does not inhibit the general flow of
traffic. Conversely, many corridors demonstrate high speed differentials
(i.e., slow speeds and large delays) but low V/C ratios, suggesting that
congestion may not be related to the volume of vehicles, but rather to the
design and management of the facility {e.g. signal timing issues, insufficient
turn fanes, or high leveis of access points).

Speed
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Corridor Notes

Alameda has been the #1 congested corridor in the AMPA since MRCOG began developing rankings in
2006.

Alameda is a key river crossing providing access between I-25 and the metropolitan core and northwest
Albuguergque and the City of Rio Rancho.

The CMP corridor runs between Coors and San Pedro Dr. has the most severe volume and speed-related
cangestion in the metropolitan area.

QOverall congestion is most severe between Coors and Rio Grande Blvd, where volumes are particularly
high, and Jefferson and I-25, where speeds are particularly low. Congestion is more severe in the east-
bound direction in the AM, and the westbound direction in the PM.

Total daily volumes are consistent across the corridor but are highest between Coors and 4th St. and west
of 1-25 {35,000+ vehicles).

Overall crash rates along Alameda are below the regional average. The intersections at Corrales Rd and
Pan American East have crash rates more than twice the regional average,

The study area is expected to see significant employment grewth {29%;) but oniy i
growth by 2035,

nial population

Profile & Statistics

Corridor Profile*

Study Area

10.6 Sq. Miles

Length & No. of Segments

4.3 Miles - 11 segments

IFunctional Class

Principal Arterial

Access Control none

[Lanes 4 lanes

Intelligent Transportation Designated corridor: Yes

Systems ITS Deployment: Yes - PF, CCTV, VDS
Transit ABQ Ride : Route 98 {commuter}

Bicycle Facilities

Lanes: Coors to 2nd St
Parallel trail from Corrales Drain to 4th 5t

Summary Data”

Daily Volume

Average Speeds (PM East)
Average Speeds (PM Woest)
Total Delay (PM East)
Total Delay (PM West)

22,000 - 38,000
19- 39 mph
11 - 38 mph
109 seconds (25 sec./mile)
159 seconds {37 sec./mile}

Demographic Trends
Measure 2000 2008 2035
[Population 12,532 14,670 15,202
Employment 17,115 18,300 23,593
Corridor Ranks
Volume/Capacity Ratio 1/30
Speed Differential 1/30
Crash Rates 25/30
Overall Rank 1/30

* See the introduction section for further explanation.

* For more detailed information and segment tevel data consulr the CAE Al

¥ransit Characteristics

un the MRCOG websire.

+ ABQ Ride operates one commuter service along Alameda, Route 98, which
runs from the Northwest Transit Center to Wyoming Blvd and south to Kirtland
AFB,

+ Average weekday ridersh

ipin April 2011 was slightly less than 100 per day.




Montaio Rd

. Montane CMP Comidor
757 Shady Avea
Lavel of Congestion
Ne Significant
Minor
wascw Moderste
_— Severe

+  The CMP corridor runs between Unser and [-25.

between Coors and |-25.
» The highest velume segment of Montafo is west of 1-25 {47,000 daily v

rates more than three times the regional average.

+ Montafio is an east-west principal arterial in the City of Albuquerque. Montafno provides access from the
region’s Westside to the i-25 corridor and is one of nine river crossings in the AMPA.

= Predominant movement along Montano is eastbound in the AM and westbound inthe PM
+ Congestion is most severe west of I-25 and between Rancho Caballero and Edith.
»  Montafio experiences high volume-to-capacity ratios and speeds below posted limits across the stretch

+ Crash rates along the corridor are 33% above the regional average. Inters

- Projected growth in the study area is mostly in the form of additional employment. However, future
growth across the Westside may result in additional traffic along Montano.

Profile & Statistics L1 -y
Corridor Profile*

Study Area 16.2 Sq. Miles

Length & No. of Segments |63 Miles - 13 segments

Functional Class Principal Arterial

Access Control Limited access: Coors to Griegos Drain

Lanes 4 -6 lanes

Intefligent Transportation Desighated corridor: Yes

Systems ITS deployment: Yes - F, CCTV, DMS, VDS

Transit ABQ Ride : Route 157 (local)

Bicycle Facilities Lanes: Entire corridor
Summary Datar

IDaily Volume 13,000 - 47,000

Average Speeds (PM East) 12 - 46 mph

Average Speeds (PM West) 12 - 45 mph

Total Delay (PM East) 111 seconds (18 sec./mile}

Total Delay (PM West) 197 seconds {31 sec./mile)

Demographic Trends
Measure 2000 2008 2035

Popuiation 38,947 42,165 43,512

Employment 17,858 19,065 23,625
Corridor Ranks

Volume/Capacity Ratio 4/30

Speed Differential 8/30

Crash Rates 8/30

Overall Rank 2/30

- See the introduction section for Further explanation

* For more detailed information and e 1 darz consult the CMP Arfas on the MRCOG website

Transit Characteristics

muter routes which intersect the corridor.

= Route 157 nrovides loral sarvice botweoen Ki

oute 157 provides iocal service betwoen Ki 1 W the Northwest
Transit Center and passes along Montafio between Golf Course and |-25.

Route 157 averaged more than 1,200 riders per weekday in April 2011.

Coors/Montario and passes along Montafio between Unser and Coors

- ABQ Ride aperates two routes along Montafo {157 and 162) and several com-

+ Route 162 provides commuter service between CNM West in Rio Ranche and




Paseo del Norte

Profile & Statistics
Corridor Profile*

Study Area 26.1 5q. Miles

Length & No. of Segments  |13.5 Miles - 20 segments

Functional Class Principal Arterial

Access Control Limited access: Entire corridor
2 - Gianes

Lanes Majority of corridor is 6 lanes

_ 2 lanes from Universe to east of Kimmick

ﬁm._ﬂm__mwmsn Transportation Designated corridor: Yes

Systems ITS deployment: Yes - PF, CCTV, DMS, VDS
ABQ Ride : Route 551 (commuter},

Transit Route 251 {Rail Runner connection)

Facilities: Rail Runner station on E} Pueblo
Lanes: East of Kimmick to Golf Course Rd
Trail: Golf Course Rd to Rancho Sereno

Bicycle Facilities Trail West of Coors to No. Diversion Channel
Trail: Wyoming to Tramway
Summary Data”
Daily Volume 10,000 - 82,00C
Legend Average Speeds (PM East) 17 - 66 mph
M Fases doi Narte CMP Corridor i =l ! . . I Average Speeds {PM West) 18 - 56 mph
755 Sudy Ama ) : i . Sl . . M Total Delay (PM Eastj 222 seconds {16 sec./mile)
Lsvel of Cangestion i ~ . .. : ’ R Total Delay (PM West) 312 seconds {23 sec./mile}
No Signifcant . P et T T —— Demographic Trends
- :Ezaa%q : y B ) : . . Measure 2000 2008 2035
— Severe . e > S S o Population 42,098 57,225 75,615
: ko - E— Employment 20,318 24,100 44,268
Corridor Ranks
Volume/Capacity Ratio 7730
«  Paseo del Norte is a limited access principal arterial and major river crossing that connects residential Speed Differential 3/30
areas in northwest and northeast Bernalillo County with the Journal Center and the -25 corridor. Crash Rates 3/30
» The CMP corridor runs from Universe Blvd to Tramway Blvd, Overall Rank 3/30
+ Paseo is noteworthy for instances of intense congestion arcund Coors and between Jefferson and San >wﬂﬁm._mﬂ.ﬁ_“_ﬁ_ﬂmwﬁﬂHw,H.?m._n_%wsﬂ_ﬂm_ comsal the CHEP 110 o the MECOG s
Pedro. Overall, Paseo features slow speeds except for the western edge of the corridor. Congestion is as- T S T )
sociated with high peak period volumes and slow speeds moving toward I-25 in the AM and away from Transit Characteristics
i-25 in the PM.
+  The highest volume portion of the corridor is between Coors and Jeffersan (60,000-80,000 daily vehicles). » Two ABQ Ride routes operate along or parallel to Paseo del Norte between Co-
Volumes are significantly lower in the far eastern and western segments of Paseo. ars and Jefferson. Route 251 provides connections between Rio Rancho, the
- The highest speeds are found along the access-controlled segments: east of Coors in the easthound direc- Rail Runner station at El Pueblo, and the Journal Center. Commuter Route 551
tion; west of Znd St in the westbound direction, follows the same route {without a stop at the Ei Puebio Rail Runner staticn).
+ Crash rates along Paseo del Norte are 80% above the regional average and among the highest of all CMP » Overall ridership among the routes serving Paseo dei Norte is modest, Routes
corridors. The intersections at Jefferson and Coors have crash rates that are four-and-a-half and almost six 251 and 551 carried a combined 250 riders per weekday in April 2011,
times the regional average respectively. « The Los Ranchos/El Pueblo Rail Runner station - just south of Paseo del Norte
»  The study area is projected to see moderate population growth (32%) and significant growth in employ- between 2nd 5t. and Edith - is the second-most used Rail Runner station with
ment (84%) by 2035. 566 boardings per weekday in April 2011.




Bridge Blvd /Avenida Cesar Chavez

Profile & Statistics

Corridor Profile*

Study Area 8.8 sg. miles

Length & No. of Segments  [5.4 Miles - 13 segments

Urhan Collector: Unser to Coors

T:.._n_n._o_..m_ Class Principal Arterial: Coors to I-25
Minor Arterial: i-25 to University Blvd
Access Control None

4 - 6 lanes (Old Coors to University)

2 lanes (Unser to Old Coors)
Intelligent Transportation Designated corridor: Yes

Systems ITS Deployment: Yes - PF, CCTV, VDS
ABQ Ride : Route 54 (local), 53 (local)
between Sunset and 4th

Lanes: Unser to Edith

Route: Edith to University

Summary Data~

Lanes

Transit

Bicycle Facilities

Daily Volume 8,000 - 40,000

Average Speeds (PM East) 14 - 48 mph

Average Speeds (PM West) 15- 44 mph

Total Delay {PM East} 180 seconds (34 sec./mile)
N Bridge/Cesar Chavez CMP Cormidor Total Delay (PM West) 227 seconds (42 sec./mite)
57 Sty Arce Demographic Trends
Level of Congestion Measure 2000 2008 2035

No Sigriflcant : : Population 28,873 33,465 38,399

i Employment 10,147 9,810 15,135
st Severe - 1 Corridor Ranks

Volume/Capacity Ratio 8/30

Speed Differential 5/30

i Crash Rates 5/30
a/30

- Bridge Blvd is a crucial river crossing that connects southwest Albuquerque and unincorporated Bernalillo .O.BB: Rank —

County to 1-25 and the eastside of Albuquerque, and creates access to Downtown Albuguerque and the e et e consal the (1P
UNM/CNM area.

+ The CMP corridor runs between Unser Blvd and University Bivd.

« Bridge Blvd becomes Avenida Cesar Chavez east of 4th St.

» Congestion is dispersed across the corridor and results from a combination of high volumes during peak - ABQ Ride operates two routes that cross the river along waamm Blvd and
periods and slow speeds. Congestion is worst crossing the river and immediately to the west of the Rio connect southwest Bernalila County to Downtown Albuquergue. Route
Grande, There is also significant congestion approaching I-25 from the west. 53 provides service along Isleta Bivd from the South <m=m< to Down-

s+ The highest volumes (35,000-40,000 daily vehicles) occur between Isteta and Broadway. town Albuquerque via Bridge Blvd. The route travels the CMP corridor

» The highest speeds afong the corridor and the feast congestion are found east of i-25. between Isleta and 4th St.

tion.
un the MRCOG website,

Transit Characteristics

= Crash rates along the Bridge CMP corridor are almost 53% above the regional average. The intersections - Route 54 provides local service along the majority of the corridor {be-

at the I-25 west ramps and Old Coors are the most dangerous with crash rates two-and-a-half times the
regional average.

The study area is projected to see modest population growth {15%) and significant employment growth
(54%) by 2035.

tween Qld Coors and 4th St} and averaged nearly 700 users on weekdays
in April 2077,




U.S. 550 / N.M. 165

Profile & Statistics

Legond

B US 550 CMP Corridor

Y Sty Area

Lave of Congestion
No Significan
Minor

- Moderats

- Severa

Corridor Notes

US 550 is the northernmost of nine river crossings in the AMPA.
The US 550 CMP corridor extends from Unser 8lvd to one mile
east of 1-25 on NM 165.

US 550 forms the northern boundary for the City of Rio Ran-
cho, the southern boundary for the Pueblo of Santa Ana, and
passes through the Town of Bernalille. The section of NM 165
included for CMP analysis serves the unincorporated commu-
nity of Placitas.

US 550 terminates to the east at |-25 and provides connections
to Santa Fe and Albuguerque.

The predominant movement on US 550 is eastbound in the
AM and westbound in the PM.

The principal source of congestion is high velume during the
peak period. Peak period speeds are relatively close to posted
speeds and overalt traffic flow is generally smooth.

The greatest speeds are found west of NM 528.

US 550 crash rates are below the regional average.,

The study area grew rapidly from 2000 to 2008 and the growth
trend is expected to continue. Population is projected to grow
by 114% and employment by 72% by 2035.

Rio Metro operates four routes along the
corridor. Routes 8, 202, and 204 provide
connections from the Town of Bernalillo
to rural communities around Sandovai
County; Route 201 provides local service
for Rio Rancho and Bernalillo. Within the
CMP corridor, stops are located at the
Santa Ana Star Casino, Sprint Blvd, and the
US 550 Rail Runner station. Service is con-
centrated in the morning and afternoon.
In April 2011 the four routes averaged a
totat of 225 riders per day.

New Mexico Rail Runner Express ridership
at the Sandoval County/US 550 station

is significant. Aprii 2011 weekday board-
ings averaged 514, making the station
the third-most utilized Raif Runner facility.
The station offers connections to four Rig
Metro routes and various shuttle services.

Corridor Profile*

Study Area

50.6 5q. Miles

Length & No. of Segments

8.05 Miles - 14 segments

Im_..:nmo:m_ Class

US 550 Principal Arterial
NM 165: Rural Collector

Access Control

Limited Access: Unser Blvd to NM 528

Lanes

US 550: 4 lanes
NM 165: 2 lanes

Intelligent Transportation
Systems

Designated corridor: Yes
ITS deployment: Yes - PF, CCTV, DMS, WiFi

Transit

Rio Metro : Routes 8, 201, 202, 204
Raif Runner : Sandoval Co./US 550 station

|Bicycle Facilities

US 550: Unser Blvd to NM 528

Total Delay [PM East}
Total Delay (PM West)

NM 165: None

Summary Data”
|Daily Valume 12,000 - 42,000
Average Speeds (PM East) 23-62 mph
[Average Speeds (PM West} 18 - 60 mph

64 seconds (8 sec./mile)
80 seconds (10 sec./mile}

Demograpbic Trends
Measure 2000 2008 2035
Population 8,861 18,200 39,018
Employment 5,135 8,461 14,537
Corridor Ranks
Volume/Capacity Ratio 2/30
Speed Differential 27 /30
Crash Rates 27730
Overall Rank 5/30

* See the introduction section for further explanation.
* For more detailed information and segment fevel data consult the CAIP Artas on the MRCUOU website,

MR\ COG
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Paradise Blvd

Lagend
. Poradise Bivd. CMP Cormidor
477, Sidy Aroa
Lovel of Congestion

No Significard

Minor
e Moderate
W Severs

Corridor

» Paradise Blvd is an east-west minor arterial in northwest Albuguergue that borders the Paradise Hills
development in unincorporated Bernalillo County.

»  The CMP corridor runs between Universe Blvd and Eagle Ranch Rd and provides access between residen-
tial neighborhoods and Coors Blvd.

+ Predominant movement is eastbound in the AM and westbound in the PM.

+ The most severe congestion is between Lyon and Eagle Ranch and is associated with high peak-period
volumes and stow speeds compared to posted limits.

+ The highest traffic volume is found east of Lyon (24,000 vehicles per day).

» Crash rates along Paradise Blvd are slightly above the regional average. The intersection at Eagle Ranch
has a crash rate more than two-and-a-half times the regional average.

= The study area is projected to experience moderate growth in population (39%} by 2035 and consider-
able growth employment (320%, or almost 12,000 new jobs) associated with a new activity center in the
Volcano Heights area.

#6

Profile & Statistics

Corridor Profile*
Study Area 7.0 5q. Miles
Length & No. of Segments 3.4 Miles - § segments
Functional Class Minar Arterial
Access Control None
Lanes 2 -4 lanes
Intefligent Transportation Designated corridor: No
Systems ITS deptoyment: No
Transit No existing service

|Bicycle Facilities

Trail: Universe to La Paz

Lanes: La Paz to Golf Course Rd

Summary Data*

Daily Volume

Average Speeds (PM East)
Average Speeds {PM West)
Total Delay (PM East)

25-42 mph
26 - 38 mph
27 seconds (8 sec,

10,000 - 24,000

/mile)

Total Delay (PM West) 59 seconds (17 sec./mile)
Demographic Trends
Measure 2000 2008 2035
Population 13,647 22,872 31,789
Employment 2,446 3,735 15,658
Corridor Ranks

Volume/Capacity Ratio 5/30

Speed Differential 26/ 30

Crash Rates 13/ 30

Overall Rank 6/30

*See the introduction section for further explanatiun,
* For more detailed information and segment level data consult the CME Ardas nn the MRCOE website.

«  There is no existing transit service along Paradise Blvd.
»  Routes 92 and 157 run north-south and intersect the corridor at Golf Course
Rd




Legend
- N.M. 47 CMP Corridar
777 Study Area
Level of Congestion
No Significant
Minar
sz Moderate
- Sovere

- NM 47 funs parailel to i-25 (before intersect-
ing) and connects the municipalities of Los
Lunas, Bosque Farms, Peralta and other
communities in Valencia County with |-25 and
Bernalillo County.

+ The CMP corridor runs between NM 6 and
1-25,

«  NM 47 becomes Broadway Blvd north of I-25.

+ Predominant movement is northbound in the
AM and southbound in the PM.

» Congestion is most severe around Bosque
Farms Loop from Esperanza Rd to Chical Rd.

+  NM 47 experiences a combination of high
volumes across the corridor, particularly
during peak periods, but relatively smooth
speeds. It is the third highest ranking corridor
in terms of V/Cratio.

+ The highest volume portion of NM 47 is
directly north of NM 6 (26,000 daily vehicles).
Volume across the corridor is fairly consistent.

= Crash rates along the corridor are well below
the regional average.

+ Considerable growth in population (87%)
and employment (79%; is projected in the
study area by 2035.

Transit Characteristics

- There is no existing transit service along NM
47,

Profile & Statistics

Corridor Profile*

Study Area

147.4 5g. Miles

Length & No. of Segments

10.3 Miles - 17 segments

Functional Class

Principal Arterial: NM 6 to Valencia Rd
Minor Arterial: Valencia Rd to NM 147

Principal Arterial: NM 147 to I-25
Access Control None
Lanes 4 lanes
lintelligent Transportation Designated corridor: Yes
Systems ITS deployment: Yes - CCTV, DMS
Transit None

Bicycle Facilities

None

Summary Datar

Daily Volume

Average Speeds (PM North)
Average Speeds {PM South)
Total Delay (PM North})
Total Delay (PM South)

29-53 mph

18,000 - 26,000
31 - 56 mph

2 seconds (<1 sec./mile)
65 seconds (6 sec./mile)

Demographic Trends
Measure 2000 2008 2035
Population 12,646 13,840 25,862
Employment 4,984 6,277 11,236
Corridor Ranks
Volume/Capacity Ratio 3/30
Speed Differential 23 /30
Crash Rates 29 /30
Overall Rank 7/30

~ See the introduction sectivn for Rurther explanation

A Fur more detailed information and segment lev

¢l data consult the CMP Attas on the MRCOG websi

e




Coors Blvd

Profile & Statistics
Comdortiones | CororProfle
Study Area 32.5 5q. Miles
«  Coors Blvd is the primary north-south facility tength & No. of Segments 19.6 Miles - 42 segments
ﬂ:n:mu >_.<=yn» sﬂmmn oﬂ:m Rio o%:am. o Functional Class Principal Arterial
. e Coors CMP corridor extends nearly 20 — -
A H B oC
miles from 1-25 to NM 528. The corridor covers [Access Control “__.:W”wa ccess: Rio Bravo to Coors Bypass
parts of unincerporated Bernalillo County and Lanes - w:mm o
the City of Albuguerque, and provides access Majority of corridor is 6 lanes
to the City of Rio Rancho (via NM 528). intelligent Transportation Designated corridor: Yes
« The most severe congestion occurs between Systems ITS deployment: Yes - PF, CCTV, DMS, VDS
1-40 and the Coors Bypass. Congestion is tied ] AB( Ride : 790 (Rapid Ride Biue), 155 (local)
to overail slow speeds across the corridor and Transit . '
) . . Northwest Transit Center at Coors/Ellison
particularly high volumes during the peak
periods between Montafio and Paseo del Bicycle Facifities Lanes: South of Sage to Central
Norte. There is very little congestion south of Lanes: Ladera to Paseo del Norte
Rio Bravo Blvd., Summary Datar
«  Sections of Coors at Paseo del Norte and |-40 Daily Volume 5 000 - 80,500
ww,\oﬂmwﬁwwnﬁﬂm\m of more than 60,000 and Average Speeds {PM North) 19 - 56 mph
+  The slowest speeds along Coors are found Average Speeds (PM South) 12 -39 mph
south of Pajarita Rd. Total Delay {PM North) 404 seconds (21 sec./mile)
» Crash rates across the corridor are signifi- Total Delay (PM South) 529 seconds {27 sec./mile}
cantly above the regional average and a major Demographic Trends
source oﬁ. non-recurring congestion. The Measure 2000 2008 7035
intersections at Central and Paseo del Norte -
both have crash rates more than four times the Population 78,171 95,142 108,417
regional average. Employment 20,892 30,467 42,619
- Aconsiderable amount of growth and infill Corrider Ranks
development is projected along corridor with Volume/Capacity Ratio 14/30
BmMmmHJMMmdwxom%meE residents and 12,000 Speed Differential 12/30
o -
! P 4 Crash Rates 2/30
Overali Rank 8/30
Tet e i trodie SECLION [of THTTHeT mannﬁ“l
PRIARITD RD. _lmﬂm—un # For more detailed information and segment level data consalt the CAMP Atlas on the MRCOG website
I Coors Bivd. CMP Corrdor
757 Study Area
Level o..;oo:%%.....: - ABQ Ride operates two routes along Coors 8lvd {additional commuter routes run along small portions of northem
Mo Signiiicant ﬁooqmv.
Miner + The Rapid Ride Blue Line {Route 730) originates at the Northwest Transit Center and runs south on Coors to 1-40 before
H“%a_m connecting to Downtown and the University of New Mexico. Ridership on the Blue tine surpasses 2,000 on weekdays
vere while UNM is [n session, The vast majority of Blue Line riders beoard at the Northwest Transit Center or at Cottonwood

mail and travel to UNM. Route 155 provides north-south local service along the Coors CMP corridor between Rio Bravo
and Ellison and averaged mare than 1,100 riders per weekday in April 20171,

+ The Northwest Transit Center at Coors and Eliison is a major regional transit facility. A total of nine routes, four of which
are commuter, operate out of the facility.




Jefferson St

Legend
W Jefferson CMP Comidor
200 Shudy Area
Level of Congestion
Na Significant
Minor
Moaderate

MSmEN Scvere

Corridor Notes

Jefferson Stis a north-south principal arte-
rial that serves the Journal Center and major
employment destinations along the northern
1-25 corridor.

The Jefferson CMP corridor runs from Mont-
gomery to Alameda.

Although overall congestion is not severe,
there are slow speeds across most of the CMP
corridor, The most severe congestion is south
of Paseo del Norte and between Mcleod and
Singer, where delay and slow speeds are com-
mon.

The highest volumes are found south of
Paseo del Norte (22,000-24,000 daily vehicles)
and between San Antonio and San Francisco
{26,000).

Crash rates along Jefferson are 50% above
the regional average. The intersections at Pan
American East and Paseo del Norte are particu-
larly prone to incidents, with crash rates three
times and four-and-a-half times the regional
average respectively.

The study area includes the Journal Center
and around 35,000 jobs. Employment growth
in the study area is projected at 13% by 2035,
while population totals actually fall due to land
being corverted from residential to empioy-
ment use,

Transit Characteristics

Despite the large number of employment sites
in the study area, transit usage is relatively
modest. ABQ Ride operates several routes
along the corridor, while other routes intersect
lefferson, including Raute 141 which origi-
nates/terminates arcund Osuna.

Route 140 provides local service north-south
along San Mateo and the Jefferson 5t. CMP
corridor. Route 251 provides connections be-
tween Rio Rancho, the Rail Runner station at

El Pueblo, and the Journal Center. Commuter
Route 551 follows the same route (without a
stop at the El Pueblo Rail Runner station).
Nearby Les Ranchos/El Pueblo Rail Runner
Station is the second-most used Rail Runner
station with 566 boardings per weekday in
April 2011,

Profile & Statistics

Corridor Profiie*

Study Area

4.7 Sq. Miles

Length & No. of Segments

4.1 Miles - 11 segments

Functional Class

Minor Arterial

Access Control

None

Lanes

4 lanes

Intelligent Transportation
Systems

Designated corridor: No
ITS deployment: No

Transit

ABQ Ride : Route 140 (local); 551 (commuter)
Route 251 (Rail Runner connection}

Bicycle Facilities

lL.anes: Singer to Masthead
Route: Montgomery to Singer; Pasec
Route: Paseo del Norte to Alameda

Summary Data»

Daily Volume
Average Speeds ([PM North)
Average Speeds ?._S South)

Tord) Halal e

Total Delay (PM South)

11,000 - 26,000
13 - 40 mph
18 - 45 mph

level data consich R FERRNAS (S8 GLDTE)
71 seconds {17 sec./mile)

rther explknation

Demaographic Trends
Measure 2000 2008 2035
Population 5,336 5,572 4,581
Empioyment 35,05G 34,933 35,438
Corridor Ranks
Volume/Capacity Ratio 18 /30
Speed Differential 6/30
Crash Rates 4/30
Qveral Rank 9/30

* See the introduclion sectil

* For more detailed information and segment level

for further explanation

data consult the UAMP Atlas nn the BRUCH website

MR\COG
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Montgomery Blvd o

Le

Legend
R Montgomery CMP Corridor

vel of Congestion
Mo Significant
Minor

waoce Moderaie
. Scvers

Montgomery Blvd is an east-west principal arterial in the City of Albuquergue.

The CMP corridor runs between I-25 and Tramway.

Montgomery continues west of 1-25 as Montano Bivd.

Predeminant movement along Montgomery is westbound in the AM and eastbound in the PM,
Congestion is associated with generally slow speeds across the corridor. Congestion is most severe west
of 5an Mateo and between Pennsylvania and Wyoming - places where there are also high volumes during
the peak-periods.

Volumes are highest east of |- 25 {over 40,000 daily vehicies) and between Pennsylvania and Wyoming
(over 47 000 daily vehicles).

Crash rates are 70% above the regional average and the highest among CMP corridors. Intersections at
San Mateo, Wyoming, and Eubank have rates morte than three times the regional average.

Modest growth is projected along the study area in employment (79%; by 2035, while population totals
are projected to decline. This loss is due to an anticipated decline in the size of each household. The actual
number of households is expected to remain constant.

Profile & Statistics

Corridor Profile*
Study Area 8.9 5. Miles
Length & No. of Segments  [6.4 Miles - 14 segments
|Functional Class Principal Arterial
Access Control None
{Lanes 5-6Glanes
Majority of corridor is & fanes
Intelligent Transportation Designated corridor: Yes
Systems ITS deployment: Yes - CCTV
rranskt ABQ Ride : Route 5 {local}, 3 (local), 157 {local}
Facilities: Montgomery/Tramway Park & Ride
Bicycle Facilities None
Summary Data®
Daily Volume 15,500 - 47,000
Average Speeds {PM East) 22 - 41 mph
Average Speeds (PM West) 21 -41mph
Total Delay [PM East} 159 seconds (25 sec./mile)
Total Delay (PM West) 169 seconds (26 sec./mile)
Demographic Trends
Measure 2000 2008 2035
Population 38,020 39,141 37,240
Employment 22,680 22,944 24,586
Corridor Ranks
Volume/Capacity Ratio 22 /30
Speed Differential 10/ 30
Crash Rates 1/30
Overall Rank 10730
See the introduction section for further explanation.

# For more detailed information and segment level data censult the CMP Adds on the MRCOG website

< ABQ Ride operates two routes along portions of Montgomery. Route 5
provides local service along the corridor between Carlisle and Tram-
way. The route criginates/terminates at the Tramway/Montgomery
Park & Ride facility and connects the Northwest Heights and Down-
town. Route 5 carried more than 3,000 riders per day in April 2011 and
has the second-highest ridership of al iocal routes.

+  Route 157 provides service between Kirtland AFB and the Northwest
Transit Center and passes along Montgomery between |-25 and Loui-
siana.




Eubank Blvd

Legend
IR Eubank CMP Corridor
7. .. Bhity Area
Level of Congsestion
Mo Significant
Minor
Moderate

— Severe

Eubank Blvd is a north-south principal arterial
in east Albuguerque.

The CMP corridor extends from the entrance
gate to Kirtland AFB to Paseo del Norte.
Predominant movement along Eubank is
southbound in the AM and northbound in

the PM.

The most congested parts of the corridor are
the segments to the north and south of Cen-
tral Ave and to the north of Montgomery.
There are generally high volume-capacity ra-
tios across the corridor; the highest volumes
(36,000-46,000} are between |-40 and Menaul.
The greatest speeds along Eubank are found
between San Antonio Dr. and Paseo del
Norte.

Crash rates are relatively high - about 46%
above the regional average. Intersections at
Central, Lomas, and Montgomery have crash
rates more than two-and-a-half times the
regional average.

Minimal employment growth is expected in
the corridor, while population totais are pro-
jected to decline. This loss is due to an antici-
pated decline in the size of each household.
The actuai number of households is expected
to remain constant.

ABQ Ride's Route 2 provides local service
along the corridor between Academy and
Kirtland AFB. In Aprit 2011 the route averaged
around 500 riders per weekday.

Local routes running east-west intersect
Eubank at Central, Lomas, Menaul, and Mont-
gomery, Commuter routes intersect Eubank
on a humber of non-CMP corridors.

Profile & Statistics

#11

Corridor Profile*

Study Area

55.51 Sq. Miles

Length & No. of Segments

8.12 Miles - 27 segments

Functional Class

Principal Arterial

[Access Control

None

Lanes

Majority of corridor is 4-6 lanes
2 lanes north of 5an Antonio

Total Capacity

3200-4800 vehicles/hour
1600 north of San Antonio

Intelligent Transportation
Systems

Designated corridor: Yes
ITS deployment; No

Transit

IABQ Ride : Route 2 {local)

Bicycle Facilities

Route & Trail: Gibson to Central

Lanes: Academy to Paseo del Norte

Summary Datan

Daily Volume

Average Speeds (PM North)
Average Speeds (PM South)
Total Delay (PM North}
Total Delay (PM South}

13,000 - 46,500
13-42 mph
11-45 mph

280 seconds (34 sec./mile)
194 seconds (24 sec,/mile)

Demographic Trends
Measure 2000 2008 2035
Population 45,552 50,513 49,086
Employment 30,513 36,344 38,440
Corridor Ranks
Volume/Capacity Ratio 9/30
Speed Differential 22/30
Crash Rates 6/30
Overall Rank 11/30

* For more det

See the introdBCtion section for furtier explanation,
information and segment level data consull

M2 Attas on the MRCOG website,
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E.ﬁw Blvd N _.%. H_, N

Corridor Profile*
Corridor Notes Study Area 5.6 3q. Miles
JLength & No. of Segments 3.3 Miles - 7 segments

» isleta Blvd is a north-south principal arterial

that passes through the South Valley area of [Functional Class Principal Arterial
unincorporated Bernalillc County. Access Control None
+  The Isleta CMP corridor runs from Rio Bravo to Majority of corridor is 2 lanes
idge. Lanes
Bridge . . 4 lanes south of Barcelona
- Predominant movement along Isleta is north- - - - -
bound in the AM and southbound in the PM, intelligent Transportation Designated corridor: Yes
» The most congested portion of Isieta is from Systems ITS deployment: Yes - PF, CCTV
Rio Bravo to Arenal where speeds are consis- Transit ABQ Ride : Route 53 (local), Route 51 (local)
tently below posted limits; the segment north | gjeycle Facilities Lanes: Entire corridor
of Barcelona is noteworthy for high V/C scores. Summary Datan
+ The highest volume segment is north of Rio . fy oata
Bravo with 22,000 daily vehicles, while the Daily Volume 15,000 - 24,000
rest of the corridor has 15,000-20,000 daily Average Speeds (PM North) 26 - 36 mph
vehicles. . Average Speeds (PM South) 23-37 mph
: WM_MS__%_H%MMW“M_“mm“wﬂmmm_w_ﬂw”mmﬂmwmﬂ_.wﬂmwﬁ Total Delay (PM North) 72 seconds (22 sec./mile)
w . i .
Rio Bravo and Bridge have crash rates more Total Delay {PM South) . 86 seconds {26 sec./mile}
than twice the regional average. Demographic Trends
»  Only nominai growth is projected in the study Measure 2000 2008 2035
area. Population 16,431 16,854 16,980
Empioyment 3,409 3,668 3,835
P S Gorrdor Rarl
ABQ Ride's Route 53 s local ) Volume/Capacity Ratio 10/ 30
. ide’s Route 53 provides local service . .
long the extent of the Isleta CMP corridor and Speed Differential 17/30
cannects the South Valley with Downtown Crash Rates 17/30
Albuguerque. in April 2011 the route aver- Overall Rank 12730

aged around 750 riders per weekday. Route 51 ] * See the introduction section for further exphunati

* For mars di nformation and segn

Legend runs along isleta between Rio Bravo and Blake
S sicta Bivd, CMP Corridor and connects the South Valiey area with west
. Stuty Avea Central Ave and southwest Albuquerque.
Level of Congestion

No Significant

iviinor

: Moderate
— Sovare

0.5 Miles;

MR\COG
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Unser Blvd

Profile & Statistics

Section 1 Section2

Corridor Profile

101.7 5q. Miles

23.8 Miles - 35 segments
Principal Arterial

Limited access: Entire corridor

Study Area

ILength & No. of Segments
Functional Class

IAccess Control

Lanes 2 -6lanes
intelligent Transportation Designated corridor: Yes
Systems ITS deployment: Yes - PF, CCTV, DMS

Transit ABQ Ride : Route 155 (local), 94 {commuter)
Trail: Blake to Rainbow

Lanes: Tower to Rainbow (small gaps)
Bicycle Facilities Trail; Paradise to Farol

Lanes: Abrazo to Farcl

Route: Farol to US 550

Summary Data®

|Daily Volume 3,000 - 32,000

Average Speeds (PM North) 31-52 mph

Average Speeds (PM South) 21-52 mph

Total Delay (PMW North} 39 seconds (2 sec./mile)

Total Delay (PM South) 97 seconds (4 sec./mile}

Demographic Trends
Measure 2000 2008 2035
Population 57,723 103,391 207,896
Employment 7,506 13,875 50,296
Corridor Ranks

Volume/Capacity Ratio 6/30

Speed Differential 29/30

Crash Rates 14 /30

Overall Rank 13/30
- See the introduction section for further explanali

* For more delailed information and segment level data consult the CMP Adfas an the MRCOG websile.

Transit Characteristics

Corridor Notes

Unser Blvd is a nearly 24-mile limited-access principal arterial and major north-south facility that connects southwest Bernalillo County, the
City of Albuguerque, and the City of Rio Rancho. Unser provides connections from Westside residential areas to 1-40 and other east-west road-
ways and offers access to Rio Rancho City Center.

The CMP corridor runs between Blake Rd and U5 550. There is currently a gap in Unser Blvd between Universe Blvd and Paradise Blvd.

The corridor is highly varied in its conditions. Congestion is minor-to-moderate between Bridge and Ouray and most severe between Mon-
tafic and McMahon. There is little traffic and uncongested conditions between Northern Bivd and US 550,

The highest volumes along Unser are found around 1-40 (30,000 vehicles per day).

Overall crash rates along Unser are right around the regional average. Intersections at Sage and Central have crash rates more than three
times the regional average.

The study area, along with much of the Westside, is projected to experience considerable growth by 2035 in population (104,600 or 101%])
and employment (36,000 or 262%). Growth in both areas is expected to be the greatest in Rio Rancho and northwest Albuguerque.

[T I 1 B T ) ey Ny

Transit service along Unser is minimaf due to
a lack of density and unsupportive land uses.
Route 94 provides commuter service
between Montafio and I-40, while Unser con-
nects with local transit service at Central and
Southern, Commuter Routes 162 and 92 aiso
briefiy travel along Unser.

There is no existing transit service on Unser
north of Southein Bivd.




Rio Bravo Blvd / Dennis Chavez Blvd

R et

Drofile & Statistics ]

Corridor Profile*

Study Area 18.0 5¢. Miles

Length & No. of Segments 4.5 Miles - 8 segments

Principal Arterial: Paseo del Volcan to (-25
Minor Arterial: 1-25 to University Blvd
Access Control Yes: Paseo del Volcan to 1-25

2 lanes: Paseo del Volcan to Coors

Functional Class

__b_._mm o
4 lanes: Coors to University
|Inteligent Transportation Designated corridor: Yes
Systems ITS deployment: Yes - PF, CCTV
ABQ Ride : Route 222 {liked to Rail Runner),
Transit Route 51 (local), Route 198 {commuter)
Rail Runner © Rio Bravo/Sunport Station
. Route: Paseo del Volcan to Coors
Bicycle Fa i .
Wide shoulders along Rio Bravo
Summary Data~
Daily Volume 7,000 - 35,000
Average Speeds (PM East) 20 - 47 mph
Average Speeds (PM West) 18 - 47 mph
Total Delay (PM East} 107 seconds (24 sec./mile)
Total Delay (PM West) 93 seconds {21 sec./mile)
B Donis Chavez/Rio Bravo CMP Comidor Demographic Trends
5, Serdy Area Measure 2000 2008 2035
Lovel of Congestion Population 13,107 20,273 40,727
No Sighificant
Minoe Employment 6,623 7,607 13,156
cascaz: Moderate Corridor Ranks
— Savere Volume/Capacity Ratio 15/30
Speed Differential 18/ 30
Crash Rates 10/ 30
. Overall Rank 14/ 30
+ The Rio Bravo/Dennis Chavez CMP corridor runs from 98th St. to University Blvd and is the southernmost e The InTduction secon Tt Tarer caplanation

n the MR websire

river crossing in Bernalillo County. e detaifed informaion and scgment levei dara consult the €44 Adas

- The extreme edges of the corridor are in the City of Albuquerque; the majority of the corridor is in the

South Valley in unincorporated Bernalillo County. Transit Characteristics
+ Rio Bravo Bivd becomes Dennis Chavez Blvd west of Coors. ) ) .
+ The most congested section Is between 2nd St.and I-25, Congestion is associated with relatively high - ABQ Ride operates two routes along Rio Bravo. Route 222 provides connec-
volumes and low speeds during the peak periods. tions to the Rail Runner and passes along Rio Bravo between Coors and Uni-
- The highest volume area is between Isleta Blvd and 2nd St (35,000 daily vehicles), and the lowest volume versity. Service coincides with train arrivals and departures but is unavailable
segment is east of I-25 (7,000 daily vehicles). during other times of the day. Route 222 averaged 1567 riders per weekday in
April 2011,

- The highest speeds along the corridor are found west of isleta,

« Overall crash rates along the corridor are about 20% above the regional average. Intersections at Coars,
2nd 5t., and Isleta have crash rates more than twice the regional average,

+ The study area is expected to double in population and employment by 2035, Even greater growth is
expecied {0 the south and west of the study area; these populations wouid likely use Rio Bravo for access + The Berr
to the rest of the metropolitan area. 2nd 5t

+  Route 51, provides local service along Rio Bravo between Prince/2nd St. and
tsleta. The route connects to Central Ave via Atrisco and carrled 218 riders per
weekday in April 2011,

o County/Sunport Raii Runner station is jocated at Rio Bravo and




Tramway Blvd o _% H m

Corridur Notes Profile & Statistics
- ,_‘.._.mq_..émﬂ.. Bivd w.._m _‘_o‘_‘z‘_MME_: iimited access Corridor Profile® -
rincipal arterial in east uguergue, -
. .w:m Qﬂ_u corridor extends ?onu.: nm_sqm_ Ave to Study Area 17.7 m.n. Miles
Paseo del Norte, Length & No. of Segments 7.4 Miles - 16 segments
- The most congested portions of Tramway are [Functional Class Principal Arterial
the small segment from Central to 40 and Access Control Limited access along entire corridor
between Menaul and Montgomery; conges- 4-6lanes
L ) Rk . Lanes . ’ .
tion is largely associated with high peak- Majority of corridor is 4 lanes
,_mmzc_.,ﬂ ,“Jo_cnamﬂ. ona T linteltigent Transportation Designated corridor: Yes
. e highest volumes along Tramway are .
Um:amm: Menaul and nm:n_@m_m:.m (33,000 Systems A n_mu_.0<3m_._ﬁ. Yes - PR, CCTV, DMS
vehicles), but volumes across the corridor are [Transit No .m.m_..<_nm along Tramway
consistently between 25,000 and 30,000. Facilities: Montogmery/Tramway Park & Ride
« Overall crash rates across the corridor are Bicycle Facilities Trail: Entire corridor
below regional averages. Intersections at Summary Data~
Montgemery and Central have crash rates Daily Volume 17,000 - 33,000
ﬁs..._n.m as high as the regional average. Average Speeds (PM North) 28- 33 mph
" it amoloymint growth sttt | eueragespesds (o Sout
are projected nm decline. This loss s due to Total Delay (PM North}) 119 seconds (16 sec./mile)
an anticipated decline in the size of each Total Delay {(PM South) 131 seconds {18 sec./mile}
household. The actual number of households Demographic Trends
is expected to remain constant. Measure 2000 2008 2035
__uo_u_.__mzos 53,705 57,782 55,740
Employment 9,893 8,259 9,275
ﬁ Corridor Ranks
+ There is no transit service along Tramway Volume/Capacity Ratic 12/30
Blvd. However, a number of transit routes Speed Differential 19/30
originate and terminate at Tramway. Local Crash Rates 20/30
routes running east-west intersect Tramway Overall Rank 15730
at ﬁm:ﬂ.m_- Lomas, __Smjmc_. and gOJﬂmogmqvﬁ * See the introduction section for further explanation.

Commuter routes intersect ._.qm_::S.m< ona # Tor more detailed intormation and segment level data consult the CMP Atlas oo the MRCOG website,

number of non-CMP corridors,
« The Montgomery/Tramway Park and Ride
facility is an important collection point for

Legend
Hm Tramway CMP Comidor
7 Study Area

Level of Congestion .
No Sigrificant transit users bound for Downtown Albuguer-
Miror que and other parts of the region.

o Moderate

. Sovere

Working fogrther




Wyoming Blvd

Legend
. VWyoming CMP Corridor
257 By Atea
Level of Congsstion
No Significant
Minor
vz Moderate
—— Sovere

Corridor Notes

+  Wyoming Blvd is a north-south principal arte-
rial in east Albuguerque.

+  The CMP corridor extends from the entrance
gate to Kirtland AFB to Paseo del Norte.

+ There is moderate congestion dispersed
across the corridor; congestion is most
concentrated in the segments south of San
Antonio, south of Academy, and north of
Menauk.

+ Volumes (42,000-44,000 daily vehicles) and
V/C ratios are highest between Montgom-
ery and Academy, while speed differentials
are greatest south of Central and between
Menaul and Montgomery.

« Crash rates are 32% above the regional aver-
age. intersections at Montgomery, Academy,
and Paseo del Norte have crash rates more
than two-and-a-half times the regional aver-
age.

+ Minimal employment growth (7%} is expect-
ed in the Wyoming corridor, while population
totals are projected to decline. This loss is due
to an anticipated decline in the size of each
household. The actual number of househalds
is expected to remain constant.

Transit Characteristics

« ABQ Ride operates two routes - a local and a
commuter — along Wyoming. Local Route 31
runs along the entire corridor and averaged
nearly 800 users per weekday in April 2011.
Commuter Route 98 runs between the North-
west Transit Center and Kirtland AFB.

- Local routes running east-west intersect
Wyoming at Central, Lomas, Menaul, and
Montgomery. Commuter routes intersect
Lomas on a number of nan-CMP corridars.

Thas 1A e Ol D e
Profile & Statistics

#16

Corridor Profile®

Study Area

10.7 5g. Miles

JLength & No. of Segments

7.7 Miles - 19 segments

lFunctional class

Principal Arteria!

Access Control

None

Lanes

4 - 6 ianes
Majority of corridor is 6 lanes

Intelligent Transportation
Systems

Designated corridor: Yes

ITS deployment: Yes - F, CCTV, VDS

Transit

ABQ Ride : Route 31 (local), 98 (commuter)

Bicycle Facilities

Lanes: Osuna to San Antonio

Trail: Academy to San Antonio

Summary Data®

IDaily Volume

Average Speeds {PM North)
Average Speeds (PM South)
Total Delay (PM North)

i4-41 mph
24 - 41 mph

16,000 - 44,000

322 seconds (42 sec./mile)

Total Delay (PM South) 168 seconds (22 sec./mile)
Demographic Trends
Measure 2000 2008 2035
Population 48,044 49,135 46,285
Employment 25,546 22,934 24,532
Corridor Ranks

Volume/Capacity Ratio 19/30

Speed Differential 13 /30

Crash Rates 7/30

Overall Rank 16/30

* See the introduction section for turther ¢xplanation,
* For mure detailed information and segment level duta consult the CAP as vn the MECOG website,

MR\COG

Warking Topether




IvingBld w.%. 17/

Profile & Statistics

Corridor Profile*
Study Area 8.3 5q. Miles
Length & No. of Segments  |4.9 Miles - 7 segments
. Collector: Rainbow to Go!f Course Rd
R - S Functional Class A )
e : Minor Arterial: Golf Course Rd to Coors

Access Control None

Lanes 2 - 4 lanes

Intelligent Transportation Designated corridor: No

Systems ITS deployment: No
........ Transit No service

Lane: Golf Course Rd to Eagle Ranch
Trail: Rainbow to La Paz
Summary Datar

Bicycle Facilities

|Daily Volume 6,000 - 19,000
Average Speeds {PM East) 18 - 383 mph
Average Speeds (PM West) 25 -38 mph
Total Delay (PM East) 25 seconds (5 sec./mile)
Legend Total Delay (PM West) 69 seconds (14 sec./mile)
IR Irving GMP Cormidor Demographic Trends
1777, Sty Area
Level of Congestion ; Measure 2000 2008 2035
No Significant J Population 17,561 32,560 43,60%
Minor N Employment 2,764 4,838 7,631
=cav Moderate !
— Sover 1 Miles + Corridor Ranks
Volume/Capacity Ratio 13 /30
Speed Differential 21/30
Corridor Notes —nﬂmm: Rates 12/30
Overall Rank 17 /30
+  The Irving CMP corridor runs east-west from Rainbow to Coors, *See the introduction section for furthee explanation,
- Irving Blvd forms the border between part of the City of Albuquergue and unincorporated Bernalillo * Far more detailed information and segment level data consnlt the CAP stalas on the MRCOG wbsite.
County, including the community of Paradise Hills.
»  Predominant movement along frving is eastbound in the AM and eastbound in the PM. Transit Characteristics
+ Congestion is most severe east of Goif Course Rd where the volume-to-capacity ratio is high, and between
tagle Ranch and Coors where congestion is associated with slow speeds. +  There is no existing transit service along lrving, although several north-south
- The segment with the highest velume is between Eagie Ranch and Coors {19,000 daily users). ABQ Ride routes (92, 94, 157) intersect the corridor.
+ Overall crash rates along irving are below the regional average. The crash rate at the intersection of Irving
and Coors is almost three times the regional average.
+  Moderate growth is expected in papulation (34%) and employmeant (58%) by 2025, Even greater growth is
projected in the area to the west of the Irving CMP corridor.




San Mateo Blvd / Osuna Rd

Legend
IR Osuna/San Mateo CMP Corridor
L Sty haea
Level of Congestion

Ne Signiicant

Minor
sz Moderate
W Severe

1 Miles

Carridor Notes

San Mateo Blvd is a north-south principal
arterial in eastern Albuquerque. Osuna Rd is an
east-west principal arterial that connects the
North Valley and the I-25 corridor,

The CMP corridor runs between Gibson and
Edith,

San Mateo Blvd become Osuna Rd west of i-25.
The most congested sections of San Mateo/
Osuna are around Central Ave, which is subject
to delay at the intersection, and |-25, which
experiences high peak period volumes and
slow speeds,

V/C ratios along San Mateo are not particularly
high but speeds are slow due in part to the
level of commercial activity.

The highest volume portions of San Mateo are
south of I-40 and around the -25 on-ramps
{around 40,000 vehicles per day).

Overall crash rates along San Mateo/Osuna
are 28% above the regional average. Intersec-
tions at Pan American East and Academy have
crash rates more than two-and-a-half times the
regional average; at Montgomery the rate is
more than three-and-a-half times the regional
average

The study area is projected to experience only
nominal population growth and modest em-
ployment growth (7% or 4,000 johs) by 2035.

San Mateo is the second-most utilized transit
corridor after Central Ave.

ABQ Ride operates two overlapping routes
{140 and 141) which collectively serve the
entire corridor from the VA Hospital at Gibson
to Jefferson 5t. Route 140 continues north to
provide access to the Jefferson St. corridor,
Coltectively Routes 140 and 141 carried almost
4,000 riders per weekday in April 2011.

San Mateo intersects a number of east-west
local routes, including Central Ave, which is
one of the busiest transit/pedestrian intersec-
tions in the region.

There is no existing transit service along
Osuna Rd.

Corridor Profile*

Study Area

15.7 5g. Miles

ILength & No. of Segments

9.2 Miles - 26 segments

[Functional Class

Principal Arteriai

_bnnmmu Control

Limited access: Gibson to |-40

|Lanes 4-6lanes

__:nm_:mm:ﬂ Transportation Designated corridor: Yes

Systems ITS deployment: Yes - PF, CCTV, DMS
Transit ABQ Ride : Route 140 {local}, 141 {local)

Bicycle Facilities

None
Parallel route from Gibson to Comanche

Summary Data®

Daily Volume

Average Speeds (PM North}
Average Speeds (PM South)
Total Delay (PM North)
Total Delay (PM South)

13,000 - 42,000
10 - 43 mph
20-42 mph
338 seconds (37 sec./mile)
315 seconds (34 sec./mile}

Demographic Trends
Measure 2000 2008 2035
Population 42,718 45,086 45,258
[Employment 61,713 59,443 63,775
Corridor Ranks
Volume/Capacity Ratio 23730
Speed Differential 9/30
Crash Rates 9/30
Overall Rank 18/ 30

* See the introduction section for further explanation,
~ For more detaded information and segment level duta consult the CHP Atics un the MRCOU website

MRI\COG

Working Fegether



Gibson Blvd

N Gibson CMP Coridor
Level of Congestion
Ko Significant
Minor
wiaray Mdenate
_— Severe

- Gibson is an east-west principai arterial that provides access to the Sunport Internationat Airport and
Kirtland AFB.

«  The CMP corridor runs from Broadway to Louisiana.

- The mast congested section of the carridor is between University and Carlisle.

- The highest velumes (over 30,000) are between Girard and San Mateo.

«  Although Gibson is a limited access facility, the corridor is marked by speeds weli below posted limits.
The highest speeds along Gibson are found between [-25 and University.

+  Overall crash rates are below the regional average. Intersections at Yafe and University have rates more
than twice the regional average.

- The study area is projected to experience minimal growth in population (8%) and employment {11%),

Profile & Statistics

Corridor Profile*

Study Area

_..“,m H @
55.8 5q. Miles

[Length & No. of Segments

4.2 Miles - 11 segments

Functional Class
Access Control

Principal Arterial

Limited Access: University to Louisiana

Lanes

6 lanes

Intelligent Transportation
Systems

Designated corridor: Yes
ITS deploymeni: Yes - PF, CCTV, VDS

Transit

ABQ Ride : 16-18 (local}, 196 (commuter)
Numerous routes provide service to KAFB

Bicycle Facilities

Lanes: |I-25 to San Mateo
Parallel trail from University to San Mateo

Summary Data®

Daily Volume

Average Speeds (PM East)
Average Speeds (PM West}
Total Delay (PM East)
Total Delay (PM West)

15,000 - 33,500
19 - 45 mph
19 - 46 mph
111 seconds (26 sec./mile}
201 seconds (48 sec./mile)

Demographic Trends
Measure 2000 2008 2035
Population 33,130 32,258 34,863
Employment 39,744 43,103 47,745
Corridor Ranks
Volume/Capacity Ratio 21730
Speed Differential 2/30
Crash Rates 26 /30
Overall Rank 19 /30

¢ See the introduction section for further explanation.
* For more defailed information and segnient level data consult the CMP Arlas o0 the MRCOG website

- ABQ Ride operates one focal service (Route 1618) and one commuter service

{(Route 96) along Gibson. Additional north-south routes intersect Gibson and
provide service to the Sunport, the VA hospitat at San Mateo, and Kirtland AFB.

+ Route 1618, the Broadway/University/Gibson “BUG"bus runs along Gibson
between University and Yale and between Carlisie and L onisiana, Ther
connects the South Broadway area of Bernalillo County, Downtown, the UNM/
CNM area, and southeast Albuguerque, Route 1618 averaged over 900 daily
users in Aptil 2011, and as many as 20%
Route 96 provides peak period commuter service between Rio Rancheo and
northwest Atbuguergue and Kirtland AFB.

oUte

originated along the Gibson corridor.




Central Ave

-— >

(

4 : Siistennameny - | Profile & Statistics

Cauridor Profile*

Study Area 19.2 Sa. Miles

Length & No. of Segments  {17.3 Miles - 44 segments

Principal Arterial: Paseo del Volcan to 8th

Functional Class and 1st to Tramway
Urban Collector: 1st to 8th
Access Control None

Majority of carridor is 4 - 61anes
2 lanes in Downtown Albuguerque
Intelligent Transportation  [Designated corridor; Yes

Lanes

Systems TS deployment: Yes - CCTV, Transit
[ABQ Ride : 766 & 777 (Rapid Ride), 66 (Local)
[Transit Facilities: Central & Unser Transit Center,

Alvarado Transp. Center/Rail Runner Station
Lanes: 8th to Lomas; Unser to Atrisco
Route: Paseo del Volcan to Unser

Summary Data®

Bicycle Facilities

Daily Volume 5,000 - 32,000
Average Speeds (PM East) 10 - 49 mph
Average Speeds [PM West) 12 - 49 mph
Legend Total Delay (PM East) 511 seconds (30 sec,/mile)
W Central Ave, CMP Cofridor Total Delay (PM West) 666 seconds (39 sec./mile}
SuudyArea Demaographic Trends
Level of Congestion Measure 2000 2008 2035
No Significant Population 75,595 85,129 96,564
Minor Employment 60,895 68,336 79,580
ey Moderate Corridor Ranks
I Severe
Volume/Capacity Ratio 27/30
Jmummn Differential 4/30
Crash Rates 11/30
Overali Rank 20/30
+ Central Ave is one of nine river crossings in the AMPA. * See the mlroduction section for further explanation
- The CMP corridor stretches from east-to-west across the entire City of Albuguergus and passes through * For mare detailed infarmation and segment level dute consull the CAP Attas on the MEC

major commercial and activity centers, including Old Town, Downtown, UNM, and Nob Hill.

+ The greatest congaestion is from west of Unser to Rio Grande. Congestion along Centrai is generally due
to slow speeds. Slow speeds are related to the level of activity along the corridor and the high number of
intersections and access points.

- The highest volumes are between San Mateo and Eubank. Peak-period volumes along Central are gener-
ally under capacity, although the segments from Coors 1o Rio Grande Bivd feature high volume-to-capaci-
ty ratios during the peak periods.

+ The highest speeds and least congestion {and lowest volumes) can be found along the less-developed far
west Central. The slowest speeds are found through Downtown.

= Crash rates along the corridor are 25% above regional average. A number of intersections feature par-
ticularly high rates, including Tramway, Rio Grande Blvd, Coors, and Unser.

- A considerable amount of growth and in ojected alon
11,000 new residents and jobs apiece by 2035,

Transit Characteristics

»  Central Ave is the most successful and highest ridership transit corridor in the
metropolitan area. ABQ Ride operates three principal routes along Central,
including two Rapid Ride services (766 Red Line and 777 Green Line) and locat
service (Route 66) along nearly the entire corridor. The Rapid Ride routes over-
lap to cover Central Avenue from Unser to Tramway.

« All Central Ave services, and many other AR} Ride routes, convene at the
Alvarado Transportation Center in Downtown Albuguerque, which is also the
highest ridership Rail Runner Station.

- Between the three principal routes, more than 17,000 riders used transit along
Central each weekday in April 2011. The highest ridership service is Route 66.

=)




N.M. 528

NM 528 is a north-south principal arterial

that provides access through the City of Rio
Rancho,

The CMP corridor runs between Coars/Corrales
Rd and US 550.

Unlike most CMP corridors, NM 528 experi-
ences much of its greatest congestion on the
ends of the corridor, which serve entry and exit
points from Rio Rancho to destinations across
the metropolitan area. The most congested
segments are northwest of Coors, southwest
of US 550, and the portion between Northern
and Southern. All congested segments are
noteworthy for high V/C ratios but relatively
smooth speeds.

The highest volumes (43,000-50,000 daily
vehicles) are found between Coors Bypass and
Sabana Grande (north of Southern Blvd).

The greatest speeds are found between Hon-
duras Rd. and Idalia Rd.

Overall crash rates along NM 528 are below
the regional average. Intersections at Ellison,
Coors/Corrales, and Southern have crash rates
more than twice the regional average.

The projected growth by 2035 in the study
area is 40% in population and 35 % in employ-
ment. Portions of western Rio Rancho which
refy on NM 528 for access to the City of Albu-
querque are projected to grow at a far greater
rate.

Legend
I N.M.528 CMP Corridor
Study Area
Level of Congestion
No Significart
Minor
Moderate
e Severe

Profile & Statistics

\

Corridor Profile*

Study Area

26.7 5q. Miles

Length & No. of Segments

11.1 Miles - 25 segments

Functional Class

Principatl Arterial

Access Control

Limited access: Ellison to US 550

Lanes

4 - B lanes

Inteltigent Transportation
Systems

Designated corridor: Yes
ITS depfoyment: Yes - PF, CCTV, DMS, VDS

Transit

ABQ Ride - Route 551 {commuter},
Route 251 {Rail Runner connection}

Bicycle Facilities

Lane: Westside to Southern
Trail: Westside to Northern
Route: Northern to US 550

Summary Data~

Daily Volume

Average Speeds (PM North)
Average Speeds (PM South)
Total Delay (PM North}
Total Delay {PM South)

20,000 - 50,000
18 - 53 mph
29 -57 mph
196 seconds (18 sec./mile)
136 seconds {12 sec./mile}

Demographic Trends

Measure 2000 2008 2035
Population 33,822 46,404 65,167
Employment 20,366 24,317 32,765

Corridar Ranks
Velume/Capacity Ratio 11/30
Speed Differential 25730
Crash Rates 24 /30
Overall Rank 21/30

* See the introduction section for further explanation.

* For more detailed information and segment bevel data

Transit Characteristics

the NM 528 CMP corridor.

suli the CME Atle on RIZOG website

+  Two ABQ Ride routes pass along NM 528 between Southern and Coors, Route
251 provides connections between Rio Rancho, the Rail Runner station at El
Pueblo, and the Journal Center. Commuter Route 551 foilows the same route
{without a stop at the El Pueblo Rail Runner station).

+  Qverall ridership among the routes serving NM 528 is modest, Routes 251 and
551 carried a combined 250 riders per weekday in April 2011,

- Northwest Transit Center at Coors and Eilison is near the southern terminus of




Fourth St

W Fourth St CMP Cormidor
U Sudy Area
Level of Congestion
No Significant
Minor

- Moderate

M Severe

4th St. is a north-south principal arterial east of
the Rio Grande that serves the City of Albu-
querque and the Village of Los Ranchos, where
4th St, functions as the community's main
street.

The CMP corridor runs from Lomas to Alam-
eda,

The most congested and highest-volume
portion of the corridor is from Candelaria to
Montaiio; AM southbound and PM north-
bound volumes are particularly high.

4th St, experiences generally slow speeds
across the corridor. As a resuft the "Speed”
ranking is disproportionately high (7th) com-
pared to the overall corridor ranking (22nd).
Observed speeds are slowest compared to
the pasted speed north of [-40; speeds are
smoother south of the Interstate.

Crash rates across the corridor are slightly
below the regional average. The intersections
at Montaho and Griegos are more than two-
and-a-haif times the regional average.
Limited growth in population (6%) and em-
ployment (11%)] is projected in the study area
by 2035.

ABQ Ride Route 10 provides local service
along 4th 5t. between the Raymond G San-
chez Community Center and the Alvarado
Transportation Center in Downtown Albu-
guergue.

Ridership is heaviest between Montafo and
Downtown with peaks around Menaul and

LOITas,
Weekday ridership for April 2011 was more
than 1500 users.

- ~m s

Profie & Statistics

#22

Corridor Profile*

Study Area 8.5 5q. Miles

Length & No. of Segments 7.2 Miles - 16 segments
Functional Class Minor Arteriaf

Access Control None

Lanes 4 lanes {2 lanes from Lomas to Mountain)
intelligent Transportation Designated corridor: No

Systems iTS Deployment: Yes - CCTV

Transit ABQ Ride : Route 10 {local)

Bicycle Facilities

No existing facilities
Lanes planned north of Guadalupe Trail

Summary Datan

Daily Volume

Average Speeds (PM North})
Average Speeds (PM South)
Total Delay (PM North)
Total Delay (PM South)

8,000 - 29,000
18 - 39 mph
10 - 39 mph
205 seconds {28 sec./mile)
271 seconds (38 sec./mile)

Demographic Trends
Measure 2000 2008 2035
Population 22,979 23,172 24,446
Employment 18,757 17,442 19,394
Corridor Ranks
Volume/Capacity Ratio 25 /30
Speed Differential 7/30
Crash Rates 19 /30
Overali Rank 22 /30

 See the introduction section tor further explanation.

~ For more detared infarmation and segment level data consult the Cae

o the MRUOG wehsite,




Second St . A
|

Profile & Statistics

\

Torridor Notas Corridor Profile*
+  2nd St.is a north-south principal arterial that Study Area 3.7 mn_.. Miles
runs from Lomas Blvd to Alameda Bivd. Length & No. of Segments 7.0 Miles - 17 segments
- The CMP corridor runs through the Village of Functional Class Principal Arterial
Los Ranchos, and unincorporated Bernatilio Access Control None
County and provides access to Downtown Majority of corridor is & lanes
Albuguerque. Lanes 2 lanes from Lomas to 1-40

+ In general, congestion is minor and dispersed

across the corridor. Intelligent Transportation Designated corridor: Yes

g Y -« The highest daily volumes (20,000-25,600) Systems ITS deployment: Yes - CCTV
K g , , along the corridor are from Griegos to Transit No existing service
VILLAGEOF LOS gzn:@v«\ y : Ranchitos Rd. There are particularly high Bicycle Facilities Route: Lomas to Montano
! morning volumes southbound along these S Datan
segments. ummary Data
+  The slowest speeds along the segments are Daily Volume 5,000 - 25,000
south of Paseo del Norte, while the highest Average Speeds (PM North) 28 - 47 mph
speeds are found :o:j of Osuna. . Average Speeds (PM South) 22 - 44 mph
» (Crashrates are 20% :_.m_:mﬂ ﬂ.:m: the wmm_ozmw Total Delay (PM North) 133 seconds {17 sec./mile)
average. The intersections with the highest )
crash rates ate Paseo del Norte and Mountain. | |1otal Delay (PM South) i 83 seconds (12 sec./mile)
» Only limited growth in population (7%) and Demographic Trends
employment {10%) is projected in the cor- Measure 2000 2008 2035
ridor study area by 2035. Population 8,901 5,272 9,936
Employment 10,290 10,050 11,099
Characteristics Corridar Ranks
Volume/Capacity Ratio 17/30
There is currently no transit service on 2nd St. Speed Differential 20/ 30
ABQ Ride operates Route 10 on parallel 4th Crash Rates 22730
St. which is less than Y4 mile from 2nd 5t.in Overall Rank 23/30

most places.

" S#e the introduction 5 n lor further explanation.
* For mare detailed informanon and segment level data consult the CMP Atias oa

e MRCOG webute

Legend
PR Second St CMP Corridor
"7 StudyArea
Level of Congestion

No Significant

Minor
Moderate
- Sovere

Cammunities
Working Topethe:



VILLAGE OF BOSQUE

RN NM. 6 CMP Corridar
7277, study Area
Lavsl of Congestion
Mo Significant
Minor
womucs: Moderale
—— Severe

+  NM 6 runs east-west through the Village of Los Lunas and is the southernmeost of nine river crossings in the
AMPA,

»  The CMP corridor runs from Huning Ranch Loop to NM 47,

« Congestion is heaviest around the I-25 on-ramps and around NM 314 between Don Pasqual and Car-
son Drive. NM & features generally slow speeds, frequently in both directions, and vofumes approaching
capacity during the peak periods.

+ The heaviest volumes are found between I-25 and NM 314 {25,000-31,000 vehicles per day).

+  Extremely high speeds occur 1o the west of |-25 in the westbound direction.

» Overall crash rates along NM 6 are well below the regional average,

+ Considerable growth in population {95%} and emptoyment {66%) is projected by 2035. The majority of
growth is most likely to occur in the western and southern portions of the study area.

Profile & Statistics

#24

Corridor Profile*

Study Area

31.6 5q. Miles

Length & No. of Segments

4.7 Miles - 17 segments

Functional Class

Minor Arterial: West of I-25
Principal Arterial: East of I-25

Access Control None

Lanes 4 lanes

Intefligent Transportation Designated corridor: Yes
Systems ITS deployment: Yes - WiFi
Transit No existing service

|Bicycle Facilities

Lanes: Huning Ranch Loop to Don Pasqual

Summary Data”

Daily Volume

Average Speeds (PM East)
Average Speeds (PM West}
Total Delay (PM East)
Total Delay {PM West)

200 - 31,000

13- 44 mph

19 - 63 mph
240 seconds (51 sec./mile)
69 seconds (15 sec./mile)

Demographic Trends
Measure 2000 2008 2035
Population 18,631 23,892 46,683
Employment 5,882 8,328 13,799
Corridor Ranks
Volume/Capacity Ratio 16 /30
Speed Differential 16 /30
Crash Rates 28/30
_Ocm_.m__ Rank 2430

* see the introduction section fer further explanation

~ For more detailed information and segment level data consult the CMP Atles on the MRUOG website

Transit Characteristics

« There is no existing transit service along NM 6.

- Los Lunas Rail Runner station is located just south of NM 6 an NM 314 and car-

ried nearly 350 riders per weekday in April 2011.




Broadway Blvd / Edith Blvd

B Sroadway/Edith CMP Corridor
L Study Area
Level of Congestion
Ne Significant
Minar
Moderate
W Sovere

Corridor Notes

The Broadway/Edith CMP corridor runs from
south of I-25 to Osuna and travels parallel to
I-25, 2nd 5t,, and 4th St,

The corridor passes through parts of the South
Valley and North Valley in unincorporated Ber-
nalillo County and the City of Albuguerque.
Broadway Blvd becomes Edith Blvd north of
Candelaria

Overall congestion is minor and travel is
particularly smooth between I-25 and Gibson.
The most congested section and the highest
volumes occur near 1-25 and from Gibson to
Centrai.

The highest volume segment of Broadway

is immediately south of I-25 {28,500 daily
vehicles).

The greatest speeds are found between 1-25
and Bobby Foster Rd.

Crash rates along the corridor are slightly
below the regional average. The most danger-
ous intersection is Broadway and Mountain,
where crash rates are two-and-a-half times the
regional average,

Moderate growth is projected in the study
area in population (46%) and employment
(21%), particularly in the area around Rio Bravo
Blvd.

ABQ Ride operates the Route 1618 “BUG" bus
along Broadway between Woodward and
Mountain, The route provides connections be-
tween the South Broadway area, Downtown
Albuguerque, UNM, and CNM Main Campus.
Weekday ridership for April 2011 was over 900,
with as many as 1/3 of users originating in the
South Broadway area.

Profile & Statistics

Corridor Profile*

Study Area

#25

|Length & No. of Segments

14.4 Mites - 22 segments

_m::nﬂ._o:u_ Class

Principal Arterial: 1-25 to Menaul
Minor Arterial: Menaul to Osuna

Access Controt

None

Lanes

2 - 4 lanes

Intelligent Transportation
Systems

Designated corridor: Yes (1-25 to Central)
ITS deployment: Yes - CCTV

Transit

ABQ Ride: Route 16-18 {local)
service runs from Woodward to Odelia

menﬁ_m Facilities

Lanes: Gibson to Coal

Lanes: Menaul to Candelaria
Route: Candelaria to Comanche
Route: Montgomery to Osuna

Total Delay (PM North)
Total Delay (PM South)

Summary Datar
Daily Volume 9,000 - 28,500
Average Speeds {PM North) 20 - 63 mph
Average Speeds (PM South) i6- 61 mph

203 seconds (14 sec./mile)
138 seconds {10 sec./miie}

Demographic Trends

Measure 2000 2008 2035
Population 15,618 16,712 24,393
Employment 24,126 26,256 31,757

Corridor Ranks
Volume/Capacity Ratio 24 /30
Speed Differential 14 / 30
Crash Rates 16/ 30
{Overall Rank 25730

™ Sce the introduction sect
A Bor more detailed informanan and segmens level

data consult the CMP Atigs on the MRCOG website
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Lomas Blvd

Legend
M Lomas CMP Comdar
22 swdy Area
Lovel of Congestion
No Signffican
Minor
eman: Moderate
B Scvere

Corridor Notes

The Lomas CMP corridor runs east-west between Central
Ave and Tramway.

Lomas connects east Albuguergue and Downtown and
provides access to UNM.

Congestion is concentrated west of Wyoming and around
Carlisie Blvd. Slow speeds are common acrass the corridor,
particularly between University and San Mateo, However,
volumes along Lomas are manageable and almost all of
Lomas Blvd is under capacity during peak periods.
Volumes are highest between Pan American East and Yale
Blvd and west of Wyoming (over 30,000 daily vehicles).
Crash rates are about equal to the regional average. Inter.
sections at Louisiana and Juan Tabo both have crash rates
more than two-and-a-half times the regional average.

A modest amount of infill growth is projected in popuiation
(8%} and employment (10%] in the study area by 2035,

Transit Characteristics

+ ABQ Ride operates multiple routes along
Lomas, including Route 11, which provides
local service along the extent of Lomas.
Route 11 is the third-most utilized local
route and carried almost 2,700 riders per
waekday in April 2011,

+ Route 5 connects the northeast Heights
of Albuquerque and Downtown and runs
along Lomas between Carlisle and 1-25.
Rapid Ride Route 790G passes along Lomas
between Old Town and UNM.

]
- Numcrous routes LGP at LGimas Gi

Armuae Freabac chae ot e Uﬁlmmv-
pass along Lomas through Downtown
Albuguergue. Other north-south routes

intersect Lomacs In eastern Albuguergue,

Profile & Statistics e
Corridor Profile*
Study Area 10.7 5q. Miles
Length & No. of Segments  |10.0 Miles - 25 segments
Functional Class Principal Arterial
Access Control None
Lanes 4- m _m.:mm .
Majority of corridor is & lanes
Intelligent Transportation Designated corridor: Yes
Systems ITS deployment: Yes - PF, CCTV
. ABQ Ride : Route 11 (local),
Transit N
790 (Rapid Ride), 5 (local}
- . None
Bicycle Facilities Lanes and routes on parallel roads
Summary Data”
Daily Volume 10,000 - 32,000
Average Speeds (PM East) 11-43 mph
Average Speeds (PM West) 20 - 46 mph
Total Delay (Pivl East) 375 seconds (38 sec./mile)
Total Delay (PMVi West} 220 seconds (22 sec./mile)
Demeographic Trends
Measure 2000 2008 2035
Population 48,367 49,229 53,142
Employment 52,492 54,224 59,455
Corridor Ranks
volume/Capacity Ratio 29/30
Speed Differential 15 /30
Crash Rates 15/ 30
Overali Rank 26/ 30

" See the introduction section for further explanatin
* For more detailed information and segment level

he CAIP o M




Menaul Blvd

Profile & Statistics

B Menaul CMP Comidor
7 sudy Ara
Lovel of Congestion
No Significant
Minor
uxacss Moderate
WER Scvore

+  The Menaul CMP carridor runs east-west through the City of Albuquerque between Rio Grande and Tramway.
- Overall congestion along Menaul is minor; the most congested portion is between 2nd St. and I-25 where speeds

are well below the posted limits. Menaul has the lowest V/C ratio among all CMP corridors, However, parts of the
cortidor experience speed-related delays.

+ The highest volume portion of Menaul is between San Mateo and Wyoming (32,000-35,000 daily vehicles).

« Crash rates across the corridor are consistently above the regional average but are not severe, The rate at the
intersection at University is two-and-a-half times the regional average.

- Modest growth is projected along the study area in employment (9%) hy 2035, while population totals are
projected to decline. This loss is due to an anticipated decline in the size of each household. The actual number of
households is expected to remain constant.

Corridor Profile®

Study Area

#27

Length & No. of Segments

10.0 Miles - 23 segments

Functional Class

Minor Arterial: Rio Grande to 2nd
Principal Arterial: 2nd to Tramway

Access Control

None

Lanes 4 -6 lanes

Inteiligent Transportation Designated corridor: Yes
Systemns ITS deployment: Yes - CCTV
Transit ABQ Ride : Route 8 (local)

Bicycle Facilities

None
Parallel route (Girard to Tramway)

Summary Data®

Daily Volume

Average Speeds (PM East)
Average Speeds {PM West)
Total Delay (PM East}
Total Delay {PM West)

7,500 - 35,000
15-47 mph
18- 42 mph
213 seconds (21 sec./mile}
222 seconds (22 sec./mile)

Demographic Trends
Measure 2000 2008 2035
Population 39,595 40,577 38,542
Employment 34,640 30,760 33,517
Corridor Ranks
Volume/Capacity Ratio 30 /30
Speed Differential 11/ 30
Crash Rates 18/ 30
Overall Rank 27 /30

the Northeast Heights to Downtown Albuguerque,
more than 2,400 riders per
most utilized local route.

See the entroduction section for further explanation.
* For more detailed information and segment level data consult the CMP Addas on the MRCOG website.

= ABQ Ride’s Route 8 provides local service along Menaul and connects

Route 8 averaged

weekday in April 2011 and is the fourth-

I~
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Southern Blvd

Legend
BN Southerm Bhvd. CMP Commdor
v/ sy Area
Level of Congestion
No Significant

- Southern Blvd is an east-west principal arterial and a key commercial corridor in the City of Rio Rancho.

+  The Southern CMP corridor runs from Rainbow to NM 528,

«  Predominant movement is eastbound in the AM and westbound in the PM.

+  The most congested section is between Golf Course Rd and Sara. The western section of the corridor
experiences no significant congestion,

+ The highest volume section of the corridor is between Western Hills and Sara (28,000-29,000} daily ve-
hicles.

+ The greatest speeds are found between Baltic Ave and Lisbon Ave.

» Crash rates along Southern are slightly above the regional average. Intersections at Unser and NM 528
have crash rates that are more than twice the regional average.

= Growth in the study area is moderate as population is projected to increase by 25% and employment by
33%. Considerable growth is projected to the west of the CMP corridor and may have an impact on traffic
patterns along Southern.

Corridor Profile*
Study Area 13.4 5qg. Miles
Length & No. of Segments  [4.6 Miles - 11 segments
Functional Class Principal Arterial
Access Control None
Lanes 2 -4 lanes
Intelligent Transportation Designated corridor: Yes
Systems ITS deployment: Yes - PF
] ABQ Ridle : Route 551 (commuter)
Transit . |
Route 251 [Rail Runner connection)
Bicycle Facilities Trail: Entire corridor
Summary Data®
Daily Volume 9,000 - 29,000
Average Speads (PM East) 17 - 45 mph
Average Speeds (PM West) 24 -45 mph
Total Delay (PM East) 133 seconds (29 sec./mile}
Total Delay {PM West) 55 seconds (12 sec./mile)
Demographic Trends
Measure 2000 2008 2035
Population 29,365 36,414 45,369
Employment 6,652 8,539 11,351
Corridor Ranks
Volume/Capacity Ratio 20/30
Speed Differential 24 /30
Crash Rates 21 /30
Overall Rank 28 /30

~ Sec the introduction section tor further explanation,
~ For more detailed information and segment level data consult the CMP Atiar on the MRCOC website

Transit Characteristics

- Multiple ABQ Ride routes originate and terminate at Southern and
Unser, two of which {Routes 251 and 551} offer service along the CMP
corridor. Route 251 provides connections between Rio Ranchg, the
Rail Runner station at El Pueblo, and the Journal Center. Commuter
Route 551 foliows the same route (without a stop at the Fi Pusblo Rail
Runner station). Route 155, which provides local service along Coors,
connects 10 Southern and Unser during the AM and PM peak periods.
Commuter Route 96 also originates at Southern and Unser and pro-
vides service to Kirtland AFB.

» Overall ridership among the routes serving Southern is modest. The
two routes with service along Southern (251 and 551) carried a com-
bined 250 riders per weekday in April 2011,




Arenal Blvd . ‘.ﬂﬂ. N @

Profile & Statistics
Corridor Profile*
Study Area 5.3 5g. Miles
’ Length & No. of Segments (2.6 Miles - 4 segments
. Minor Arterial; Unser to Coors
e Functional Class
Urban Coilector: Coors to isleta
Access Control None
4 lanes (Unser to Coors)
Lanes
2 lanes (Coors to [sleta)
Intelligent Transportation Designated Corridor: No
Systems ITS Deployment: No
. ABQ Ride : Route 51 (local) between
Transit ) )
) Atrisco and Tapia
Bicycle Facilities Route: Old Coors to Isleta
Summary Data”
Daily Volume 8,500 - 13,000
Average Speeds (PM East) 29-33mph
Average Speeds (PM West) 30 - 36 mph
Total Delay (PM East) 18 seconds (7 sec./mile)
k Total Delay (PM West) 4 seconds (2 sec./mile}
Legend . ; ! ; ; "
. 2 : : ; Demographic Trends
W Asenal CMP Corridor e - . .
222 Sty Area Lo : - : . S % Measure 2000 2008 2035
Level of Congestion ; : L e ; ; : _vov:_m.zo: 16,036 20,776 23,144
No Significant 3 2 e : s -
Minor i N Empiloyment 2,107 2,578 3,516
sz Moderale . 05 . N Corridor Ranks
— Severe : . @ Volume/Capacity Ratio 26 /30
Speed Differential 28/30
Crash Rates 23/30
Overall Rank 29/30
- Arenal runs east-west through southwest Albuquerque and the South Vailey area in unincorporated Berna- * See the intueluction section for further explanation.
. ~ Bor more detailed intormanon and segment level data consult the CMP An the MRCOG wehsite,
lillo County.
+ The CMP corridor runs between Unser Blvd and isleta Blvd. Transit Characteristics

< Overali congestion on Arenal is fow, however there is minor congestion between Unser and Old Coors, The
most noteworthy characteristic of Arenal is velume-hased congestion east of Coors 8lvd in both directions.

«  AM eastbound volume along the corridor is relatively high but below capacity. The highest volume seg-
ment is east of Coors (13,000 vehicles per

= Crash rates across the corridor are siightly above the regional average. The intersection with Coors is par-
ticularly prone to incidents, with a crash rate more than three times the regional average.

- Modest growth is expected in the study area in population {11%;) and employment {36%). Additional
popuiation growth is expected to the south and west of Arenal, and future residents may use Arenal for
access to other parts of the metropolitan area.

- Two ABQ Ride route pass aiong parts of Arenal, however there is no service
across the entire carridor,
day) + Route 51 provides service between the South Valley and west Central Ave, and

passes along Arenal between Tapia and Atrisco.

+ Route 54, which provides service from southwest Albuguerque and Bernalillo
County to Downtown, runs along Arenal between Unser and Old Coors before
crassing the Rio Grande on Bridge Blvd.

- Average weekday ridership during April 2011 for Routes 51 and 54 were around
200 and 700 respectively.

aay)




N.M. 14/ N.M. 333

Corridor Notes

- NM 14 provides access from |-25 and the
Village of Tijeras to unincorporated communi-
ties in Bernalilio County that are part of the
Albuguerque commuter-shed,

«  The NM 14 CMP corridor extends from one
mile south of -25 on NM 333 to the Bernaliilo/
Sandoval County line.

+ Predominant movement is southbound in the
AM and northbound in the PM.

= There is no significant congestion along the
NM 14 corridor. AM peak volumes are above
capacity along NM 333 south of {-25 west-
bound and east of the NM 14 on-ramp.

- Overall observed speeds were greater than
the posted speed limits.

+  Volumes are highest north of -25. Traffic less-
ens and speeds increase along the sections
farthest from |-25, especially north of Frost Rd.

» Crash rates along NM 14 are below the
regional average.

= The NM 14 study area is projected to experi-
ence considerable growth in population

Corridor Profile*

Study Area

100.7 $q. Miles

Length & No. of Segments

10.3 Miles - 16 segments

[Functional Class

Rural Minor Arteriaf: I-40 to Frost Rd
Rural Collector: North of Frost Rd

Access Control

None

Lanes

2 -4 lanes
4 lanes south of Frost Rd

|intelligent Transportation
Systems

Designated corridar: Na
ITS depltoyment: No

Transit

No existing service
Facilities: NMDOT Tijeras Park & Ride

|Bicycle Facilities

Lanes: North of 1-25
Trait: North of I-25

Summary Data”

Daily Volume

Average Speeds (PM North)
Average Speeds {PM South)
Total Delay (PM North)
Total Delay {PM South}

3,500 - 12,000
26 -55 mph
29 - 34 mph
-25 seconds {-2 sec./mile}

-28 seconds (-3 sec./mile}

t avel of Congestion
Mo Significant
Minor

s Moderate
— Sovere

(127%) and employment {143%) by 2035, Demographic Trends
Measure 2000 2008 2035
Population 8,132 9,293 21,106
E
Transit Characteristics mployment .H.mNH 1,935 4,705
Corridor Ranks
- There is no service along NM 14. NMDOT Volume/Capacity Ratio 28/30
operates the NM Park and Ride Turquoise Speed Differential 30/ 30
Route transit service between Moriarty and Crash Rates 30/30
Albuguerque with a stop in Tijeras near the Overall Rank 30/30

intersection of NM 14 and NM 333,

* See the introductinn section for turther o
* For more detailed informution and segment

nallon.
evel data consult the AP Atlas on the MRCOG website
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City of Albuquerque Date: May 16, 2008

Planning Department
Development Review Division » OFFICIAL NOTIFICATION OF DECISION
P.O. Box 1293 - .
Albuguerque, New Mexico 87103 FILE: Project# 1007204
0BEPC-40034 SITE DEVELOPMENT -
SUBDIVISION
OBEPC-40035 SITE DEVELOPMENT -
BUILDG PRMT
‘08EPC-40039 AMEND SECTOR

DEVELOPMENT PLAN MAP

Armstrong Development Properties

- 1500 N. Priest Drive, Snite 150E , '
Tempe, AZ 85281 LEGAL DESCRIPTION: for Tracis 14, 1B, 2A,

2B, 3A, 3B, & 6, Barrett V.E. Subdivision and
approval of Site Development Plans for the
aforementioned itracts and Tracts 4-A-1, 4B, 5-B-
1 & 5-B-2, Lands of WEFCO Partoers, zoned
SU-2/C-2, located on Central Avenue between
Unser and 86TH ST SW, containing approx. 50
acres. (K-9 ,10/M1-10) Anna DiMambro, Staff
Planner .

On May 15, 2008 the Environmental. Plannjng Commission voted to recommend approval to the City
Council Project 1007204/08EPC 40039, d request for a map amendment to the West Route 66 Sector
Development Plan from “SU-1/C-2 (10 acres), O-1, and PRD 20 du/acre.(7 acres)” to C-2, for Tracts 1A,

1B, 2A, 2B, 3A,3B, and 6 V.E. Barrett Subd1v1smn, based on the following Findings:

FINDINGS:

1. This is a request for a map amendment to the West Route 66 Sector Development Plan for Tracts
14, 1B, 2A, 2B, 34, 3B, and 6 V.E. Barrett Subdivision, an approximately 36 acre portion of a
larger approximately 50 acre site Jocated at the southwest corner of Central and Unser SW. The
site is curvently zoned SU-1/C-2 (10 acres), O-1, and PRD 20dw/acre (7 acres) and is corrently
vacant. The applicant is proposing C-2 zoning for the entire site. Due to the acreage of the
proposed zone change, this request will need to be approved by the City Council. The EPC is

recomnmending body in this case.

1NN | EXHIBIT 73



OFFICIAL NOTICE OF DECISION

&.

MAY 15, 2008

PROJECT #1007204

PAGE 2 OF 17

2. The applicant has submitted concurrent requests for a site development plan for subdivision and a
site development plan for building permit for the larger 50-acre site. Retail uses are proposed for
the entire site, including a health cub.

3. The subject site is Jocated within the Established Urban Area as designated by the Comprehensive

Plan and is also within the boundaries of the West side Strategic Plan and the West Route 66

Sector Development Plan. The site is a designated Community Activity Center, and Central and

Unser are both Enhanced Transit Corridors in this area.

4, This request furthers the following Comprehensive Plan goals and policies:

a. This request will contribute to a full range of urban land uses (I1.B.5a).

b. The subject site is an appropriate location for the proposed intensity (IL.B.5d).

c. The proposed zoning will enable development of a vacant infill site that is contiguous to
existing infrastructure. Site plan review due to the site’s size w111 ensure the integrity of
existing neighborhoods (II B.5¢).

d. Employment and services uses on this site will complement the surroundmg residential areas.
Site plan review will ensure minimization of adverse effects of noise, lighting, pollution, and
traffic on residential environments (I.B.5i).

e. The proposed zoning will contribute to the efficient placement of services (Transportation and
Transit goal). '

f. The proposed zoning will add to the economic dlversxty of the West Side (Economic
Development goal).

g. 'The proposed zoning will accommodate a wide range of occupatlonal skills and salary levels
(I1.D.6a).

h. The proposed zoning will enable development of a shopping center that may attract both local
and outside businesses (IL1D.6b).

i. 'The proposed zoning will enable development of a shoppmg center that will create jobs and
reduce the need to travel (ILD.6g).

5. This request partially furthers the following Comprehensive Plan policies:

The applicant is requesting to eliminate the requirement for higher density housmg in this
designated Activity Center. While residential development is appropriate and encouraged, it is
not required (XI.B.5h and ILB.7i). : '

The subject site is curently only partially commercially zoned (ILB.5j).

The proposed location for this shopping center will be convenient for nearby residents, but
mixed use is not being proposed (1LB.7a).

Employment and services uses on this site will complement the surrounding residential areas.
Site plan review will ensure minimization of adverse effects of noise, lighting, pollution, and
traffic on residential environments (ILB.51).

The proposed zoning will add to the economic diversity of the West Side (Economic
Development goal).

The proposed zoning will accommodate a wide range of occupational skills and salary levels

(ILD).63).
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6. This request furthers the following goals, objectives, and policies of the West Side Strategic Plan:

a.

b. |

c,

d.
e.

hi

1.

The proposed zoning will allow West Side residents the opportunity to shop and play in the
area where they live (Goal 10).

Land uses on the West Side are currently unbalanced with a need for commercial uses
(Objective 1). '

This zone change will promote job opportunities and business growth in an appropriate area
(Objective 8).

The proposed zoning will allow for urban style services (Policy 3. 40)

The proposed zoning will encourage employment growth (Policy 3.41).

The applicant has adequately justified this request based upbn R-270-1980:
a.

The proposed C-2 zoning allows extensive review by city departments, agencies and residents,
which minimizes any adverse effects of future development on public facilities, services and
roadways and ensures that the design contributes positively to the neighborhood. . This is
consistent with the health, safety, morals, and general welfare of the city (A). . '
The Planning Department considers that the applicant has provided an acceptable justification
for the change and has demonstrated that the requested zoning will not destabilize land use and
zoning in the area because it is consistent with the zoning of many surrounding properties (8).
The applicant cited a preponderance of applicable goals and policies of the Comprehensive
Plan and the West Side Strategic Plan that are furthered by this request (C). _
The applicant has justified the change based on changed conditions and on the proposed use
category being more advantageous to the community
i, An B0-acre Regional Shopping Center, which was approved as part of the Atrisco
Business Park Master Plan, was 2 factor in limiting the amount of commercial
development that could take place on the subject site. This regional mail was never
developed in this area. 100% commercial zoning on the subject site is appropriate to
fill the gap in commercial zoning that was left when the regional mall was developed

further north (2). '
ii.  Overall, the applicant has cited a preponderanca of policies that are furthered by this

rcquest {3).

2 zoning is an appropriate zoning category for a Community Activity Center and that most

of the allowable uses are innocuous (E).
The applicant will be required to fund any associated infrastructure improvements (F).

Economic considerations are not the determining factor for the request (G).
While the location of the site is certainly a factor in this analysis, it is not the only justification

for the proposed change (H).
This request will not constitute a spot zone or a strip zone (1 and J).

There is no known neighborhood or other opposition to this request. There is substantial support

for this request from area residents and neighborhood associations.
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On May 15, 2008 the Environmental Planning Commission voted to approve Project 1007204/08EPC
40034, a site development plan for subdivision, for Tracts 1A, 1B, 24, 2B, 3A, 3B, 4B, and 6 V.E. Barreit
Subdivision and Tracis 4-A-1, 5-B-1, 5-B-2, Lands of WEFCO Pariners, based on the following Findings
and subject to the following Conditions:

FINDINGS:

1. This is a request for a site development plan for subdivision with design standards for Tracts 1A,
1B, 2A, 2B, 3A, 3B, 4B, and 6 V.E. Barrett Subdivision and Tracts 4-A-1, 5-B-1, 5- B-2, Lands of
WEFCO Partners an approximately 50-acre vacant site located at the southwest corner of Central
and Unser SW. The site is currently zoned C-2 and SU-1/C-2 (10 acres), O-1, and PRD 20du/acre

(7 acres).

2. The applicant is proposmg to re-plat the e)ustmg {1 teacts into 14 tracts and proposes design
standards.

3. The applicant has a submitted concurrent request for 2 map amendment to the West Route 66

Sector Development Plan for an approximately 36- acre portion of the site so that the entire site
will be zoned C-2. The applicant has also submitted a concurrent request for a site development
plan for building permit. Retails uses are proposed for the entire site, including a heatth club.

4. The subject site is located within the Established Urban Area as designated by the Comprehensive
Plan and is. also within the boundaries of the West side Strategic Plan and the West Route 66
Sector Development Plan. The site is a designated Community Activity Center, and Central and
Unser are both Enhanced Transit Corridors in this area.

5. This request partially furthers the following Comprehensive Plan goals and policies:

a. The applicant is proposing design standards that would regulate the use and design of these
future pad sites. However, the site development plan for subdivision does not restrict the
number of drive-thrus on the site. Restriction on the number of drive-thrus is crucial to
maintain the integrity of the Activity Center and to protect the established residential
neighborhoods from the traffic that will be drawn to and through the site thereby increasing
vehicle/pedestrian conflicts (ILB.5k),

b. While staff agrees that the location is convenient for res1dents, the proposed site plan consists

mostly of larger parcels (ILB.7a).

6. This request furthers the following West Side Strategic Plan policy:
a. This site is accessible by several major streets and is also served by 4 bus routes (Policy

1.14).

151



OFFICIAL NOTICE OF DECISION
MAY 15,2008

PROJECT #1007204
PAGE5OF17 |

Delegation of future phases of development to the DRB is not appropriate in this case because of
the importance of the properties adjacent to Central and Unser.

The submittal meets the Zoning Code’s Large Retail Facility (LRF) Regulations (Section14-16-3-
2 (D)) except for the block size specifics of subsection (3) Site Division. The subject siie’s
dimensions result in irregular block sizes, which are appropriate because:

The proposed block sizes achieve the intent of the LRF Regulations;

The proposed design is appropriate for this location;
The narrow side of the site abuts the adjacent 86% Street that provides a primary access

The long side along Central Avenue has a major entrance that leads to a large pedesirian-
oriented entrance plaza for a group of buildings.

O op

There is substantial support for this request from area residents and neighborhood associations.

CONDITIONS:

1.

The EPC delegates final sign-off anthority of this site development plan to the Development

Review Board (DRB). The DRB is responsible for ensuring that all EPC Conditions have been
satisfied and that other applicable City requirements have been met. A letter shall accompany the
submittal, specifying all modifications that have been made 1o the site plan since the EPC hearing,
including how the site plan has been modified fo meet each of the EPC conditions. Unauthorized
changes to this site plan, including before or after DRB final sign-off, may result in forfeiture of

approvals.

Prior to application submittal to the DRB, the applicant shall meet with the staff planner to ensure
that all conditions of approva.l are met.

- Design Standards

a. Tuture phases of development may be dclegated to the DRB after EPC review of the first pad
gite.

b. The applicant shall prowde a pote stating that all development on the site must comply with
Zoning Code and West Route 66 Sector Development Plan Design Overlay Zone regulations
and that where conflicts exist, the most restrictive shall apply.

c. All references to the SU-2 zone shall be removed from the Design Standards.

d. A clear statement shall be added to the Permitted Tses section stating that any C-2 conditional
uses proposed for the site will require a Conditional Use Permit.

e. Streetscape: The applicant shall insert the statement that streetscape will also encourage nearby
residents to walk rather than drive to Unser Crossing.

f. Parking: :

1. The statement prohibiting on-street parking shall be removed.
ii.  The statement regarding compliance with the big box ordinance shall be removed from .

the second bullet point.
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iii. A standard shall be added stating that parking shall be placed on at least two sidesof a <

building within a particular lot and, if poSsibIe, shail not dominate the building or street
frontage.

iv.  The statement regarding employee parking shall be removed.

v. A note shall be added stating that trees shall be provided in the parking areas per the
requirements of the West Route 66 Sector Development Plan Design Overlay Zone.

. Site Landscape:

i.  The applicant shall state when the hardscape palette will be selected and by whom.
ji.  The first bullet point shall not state specific zoning code section and shall additionally
statc that landscape plans shall also comply with the West Route 66 Sector
Development Plan Design Overlay Zone.
Commons Area: This section shall be removed.
Service/Loading Areas: The wall height required for screening of scrvme/loadmg shall be
changed to 8 at the loading dock areas.
Building Articulation/Design: Design requirements shall be added to make the rears of
buildings attractive to the same standard as the sides of buildings.
Portable Buildings: Temporary portable buildings shall also be prohibited.
Sustainability: The applicant shall add information regarding access to transit and safe and
convenient pedestrian connections in order to facilitate multi-modal transportation.
Lighting: Maximum lighting height shall be 20° unless the Zoning Hearing Examiner approves

a variance.

Signage Master Plan shall return to the EPC for review and approval:

i. Off-premise signs shall be added to the Jist of prohibited signs. Temporary banner
signs for special events may be allowed with an Administrative Amendment.

ii. The statement “‘signs will not be permitted to be installed or placed along the
perimeter of the property” shall be removed.

iii. A note shall be added stating that ail signage shall comply with regulations of the
Zoning Code and the West Route 66 Sector Developmcnt Plan Des1gn Overlay
Zone unless the Zoning Hearing Examiner approves a variance.

iv. A npote shall be added stating that signage facing residential areas shall not be

illuminated,

3. Transit;

i. The applicant shall include information regarding all of the bus routes that serve the

subject site.
1. The applicant shall coordinate with the Transit Department about possible

participation in Transportation Demand Management (TDM) programs.

6. Drive-Up Service Windows: The total number of permitted drive-up service windows shall be
limited to 4, with the number of adjacent drive-up service window uses limited to two. Drive-up
window uses may include a bank, pharmacy and a maximum of two “quick-serve restaurants.”
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7. Wireless Telecornmunications Facilities: Any allowance for wireless telecommunications facilities
shall require architectural intepration.

8. The site development plan for subdivision shall be made to match the approved site development
plan for building permit.

9. Final approval of the cortesponding map amendment to the West Route 66 Sector Development
Plan (08EPC 40039) by the City Council is required prior to final sign-off of the site development
plan for subdivision at the DRB.

10. City Engineer Conditions:

a.

The Developer is responsible for permanent improvements to the fransportation facilities
adjacent to the proposed site development plan. Those improvements will include any
additional right-of-way requirements, paving, curb and guiter, sidewalk and ADA
accessible ramps that have not already been provided for. Comment continued on next
page. All public infrastructure constructed within public right-of-way or public easements
shail be to City Standards. Those Standards will include but are not limited to sidewalks
(std. dwg. 2430), driveways (std. dwg. 2425), private entrances (std. dwg. 2426) and wheel
chair ramps (std. dwg. 2441).

Per Trausportation Development Staff, completion of the requm:d system improvements
that are attributable to the development, as identified in the TIS, is required.

Page 7, 10C and page 15, 18C, The width of the drive aisle between the landscape island
and the parking area behind retail shops 7C and 7C2 shall be a maximnm 35° to minimize
the crossing distance for the pedestrian walkway by adding additional parking.

Provide adequate site distance at service drives along Bridge Boulevard adjacent to 6°
screen wall,

According to the TIS, there are six uses with drive-thru windows. Therefore, the apphuant
should provide the entire site plan for the purpose of reviewing site circulation.

- Site drives fo be designed and located per the recommendations in the T1S.

Provide truck route and turning information on site plan Service drives and loadmg areas
to be designed accordingly.

Provide cross access to Tracts 7 and 8 (designated as not a part on site plan), to site drive
aisles that provide connections with Unser and Bridge Boulevards. Provide applicable
Cross access agreements.

A concurrent platting action will be required at DRB.

Site plan shall comply and be designed per DPM Standards,

Dedication of right-of-way from the centerline of Unser Boulevard a inmted ACCess,
principal arterial as designated on the Long Range Roadway System map.

. Dedication of right-of-way from the centerline of Central Avenuve a Principal artenal as

designated on the Long Range Roadway Systeim map.
Dedication of right-of-way from the centerline of Bridge Boulevard a Collector Street as

designated on the Long Range Roadway System map.
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1l.

. Dedication of right-of-way from the centerline of 86" Street a Collector Street as

designated on the Long Range Roadway Sysiem map.
0. Dedication of an addmonal 6 feet of right-of-way along Unser Boulevard, Central Avenue,
Bridge Boulevard and 86™ Street as required by the City Engineer to provide for on-street -

b1cyclc lanes.
p. Construction of the bicycle lanes along Unser Boulevard, Central Avenve, Bridge

Boulevard and 86" Street adjacent to the subject property, as designated on Long Range
Bikeways System map.

Final City Council approval of the accompanying sector dcvclopmen.t plan map amendment
(OBEPC-40039) is reguired prior to final DRB sign-off.

On May 15, 2008 the Environmental Planning Commission voted to approve Project 1007204/08EPC
08EPC 40035, a site development plan for building permit, for Tracts 14, 1B, 2A, 2B, 3A, 3B, 4B, and 6
V.E. Barrett Subdivision and Tracts 4-A-1, 5-B-1, 5-B-2, Lands of WEFCOQO Partoers, based on the

following Findings and subject to the following Conditions:

FINDINGS:

1.

This is a request for-a site development plan for building permit for portions of Tracts 1A, 1B, 2A,
2B, 34, 3B, 4B, and 6 V.E. Barrett Subdivision and Tracts 4-A-1, 5-B-1, 5-B-2, Lands of WEFCO
Partners an overall approximatcly 50-acre vacant site located at the sonthwest corner of Central
and Unser SW. The site is currently zoned C-2 and SU-1/C-2 (10 acres), O-1, and PRD 20du/acre

(7 acres),

The applicant has a submitted concurrent request for a map amendment to the West Route 66
Sector Development Plan for an approximately 36- acre portion of the site so that the entire site
will be zoned C-2. The applicant has also submitted a concurrent request for a site development
plan for subdivision with design standards Retails uses are proposed for the entire site, including

a health club,

The subject site is located within the Established Urban Area 25 designated by the Comprehensive
Plan and is also within the boundaries of the West side Strategic Plan and the West Route 66
Sector Development Plan. The site is a designated Community Activity Center, and Central and

_Unser are both Ephanced Transit Corridors in this area.
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This request partially furthers the following Comprehensive Plan goals and policies:
a.

The concept of creating a shopping center to offer more retail options to west side residents is
supported; however, the overall layout and design of the shopping center with its back towards
the adjacent residential neighborhoods does little to promote an integrated community. The
site layout is not conducive to walkabilty and places more of an emphasis on the personal
vehicle (Goal for Developing and Established Urban Areas).

The proposed site layout could be improved to better respect e;ustmg neighborhood
condifions, although the proposed uses are appropriate (1LB.5d).

This request would enable development of a vacant infill site that is contiguous to existing
infrastructure. However, the proposed design of the site does not ensure the integrity of the
existinng neighborhood because the entite length of Bridge Boulevard, which is adjacent to

residential neighborhoods, is devoted to building rears and loading docks (IL.B.5e).

The employment and services uses in the retail center would complement the surrounding
residential areas. Currently, there are few retail options on the west side. However, the design
of the site may create adverse effects of noise, lighting, pollution, and traffic on the adjacent
residential environment (ILB.5i).

This development will buffer adjacent residential areas from the noise on Central Avenue, but
the proposed Iocation of the truck Joading docks will create additional noise (E1.B.5k).

The site’s location is convenient for commercial services, but mixed uses are not proposed,
and the site design does not encourage walking (I1.B.7a).

The proposed commercial uses may somewhat encourage walking from one shop to another
adjacent shop, although the overall site design does not encourage ‘walking, -Pedestrian
linkages are provided between uses within the site and to surrounding neighborhood. Buildings
are not designed to support public transit and pedestrian activity, although the architecture is
appropriate. Landscaping, street furniture, and textured paving are proposed (ILC.94).

While the proposal may centribute to the efficient placement of services and sufficient
roadway capacity will be ensured through required improvements at the applicant’s cost, the
proposal does mot encourage walking, bicycling, or the use of transit. The applicant is
proposing to provide transit shelters, but these could be incorporated into the site plan in a
more meaningful way (Transportation and Transit Goal).

Adequate parking screening is provided, and no high water use plants are proposed for the
landscape strips. Proposed signage, however, is excessive, and building facades are mostly
separated from the roadway comidor by parking areas. Sidewalks are proposed adjacent to the
surrounding roadway corridors that will facilitate safe and convement walking around the
perimeter of the site (11.C.9e).

The proposal does not show a majority of building entrances from the strect and shows the
majority of buildings set back from the street at distances far greater than what this policy calls
for, with parking areas separating the buildings from the street. The applicant has vsed a 15%
parking reduction based upon transit access as allowed by the Zoning Code and the design
standards project a floor area ratjo of 1.0 at build-out. This policy calls for building entrances
to be on the street for the convenience of transit riders and to make the use of transit more

appealing to vehicle drivers (ILD.4a).
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8.

k. Pedestrian and bicycle paths have been incorporated into the project, but the layout of the
buildings could be improved to reduce pedestrian/vehicle conflicts and walking distances
(IL.D.4g).

1. Four transit routes service this site, and safe access to transit and transfer capability is provided
for in this site plan, although the site plan fails to meaningfully integrate transit into the
development (ILD.4p).

This request furthers the following West Side Strategic Plan goals and policies: .
a. This site is accessible by several major streets and is also served by 4 bus routes. It is
accessible by pedestrians and bicyclists, although this access may not be ideal (Policy 1.14).

This request partially furthers the following West Side Strategic Plan goals and policies:

a. Although some of the smaller shops are clustered in some areas of the site plan, many of the
proposed structures have the appearance of a strip mall (Policy 1.3).

b. Pedestrian and bicycle access is provided to key activity areas. However, the parking lois are
not carefully designed to facilitate this access (Policy 1.5).

¢. The proposal shows buildings of different scales, and the smaller building clusters encourage
pedestrian access. However, the three main bujlding structures are too large to be considered
pedestrian scale, and parking is located solely in front of the larger buildings. No on-street
parking is proposed (Policy 1.12).

d. .While the applicant is proposing aesthetically pleasing landscaping for Bridge and Central and
is also proposing commercial services that will contribute to the social enhancement of Bridge
and Central, the entire length of Bridge adjacent to the subject site is dedicated to building
rears with large loading dock areas (Policy 3.45). '

The subrmittal meets the Zoning Code’s Large Retail Facility (LRF) Regulations (Section14-16-3-
2 (D)) except for the block size specifics of subsection (3) Site Division. The subject site’s
dimensions result in irregular block sizes, which are appropriate because:

The proposed block sizes achieve the intent of the LRF Regulations;

The proposed design is appropriate for this location;

The narrow side of the site abuts the adjacent 86™ Street that provides a pritnary access
The long side along Central Avenue has a major entrance that leads to a large, pedestrian-
oriented entrance plaza for a group of buildings.

RO T

There is substantjal support for this request from area residents and neighborhood associations.
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CONDITIONS :

1.

The EPC delegates final sign-off authority of this site development plan o the Development
Review Board (DRB). The DRB is responsible for ensuring that all EPC Conditions have been
satisfied and that other applicable City requirements have been met. A letter shall accompany the
submittal, specifying all modifications that have been made to the site plan since the EPC hearing,
including how the site plan bas been modified to meet each of the EPC conditions. Unauthorized
changes to this site plan, including before or after DRB final sign-off, may result in forfeiture of

_ approvals.

Prior to application submittal to the DRB, the applicant shall meet with ihe_staff planner to ensure
that all conditions of approval are met.

Parking:
a. The motcu'cycle spaces shall be located in an area that is visible from the entrance of the

building on the site.

b. A detail drawing of the proposed motorcycle signage shall be provided.

¢. Add a coluran to the parking calculations chart totaling the number of required parking spaces
for each building group to match the groupings in the “Parking Provided” column. [f the
minirnum parking required for the site cannot be met, then the applicant shall request a
variance from the Zoning Hearing Examiner.

d. Adjust building square footages in the parkmrr calculation chart to match those shown on the

site plan.
e. The row of disabled parking spaces south of Retail 1 shali be Jocated closer to the entrance of

Retail 1 or Retail 7B.
f.  Some of the disabled parking spaces adjacent to Retail 5 shall be located near Retail 4.

Parking shall be located on at least 2 sides of each building.

g,

Site Plan:

~ a. Note 1 shall be revised to remove the stdtement “if a truck bay is located wuhm 300 feet of a

-residential structure.”
b. Future phases of development may be delegated to the DRB after EPC review of the first pad

site.
c. Pedestrian walkways through the parking lots shall align with building enfrances where

possible. .
d. Additional cart storage areas shall be provided throughout the site where necessary, and

parking calculations shall be revised accordingly. 7 '
¢. Pervious paving shall be used in plaza areas, along building facades, and along pedestrian

walkways.
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5. Transit:

a.

All adjacent bus stops (including those on opposite sides of the street) shall be shown cn the

site plan.

Direct connections shall be provided to each adjacent bus stop.

A trapsit feasibility plan shall be provided as per West Side Strategic Plan Pohcy 1.2 and in
coordination with the Trangit Department.

A new stop on Central Avenue just east of the westernmost driveway will provide access to
the site via the #54 and the #66. A new stop on Unser norih of the Unser driveway will
provide access via the #54. These shall be shown on the site plan and incorporated into the
site design as approved by the Transit Department.

The applicant shall install bus shelters and associated trash cans and benches at both stops, as
reflected in the Site Plan for Subdivision’s section M (Transit Facilities), and as approved by
the transit department.

If posted speed limits adjacent to the site on Central will remain over 45 mph, then the
applicant instail a bus bay for the new stop on Central Avenuve, if required by the Transit

Depamncnt

Maximum lighting height shall be 20’ unless the Zoning Hearing Examiner approves a variance.

6.
7. Landscaping:

a. Parking lot tree planters shall be placed such that not more than 15 side-by-side parking spaces
shall be allowed between planters. For the purpose of calculating parking spaces, cart storage
spaces and motorcycle spaces shall be included.

b. The locations of trees, lighting, and signage shall be coordinated to prevent futnre conflict.

¢. Move street trees along Bridge and along g6™ behind sidewalk per street tree ordinance. Move
sidewalk farther away from strect creating planting area 6’ wide or greater providing sufficient
rooting area and place trees there for greater pedestrian safety, walkability, and environmental
benefits. Same for sidewalk placement along Central and Unser.

d. A street tree plan shall be provided for the entire lengths of Central and Unser.. '

i e. Street trees along Central shall be species that will reach a height of 25 feet or less at maturity.
(PNM comment).
f. The note “Landscape to be determined by future tenant” shall be removed.
8. Walls and Fences:
a. The wall height required for screening of servmefloadmg shall be changed to 8 at the
loading dock areas.
b. Detail drawings of the proposed screen wall shall be providcd, including informaticn
regarding materials and colors that match the building architecture,
9. Plaza areas:

a. The square footage of each plaza space shall be indicated on the site plan.
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b.

Plaza calculations shall be revised to reflect regulations of the large retail facilities
regulations (a collection of smaller buildings linked by common walls shall be considered
one building). Plaza space for each building shali be located adjacent to or near the
associated building.

A minimum of 50% of the required public space shall be provided in the form of aggregate
space as required by the Zoning Code’s Large Retail Facility Regulations.

10.  Grading, Drainage, and Utility Plan
a. The detention pond shall be shallow to prevent the need for defensive security fencing, if

- technically feasible, yet has the capacity to manage storm waters in a 100-year event.
b. The retaining wall symbol shall be removed from the legend unless there is actually a retaining

- wall on the site. .
¢. A detail drawing for the detention pond shall be provided. This ponding area shall be rotated
90 degrees and relocated parallel along the adjacent drive aisle and to be bisected by the

proposed pedestrian walkway and as presented at the hearing.

11. Architechire:

a.

b.

C.

Flevations shall state color names, shall correcily label each building, and shall use
cardinal directions to label each fagade.

The statement on the Lowe’s elevations regarding the “representation of design intent”

shall be removed. _
Colors and materials of service doors shall be indicated. High guality materials and

treatments shall be used to enhance the aesthetic qualities of these doors.
Similar treatments shall be used on rear elevations as are used on side elevations to meet

the intent of Zoning Code §14-16-3-18.
Outdoor seating and plaza space shall be prov1ded as required by large retail facility

regulations (§14-16-3-2) and Zoning Code §14-16-3-18. _
Retail buildings 7C and 7C2 shall have windows facing the pedestrian plaza on their east

and west fapades, respectfully.

12.  Signage Master Plan shall return to the EPC for review and approvali

a.

b.

C.

All signage shall comply with the Signage Master Plan as approved by the EPC as part of
the associated site development plan for subdivision (08EPC 40034).

Vehicular and pedestrian wayfinding sign program shall be included.

Allocation of signage for all tenants shall be described.

13. Mainfenance Agreement: _
' a. The applicant shall sign a maintenance agreement with the City that is deemed appropriate by

the Planning Director. (§14-16-3-2) _
b. The applicant shall add a note on the site development plan for building permit refefencing the

maintenance agreement.

16\
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14,

15.

16.

17.

18.

Solid Waste:
a. The site plan shall comply and be designed in accordance with Scolid Waste Management

reguirements.
b. Detail drawings shall be provided of the proposed double refuse enclosure.

Final approval of the corresponding map amendment to the West Route 66 Sector Development
Plan (0BEPC 40039} by the City Council is required prior to final sign-off of the site development

plan for building permit at the DRB.

The applicant must request a Water/Sewer Availability statement. The Utility Plan shall be
approved by the Water Utility Authority prior to DRB sign-off.

PNM conditions: Access to the development along Central Avenue (driveways, curb cuts) needs
to avoid the existing PNM structures. If any of the PNM structures are required to be located due
to this project, the developer must pay for the cost of relocation. Any changes or realignment of
the existing overhead or underground distribution lines will be at the customer’s expense.

City Engineer Cond1t10ns
a. The Developer is responsible for permanent 1mpr0vements to the transportation facilities

adjacent to the proposed site development plan. Those improvements will include any
additional right-of-way requircments, paving, carb and gutter, sidewalk and ADA accessible
ramps that have not already been provided for. Comment continued on next page. All public
infrastructure constreted within public right-of-way or public easements shall be to City
Standards. Those Standards will include but are pot limited to sidewalks (std. dwg. 2430),
driveways (std. dwg. 2425), private entrances (std. dwg. 2426) and whee! chair ramps (std.
dwg. 2441). ‘

b. Per Transportation Development Staff, completion of the required system improvements that

are attributable to the development, as identified in the T1S, is required. .

Page 7, 10C and page 15, 18C, The width of the drive aisle between the landscape island and

the parking area behind retail shops :7C and 7C2 shall be a maximum 35’ to minimize the

crossing distance for the pedestrian walkway by adding additiona! parking.

d. Provide adequate site distance at service drives along Bndge Boulevard adjacent to 6" screen
wall.

¢. According to the TIS, there are six uses w1th drive-thru windows. Therefore, the applicant
should provide the entire site plan for the purpose of reviewing site circulation.

f. Site drives to be designed and located per the recommendations in the TIS.
Provide truck route and turning information on site pian Service drives and loading areas to be
designed accordingly.

h. Provide cross access to Tracts 7 and 8 (designated as not a part on site plan), to site drive aisles

. that provide connections with Unser and Bridge Boulevards. Provide applicable cross access
. agreements.
1. A concurrent platting action will be required at DRB.
j- Site plan shall comply and be designed per DPM Standards.

a1
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k. Dedication of right-of-way from the centerline of Unser Boulevard a limited access, principal
arterial as designated on the Long Range Roadway System map.
I Dedication of right-of-way from the centerline of Central Avenue a Principal arterial as

designated on the Long Range Roadway System map.
Dedication of right-of-way from the centerline of Bridge Boulevard a Collector Street as

designated on the Long Range Roadway System map.

Dedication of right-of-way from the centerline of 86™ Street a Collector Street as des1gnated

on the Long Range Roadway System map. _ _
Dedication of an additional 6 feet of right-of-way along Unser Boulevard, Central Avenoe,

Bridge: Boulevard and 86™ Strect as required by the City Engineer to provide for on-street

bicycle lanes.
Construction of the bicycle lanes alonv Unser Boulevard, Central Avenue, Bridge Boulevard

and 86™ Street adjacent to the subject plopcn?y as designated on Long Range Bikeways
Systern map.

m.

IF YOU WISH TO APPEAL/PROTEST THIS DECISION, YOU MUST DO SO BY MAY 30, 2008 IV
THE MANNER DESCRIBED BELOW. A NON-REFUNDABLE FILING FEE WILL BE :
CALCULATED AT THE LAND DEVELOPMENT COORDINATION COUNTER AND IS
REQUIRED AT THE TIME THE APPEAL IS FILED. IT IS NOT POSSIBLE TO APPEAL EPC
RECOMMENDATIONS TO CITY COUNCIL; RATHER, A FORMAL PROTEST OF THE EPC's
RECOMMENDATION CAN BE FILED WITHIN THE 15 DAY PERIOD FOLLOWING THE EPC's

DECISION.

Appeal io the City Council: Persons aggrieved with any determination of the Environmental
Planning Commission acting under this ordinance and who have legal standing as defined in
Section 14-16-4-4.B.2 of the City of Albuquerque Comprehensive Zoning Code may file an
appeal to the City Council by submifting writien application on the Planning Department form to
the Planning Department within 15 days of the Planning Commission's decision. The date the
determination in question is issued is not included in the 15-day period for filing an appeal, and if
the fifteenth day falls on a Saturday, Sunday or holiday as listed in the Merit System Ordinance,
the next working day is considered as the deadline for filing the appeal. The City Council may
decline to hear the appeal if it finds that all City plans, policies and ordinances have been properly
followed. If they decide that all City plans, policies and ordinances have not been properly
followed, they shall hear the appeal. Such appeal, if heard, shall be heard within 45 days of its

filing.
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YOU WILL RECEIVE NOTIFICATION IF ANY PERSON FILES AN APPEAL. IF THERE IS NO
APPEAL, YOU CAN RECEIVE BUILDING PERMITS AT ANY TIME AFTER THE APPEAL
DEADLINE QUOTED ABOVE, PROVIDED ALL CONDITIONS IMPOSED AT THE TIME OF
APPROVAL HAVE BEEN MET. SUCCESSFUL APPLICANTS ARE REMINDED THAT OTHER
REGULATIONS OF THE CITY MUST BE COMPLIED WITH, EVEN AFTER APPROVAL OF THE

REFERENCED APPLICATION(S).

Successful applicants should be aware of the termination provisions for Site Development Plans specified
in Section 14-16-3-11 of the Comprehensive Zoning Code. Generally plan approval is terminated 7 years

after approval by the EPC

Sincerely,

Richard Dineen
Planning Director

RD/AD/ac

ce: Darren Sowell Architects, 4700 Lincoln Rd. NE, Suite 111, Albug. NM 87109
Miguel Maestas, Avalon NA, 9400 Harbor Rd. NW, Albug. NM 87121
Kelly Chappelle, Avalon NA, 9135 Santa Catalina Ave. NW, Albug. NM 87121
M Max Garcia, Los Volcanes NA, 6619 Honeylocust Ave. NW, Albug. NM 87121
Benny Sandoval, Los Volcanes NA, 6516 Honeylocust Ave. NW, Albug. NM 87121
Tony Chavez, Skyview West NA, 305 Claire Ln. SW, Albug. NM 87121
Beatrice Purcella, Skyview West NA, 201 Claire Ln. SW, Albug. NM 87121
Norman Mason, Stinson, Tower NA, 7427 Via Tranquilo SW, Albug. NM 87121
Victor Wyant, Stinson Tower NA, 612 Cottontail SW, Albug. NM 87121
Andres Anaya, Sunrise HOA, 209 Galataneau NW, Albuq. NM 87121
Darlene Norris, Sunrise HOA, 319 Galantanen NW, Albug. NM 87121
Matthew Archuleta, Westgate Heights NA, 1628 Summerfield SW, Albug. NM 87121
Libby McIntosh, Westgate Heights NA, 1316 Ladrones Ct. SW, Albug. NM 87121
Van Barber, Westside Merchants Assoc., 5201 Central NW, Albug. NM 87105
Miguel Maestas, Westside Merchants Assoc., 6013 Sunset Gardens SW, Albuq. NM 87121
Dan Serrano, 3305 Ronda De Lechugas NW, Albug. NM 87120
Becky Davis, 500 Leeward Dr. NW, Altbug. NM 87121
Terry Gallegos, 417 65" St. SW, Albug. NM 87121
Louis Tafoya, 6411 Avalon Rd. NW, Albug. NM 87105
Dr. Joe Valles, 5020 Grande Vista Ct. NW, Albug. NM 87121
Senator Linda M. Lopez, 9132 Suncrest SW, Albug. NM 87121
Susan Unser, 7625 Central NW, Albug. NM 87121
Bemard Dooley, 7611, Via Sereno, Albug. NM 87121
Klarissa Pena, 6525 Sunset Gardens SW, Albug. NM 87121

n M\
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City of Albugquerque Date: September 19, 2008

Planning Department
Development Review Division OFFICIAL NOTIFICATION OF DECISION
P.O. Box 1293 _
Albuguerque, New Mexico 87103 FILE: Projectd 1007320 _
: ' 08EPC-40071 SITE DEVELOPMENT -
BUILDG PRMT

Lowe’s Home mprovement
4607 Silverheel St.

Shawnee, KS 66226 - |
: LEGAL DESCRIPTION: for all or a portion of

Iot 2A-5A1-Al, Home Development Addition,
zoned SU-1 for Planned Commercial
Development with uses penmissive and
conditional in the C-2 zone, located on Hotel
Circle NE between Lomas Blvd. and Eubank
Blvd., containing approximately 9 acres. (K-21)
Catalina Lebner, Staff Planner

On September 18, 2008 the Environmental Planning Coramission voted to approve Project 1007320/
- O8EPC 40071, a Site Development Plan for Building Permit for Tract 2A-5A1-A1, Home Déevelopment
Addition, zoned SU-1 for Planned Commercial Development with Uses Permissive and Conditional in the
C-2 zone, based on the following Findings and subject to the following Conditions:

FINDINGS:

1. This i5 a request for a site development plan for building permit for Tract 2A-5A1-Al, Home
Development Addition, an approximately 9 acre site located south of Lomas BOllIeVdId and
approximately in the center of the area known as Hotel Cirele.

2 The applicant proposes to develop an approximately 138,000 square foot home improvement
center, which will replace approximately 100,000 square feet of existing retail space. The
proposed building is not a re-use; it 15 a new structure since the existing buildings will be
demolished and a new building will be constructed. A reconfigured parking lot area, la;ndscapxng

. and other sile improvements are also proposed.

3. The subject site is zoned SU-1 for Planned Commcrcial Development with Uses Permissive and
Conditional in the C-2 zone. The proposed retail use is allowed under the subject site’s current

Zoning,

wuas EXHIBIT 7p
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The subject site lies within the boundaries of the Established Urban Area of the Comprehensive
Plan and is located in the Los Altos/Market Center Commmunity activity center. No sector
development plans apply.

The request is subject to the Large Retail Facilities (LRF) Ordinance, commonly referred to as the
“Big Box” Ordinance (0-06-53). The proposed building is greater than nhe 75 GOO square foot
threshold for applicability of the Ordinance.

The request furthers the following applicable Comprehensive Plan policies:

A. Policy [1.B.5j-peneral location of commercial uses. The proposed development would be
located in a Jarger area-wide shopping center that is commerciaily zoned.

B. Policy ILB.7f~ Activity Centers/buffering. The more intense uses in this shopping center are
separated from the single-family homes to the east by a buffer of other uses, including
townhomes, a hotel and a school.

The request partially furthers the following applicable Comprehensive Plan Goal and policies:

A. Activity Centers Goal- Locating another commercial use in a designated activity cenier
generally supports the Activity Centers Goal; however, in this case the request will not reduce
auto travel needs and will not enhance the identity of Albuquergue and the nearby commivmity.

B. Policy  TLB.5d-location and intensity/other resources.’-The location and intensity are
appropnate for the proposed use, though many of the LRF Ordinance requirements that would
increase its compatibility are not met.

C. Policy ILB.5!- design quality and innovation/plan area. The proposed new development is
franchise architecture and does not demonstrate design innovation, though there is some other
franchise architecture in the area.

The proposed site development plan for building permit mostly complies with 0-06-53, the Large
Retail Facilities (LR¥) Ordinance. The needed improvements that remain, many of Whlbh are

* “clean up” items, can be achieved through the application of conditions of approval

A Traffic Impact Study (TIS) was not required, though a Trip Generation Comparison (TGC) was.
The TGC indicates that the proposed Large Retail Facility (LRF) will generate approximately
3,000 fewer two-way vehicle trips in a 24 hour period than the existing retfail uses.

Because the subject site is greater than 5 acres, the archaeological ordinance (0-07-72) applies.
The applicant has obtained a Certificate of No Effect.

The required pre-facilitated meeting was held. A few neighbors attended and expressed concern

regarding property tax impact and crime at a nearby hotel. A follow-up facilitated meeting was not
requested or held. There is no known neighborhood or other opposition as of this writing.

uQu
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The subject site is located less then 700 feet from the intersection of two collector streets, Lomas
Boulevard and Morrs Road, and i is adjacent to and has full access to these roadways and complies

with Section 14.D.2.¢c.2 .

CONDITIONS:

.

The EPC delegates final sign-off authority of this site development plan to the Development
Review Board (DRB). The DRB is responsible for ensuring that all EPC Conditions have been
satisfied and that other applicable City requirements have been met. A letter shall accompany the
submittal, specifying all modifications that have been made to the site plan since the EPC hearing,
including how the site plan has been modified to meet each of the EPC conditions. Unauthorized
changes to this site plan, including before or after DRB final sign-off, may result in forfeiture of

approvals.

Prior to final DRB sign off, the applicant shall meet with the Development Review Staff planner
to ensure that the conditions of approval are met. Evidence of this meeting shall be provided fo the

DRB at the time of application.

Maintenance Agreernent: | _
The applicant shall sign a maintenance agreement with the City, prior to final DRB sign-off, so
that the site will be mainfained when vacant to the minimal standards, among others as deemed

appropriate by the Planning Director, elaborated in the LRF Ordinance.

‘Walls/Fences:
A. The screen wall [and the retaining wall if over 4 fi. tall] shall have additional articulation, such

as multiple finishes and vertical pilasters, as required pursuant to Zoning Code §14-16-3-
19(B)(2) (a and b).

The retaining wall shall not exceed 3 fi. tall in the west-east segment south of the plaza area.
The retaining wall’s range of height and finish shall be specified on the site development plan.
The finish for the retaining wall and the screen wail shall be specified as split-face CMU or -

fight beige stucco.

.UOPU

Loading Dock/Screeningf
A. The screen wall near the truckwell/loading dock area shall be 8 fi. all above the finished floor

level and extend horizontally 100 fi. from the face of the dock [(D)(S)(g)(1)]-
B. The finish for both screen walls, for the truck area and the truckwell/loading dock area, shall
be specified and blend with the architecture of the building [(D)(5)g)(1)]-

Pedestrian/Bicycle Connections: |
A. An ADA accessible sidewalk ramp, that is not a loading zone, shall be provided fo allow

pedestrian access from the external sidewalk to the required 8 foof wide sidewalk along the
primary (western) facade so that pedestrians do not have to walk in the loading arca

[(DYS)D]-

(BY NN
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11.

12.

13

B. The sidewalk entering the subject site from Hotel Circle, on the western side of the vehicular
entrance, shall be shown on the site development plan and the landscaping plan.

Landscaping-Buffers:
A. The landscape buffer along the subject site’s southwestern side shall measure 20 ft. wide and
the wider portions shall remain [(D)6)(a)(1)].

B. Additional shrubs shall be added to the eastemn landscape buffer to provide the required 75%
coverage with living, vegetative materials (Zoning Code §14-16-3-10).

Landscaping- Minor “clean up™:

A. The note regarding existing trees, and whether or not they will remain, shall be clarified.

B. The landscaping calculations shail be revised to correct minor discrepancies, such as the size
of the plaza area, size of total Iandscape bed and certain percentages.

Architecture:

A. Every 30,000 gross square feet of structure shall be designed to appear as a minimum of one
distinct building mass with distinct expressions [(E)(6)(b)(2)]-

B. The patio along the building’s main (western) fagade shall be recessed a minimum of 20 fi.
[(DYG)L].

C. The main (Westem) fagade shall contain Retail Suite Lmers display windows, or a recessed
patio at a minimum depth of 20 feet, or a combination of all three, along 50% of the length of

the fagade [(D)(6)(b)(1)].

Signage:

A. There shall be one monument sign, either near the northwest corner or the southern corner of
the subject site, along Hotel Circle.

B. Sign area, for building-mounted signs with borders shall be measured as the area within the
border pursuant to Zoning Code §14—16 1-5 (Deﬁmtmns) and the s1gnage table on Sheet A-
101 shall be corrected. B

Plaza/Outdoor Space: §
The tables in the plaza area shall have umbrellas or other comparable shading structure.

The parkmg lot tree wells shall have curb breaks or another design featirre to allow for
supplemental water harvesting.

CONDITIONS FROM THE CITY ENGINEER MUN"ICIPAL DEVELOPMENT, WATER
AUTHORITY and NMDOT:
Conditions of approval for the proposed Sjte Development Plan for Building Permit shall include:

VL
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A. The Developer is responsible for permanent improvements to the transportation facilitics
adjacent to the proposed site development plan. Those improvements will include any
additional right-of-way requirements, paving, curb and gutter, sidewalk and ADA accessible
ramps that have not already been provided for. All public infrastructure constructed within
public right-of-way or public easements shall be to City Standards. Those Standards will
include but are not limited to sidewalks (std. dwg. 2430), driveways (std. dwg. 2425), private
entrances (std. dwg. 2426) and wheel chair ramps (std. dwg. 2441). ‘

B. Where drives are to be constructed on opposite sides of the street, unless they are offset 50° or
more, the centerlines need to be within 15” of each other. The only exceptions considered, will
‘be the loading areas at the rear of the store or as approved by the Traffic Engineer.

C. Provide truck tumning template information on site plan.

D. Site plan shall comply and be designed per DPM Standards.

The center parking lot sidewalk shali be moved nm‘tﬁ by one row, and a walkway of textured
pattented concrete shall lead to the retail facility to the west. Moving up the southem parking lot
sidewalk by one row is optional.

The Applicant shall investigate whether it is possible to relocate the plaza area adjoining the

sidewalk. If this is not possible, the applicant shall demonstrate why.

PROTEST: IT IS NOT POSSIBLE TO APPEAL EPC RECOMMENDATIONS TO CITY COUNCIL;
RATHER, A FORMAL PROTEST OF THE EPC's RECOMMENDATION CAN BE FILED WITHIN
THE 15 DAY PERIOD FOLLOWING THE EPC's DECISION, WHICH IS BY OCTOBER 3, 2008.

APPEAL: IF YOU WISH TO APPEAL A FINAL DECISION, YGU MUST DO S0 BY OCTOBER 3,
2008 IN THE MANNER DESCRIBED BELOW. A NON-REFUNDABLE FILING FEE WILL. BE
CALCULATED AT THE LAND DEVELOPMENT COORDINATION COUNTER AND IS

REQUIRED AT THE TIME THE APPEAL IS FILED.

Appeal to the City Council: Persons aggrieved with any determination of the Environmental
Planning Cormmission acting under this ordinance and who have legal standing as defined in
Section 14-16-4-4.B.2 of the City of Albuquerque Comprehensive Zoning Code may file an
appeal to the City Council by submitting written application on the Planning Department form to
the Planning Department within 15 days of the Planning Commission’s decision. The date the
determination in question is issued is not included in the 15-day period for filing an appeal, and if
the fifteenth day falls on a Saturday, Sunday or holiday as listed in the Merit System Ordinance,
the next working day is considered as the deadline for filing the appeal. The City Council may
decline to hear the appeal if it finds that all City plans, policies and ordinances have been property
followed. If they decide that all City plans, policies and ordinances have not been properly
followed, they shall hear the appeal. Such appeal, if heard, shall be heard within 45 days of its

filing.

wa\
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YOU WILL RECEIVE NOTIFICATION IF ANY PERSON FILES AN APPEAL. IF THERE IS NO
APPEAL, YOU CAN RECEIVE BUILDING PERMITS AT ANY TIME AFTER THE APPEAL
DEADLINE QUOTED ABOVE, PROVIDED ALL CONDITIONS IMPOSED AT THE TIME OF
APPROVAL HAVE BEEN MET. SUCCESSFUL APPLICANTS ARE REMINDED THAT OTHER
REGULATIONS OF THE CITY MUST BE COMPLIED WITH, EVEN AFTER APPROVAL OF THE
REFERENCED APPLICATION(S). :

Successful apphca:nts should be aware of the termination provisions for Site Development Plans specified
in Section 14-16-3-11 of the Comprehensive Zoning Code. Generally plan approval is terminated 7 years

after approval by the EPC
(/ﬁlmcerely, % m
Richard Dine
Planning Director
RD/CL/ac

cc: Lawrence Kline, Denish + Kline Associates, 500 Marqueite NW, Ste 350, Albug. NM 87102

RO
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CITY OF ALBUQUERQUE ENVIRONMENTAL PLANNING COMMISSION

PLANNING DEPARTMENT Project #1007204 Case: 08EPC 40034/40035/40039
DEVELOPMENT REVIEW DIVISION May 15, 2008
Page 5

W
protect the quality of life within surrounding residential areas and support efficient traffic flows.

The analysis of the Big Box Ordinance will be included in the site plan subdivision and building
permit section below.

Proposed Zoning: C-2

The applicant is requesting C-2 zoning for the entire site. The zone change would affect the
following Tracts: 1A, 1B, 2A, 2B, 3A, 3B, and 6. Tracts 4Al, 4B, 5B1, and 5B2 are currently zoned
C-2 and are not proposed to be rezoned. This change will eliminate the restriction on commercial
uses and will also remove the requirement for restdential uses. However, the C-2 zone allows some
residential uses and therefore this proposed zone change would not entirely preclude residential uses
from locating on the site.

It is important to note that the removal of the SU-1 designation from this site will not eliminate the
requirement for EPC site plan approval. Due to the site’s size, it is subject to Shopping Center
regulations, which require EPC approval. Also, the size of the proposed retail shops makes the
request subject to the Large Retail Facilities regulations, thereby again ensuring EPC site plan
review.

1. ANALYSIS- CONFORMANCE TO ADOPTED PLANS AND POLICIES
A. ALBUQUERQUE / BERNALILLO COUNTY COMPREHENSIVE PLAN (RANK 1)
ESTABLISHED URBAN AREA

The subject site is located in the area designated Established Urban by the Comprehensive Plan with
a Goal to “create a quahty urban environment which perpetuates the tradition of identifiable,
individual but integrated communities within the metropolitan area and which offers a variety and
maximum choice in housing, transportation, work areas, and life styles, while creating a visually
pleasing built environment.”

The three-part request partially furthers the Goal of the Established Urban Area. The concept
of creating a shopping center to offer more retail options to west side residents is supperted by
City policies; however, the overall layout and design of the shopping center with its back
towards the adjacent residential neighborhoods does littie to promote an integrated
community. The site layout is not conducive to walkabilty and places more of an emphasis on
the personal vehicle.

Policy I1.B.5a: The Developing and Established Urban Areas as shown by the Plan map shall allow
a full range of urban land uses, resulting in an overall gross density up to S dwelling units per acre.

The applicant states that the existing requirement for high density residential uses (20 du/a) on
this site is contrary to this policy, which states a desired density of up of 5 dwelling units per
acre. Staff does not agree with this analysis. The desired density of 5 dwelling enits per acre is

14 EXHIBIT 7c
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TIMOTHY V. FLYNN-O'BRIEN

Attorney at Law
817 Gold Avenue SW
Albuquerque, New Mexico 87102-3014
Phone: 505-242-4088 / Fax: 866-428-7568

Tuly 9, 2012

Bruce Thompson

City of Albuquerque Council Services
One Civic Plaza NW, 9th Floor |
Albuquerque, New Mexico 87102

Kevin Curran, Assistant City Attormney
Anita Miller, Assistant City Attorney
City of Albuquerque

P. 0. Box 2248

Albuquerque, New Mexico 87103

RE: AC-12-10
Dear Messrs Thompson, Curran and Ms. Miller:

I have reviewed the LUHO report and have some thoughts. I intend to raise these issues
in a letter to the City Council but, given that my letter to the City Council will be submitted only
a few days before the City Council meeting, I feel it only reasonable to share my thoughts with
you in advance. In sum, Taylor Ranch Neighborhood Association, the Westside Coalition of
Neighborhood Associations and 32 other associations (34 in all) will request that the LUHO
recommendation not be accepted and the full Council review the declaratory ruling appeal. The
LUHO recommendation raises several issues and acceptance would constitute acceptance of the
LUHO recommendation on every issue and, arguably, on extraneous matters discussed therein.
The appellant associations believe the LUHO is incorrect on several issues so will urge review
but, as set forth below, the City Council will not need to address each issue. However, it is
absolutely necessary to vote to review in order to avoid adopting any “erroneous interpretations”
in the LUHO recommendation. In addition, since the declaratory ruling and the LUHO review
deal with interpretations of the zoning code withour reference to a particular project no
councilor is disqualified and no council member needs to recuse himself or herself based upon
their purported feelings for or against any particular proposal. These interpretations of the zoning
code are not case specific.

Background. On behalf of Taylor Ranch Neighborhood Association and the Westside
Coalition of Neighborhood Associations I requested a declaratory ruling interpreting zoning code
language (from the Big Box ordinance) and for a declaratory ruling concerning a specific project.
The Acting Code Compliance Officer issued a declaratory ruling interpreting the code language
but did not rule on the applicability of the code to a specific development. The LUHO also only
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addressed the intent of certain provisions of the Big Box Ordinance.' Since both the
declaratory ruling and the LUHO recommendation simply interpret the zoning code
without reference to the facts of any specific development proposal a councilor’s purported
expressed opinions about a specific proposal do not require recusal. I recognize that
Councilman Garduno has disqualified himself from some matters invelving a specific
proposed development. Councilman Garduno is not required to recuse himself from this
matter (which interprets the code without reference to a specific proposal) anymore than
any other councilor since the matters at issue here are the intent of the Large Retail
Facility/Big Box ordinance in general—not how those interpretations may apply to any
current or future proposed project. A conflict concerning a specific proposal does not
disqualify a councilor from interpreting the intent of specific portions of the Big Box
ordinance any more than opposition to the ordinance itself would. For example,
Councilman Harris voted against the LRF ordinance. One might assume that that vote
represents a belief that the LRF ordinance was ill conceived. That vote, however, in and of
itseif does not mean that he cannot fairly interpret the intent of specific provisions of the
ordinance in general. Councilman Garduno has not expressed any opinions on the proper
interpretation of the access provisions of the ordinance or the issues raised in this appeal
and, therefore, should participate, as should Councilman Harris. See Council Rules Art
111, Sec 8 (B)(7).

The LUHO made recommendations as to: (1) whether there is jurisdiction to issue
declaratory rulings as to specific development projects when the administrative process has
begun; (2) whether the EPC can approve a project that does not meet the access requirements of
14-16-3-2(D)(2)(b); (3) what a Large Retail Facility is under the zoning code, specifically
whether it is more than a building; and (4) whether the zoning code provides guidance as to
whether access to LRFs may be through residential zones. As set forth below the LUHO
recommendation in some cases strayed from the determinations necessary to interpret the intent
of the Big Box ordinance.

1. Jurisdiction to issue declaratory ruling as to specific development when
administrative proceedings are pending. The LUHO recommendation finds that there is no
jurisdiction to issue a declaratory ruling (or LUHO recommendation) as to a specific project once
administrative proceedings have been initiated. Notwithstanding our disagreement with the
LUHO reading of the zoning code we recognize that neither the ZEO nor LUHO dealt with a
specific project and the record is not sufficiently developed for such a review. Therefore
appellants do not seek a declaratory ruling by the City Council as to a specific proposal for the
Silver Leaf property. The code specifically provides for declaratory rulings as to the
“applicability of the Zoning Code to a proposed development or activity” §14-16-4-8. There is
no prohibition to a declaratory ruling if a case is pending. The use of the term “proposed

! On appeal Taylor Ranch Neighborhood Association and the Westside Coaiition were joined by 32 other
neighborhood and homeowner associations. See attached list of appellants.
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activity” implies that the development can include a pending proposal before an administrative
body. The LUHO opinion is inconsistent with past practice. In the Hinkle case a declaratory
ruling was appealed and reviewed after initiation of administrative proceeds. See High Ridge
Hinkle JV v City of Albuquerque, 119 NM 29, 888 P.2d 475 (Ct. App 1994) (Hinkle I) (after EPC
approval of site plan and ZHE approval of conditional case, neighborhood appealed declaratory
ruling and separately appealed EPC approval and ZHE conditional use approval. Each appeal
proceeded separately).

Acceptance of the LUHO recommendation that there is no jurisdiction to issue
declaratory rulings when cases are pending would be contrary to both the Zoning Code and past
practice. A more reasonable rule would be that the ZHE has discretion to issue declaratory
rulings as to a specific proposed project and discretion to abstain when administrative cases are
pending. However the Council need not reach the jurisdictional issue if it rejects the LUHO
reccmmendation.

Proposed Resolution. The City Council should NOT accept the LUHO recommendation
but should vote to hear the appeal. If the City Council votes to hear the appeal the LUHO
recommendation and its incorrect rationale cease to have any procedural import. Since
appellants no longer seek a ruling on a specific proposed development the jurisdictional
question is moot and need not be addressed at all by the City Council.

2. Can the EPC approve a project that does not meet the access requirements of 14-
16-3-2(D)(2)(b)? The declaratory ruling asserted that the mandatory language of the LRF
ordinance (*‘required to be located™) was not in fact mandatory and that the EPC could approve a
development proposal even if mandatory requirements were not met. The LRF ordinance does
not grant the EPC the authority to waive mandatory requirements. The LUHO recommends
reversal of the declaratory ruling on this issue. Appellants agree with the LUHO
recommendation on this issue. However since other parts of the LUHO recommendation are
incorrect as set forth herein the City Council must still vote to hear the case to avoid adopting
incorrect interpretations in the LUHO recommendation.

Proposed Resolution. In order to avoid adopting other erroneous parts of the LUHO
recommendation the City Council needs to vote to hear the appeal. The City Council
should adopt the LUHO recommendation on this issue reversing the declaratory ruling
that the EPC can waive mandatory zoning regulations adopted by the Council.

3. What is a Large Retail Facility? The specific question originally asked by TRNA
was: Does an LRF meet the access requirement of Section 14-16-3-2(D)(2)(b) if the site plan
Jor building permit for the LRI (98,901 sq. ft.) does not have the required access? (emphasis
added). The LUHO begins the analysis by stating:
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“The Term “LRF” includes More than Just the Large Retail Structure Itseif.”

The problem with this opinion/recommendation is that it is more confusing than helpful
because the LUHO neither limits his interpretation to the access regulation nor identifies when
an LRF may be more than the structure. The question concerned access requirements for an
LRF-not the definition of a Large Retail Facility. The LUHO reasons that since regulations
concerning “site design” seem to refer to more than a building that an LRF, must be more than a
building, but fails to recognize the difference between the definitions of “Large Retail Facility”
and “Site.” As a result the opinion/recommendation provides little or no helpful guidance. The
LUHO recommendation attempts to define an LRF as something more than a “main structure”
but does not (1) even address the definition of a Large Retail Facility and (2) does not distinguish
between shopping center sites and sites which are not shopping center sites. The definition of
Large Retail Facility itself makes this critical distinction:

LARGE RETAIL FACILITY. A single tenant structure with at least 75,000
square feet of net leasable area for the purpose of retailing. A shopping center site with a
main structure of 75,000 square feet or more is a LARGE RETAIL FACILITY. Refer to
§ 14-16-3-2 for Large Retail Facility Regulations.

The Zoning Code definition clearly identifies two different situations: (1) an LRF is a
structure except when (2) the LRF structure is in a shopping center site in which case the entire
shopping center site is an LRF. Thus, whether the LRF is the structure or the shopping center
site depends upon whether the building is in a shopping center site. Since the LUHO decided to
address these questions without reference to a specific proposed development a helpful analysis
should have started by identifying the two possible circumstances (in shopping center sites vs.
not in shopping center sites) identified by the Zoning Code. The failure to make this basic
distinction ignores the plain meaning of the code. To be helpful the recommendation or
declaratory ruling should address the intent of the Big Box ordinance and the intent of the access
regulations as expressed in the ordinance and then describe how the access regulations apply to
an existing shopping center site and how they apply to an L.LRF not in a larger shopping center
site.

The LUHO recommends that a more expansive definition of LRF than the “main
structure” is possible but fails to even reference the definitions of the zoning code. Thus the
LUHO ignores the zoning code and fails to provide helpful guidance. The recommendation is
not appropriate for wholesale adoption by the City Council.

The underlying question is what is meant by the requirement that IL.RF’s be located
adjacent to and have primary and full access to a collector street. See §14-16-3-2(D)(2)(b). When
there is no shopping center site is the intent to require the site plan for building permit to have
the required access? When there is a shopping center site is the shopping center site required to
have the required access or the site plan for building permit? Or, is some other larger area like
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the original subdivision required to have the access? The plain language requires the LRF to
have the required access. This means, referring to the LRF definition, that the building must
have the required access unless there is a larger shopping center site. If the 75,000+ building is in
a shopping center site the entire center becomes an LRF and, therefore, the intent is that the
center have the required access.

The LUHO cites the “Site Design” regulations which are applicable to a proposed “site.”
The Zoning Code defines “site” by reference to the definition of “Premises.” The LUHO,
however, claims that the definition of “Premises” is not applicable. Premises is defined as: “Any
lot or combination of contiguous lots held in single ownership, together with the development
thereon; there may be multiple occupancy.” This suggests that at most the access regulations
might be expanded from the site plan for building permit to a “premises” when there is no
shopping center site. Since the LUHO does not analyze the ordinance intent or the definitions
and does not distinguish between different circumstances identified by the definitions his
recommendation is confusing, not helpful, and there is no basis for adopting his
recommendation.

Proposed Resolution. Vote to hear case and not to adopt LUHO recommendation. At
hearing clarify intent of access regulations for the two situations identified by definition
of Large Retail Facility.

4. The Zoning Code Is Not Silent Concerning Access Through a Residential Area.

The [LUHO states that the zoning code is silent as to whether a LRF meets the access
requirements of 14-16-3-2(D)(2)(b) if the local road access to a collector is through residential
zones. The Big Box Ordinance clearly does not allow the primary access to be through
residential zones.

Section 14-16-3-2(D)}2)(b) requires that there be “primary and full access” to a collector.
The access section of the code deais with access for different size facilities. The intent of the
“primary and full” access provision is clearly that such access be directly to the adjacent
collector. This is evident from the dual requirement of adjacency and primary access. Primary
means “first in importance”. The access provisions for each of the three sizes of LRFs require
full access to one or more collectors depending on the size of the LRE.*> The largest LRFs are
required to have full access to two roadways but there is a specific provision permitting local
road access when direct access is prohibited to one of the collectors. (“If access control policies

? For a 75,000 to 90,000 square foot facility “primary and full access” to a collector with at least two through traffic
lanes is tequired. 14-16-3-2(D)(2)a). For a 90,001 to 124,999 square foot facility “primary and full access” to a
collector with at least four through traffic lanes is required. 14-16-3-2(D)}2)b). For a facility containing 125,000
square feet or more the facility is required to be located within 700 feet of two collectors and have “full access to
these roadways.” 14-16-3-2(DY)2)(c).
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prohibit access onto one of the adjacent roadways, a local road may be used as access if it has
access to at least two roadways that are identified on the Long Range Metropolitan
Transportation Plan, does not pass directly through a residential subdivision and at least one of
the intersections is signalized™) (emphasis added). If full access —~which is required for all sizes
of LRFs- was not required to be direct to the collector but could be via local roads then there
would be no need for a specific rule allowing local road access in limited circumstances. Further
this section demonstrates that when local road access is permitted it cannot be through a
residential area.

The LUHO recommendation is inconsistent with the express purpose of the Big Box
ordinance and of the access regulations.” The access regulations specifically provide that they
“are necessary for the proper functioning of the community.. protect the quality of life within
surrounding residential areas, support efficient traffic flows...” §14-12-3-2(D)(2) (emphasis
added). The location and access regulations provide that large retail facilities shall be jocated to
secure adequate street capacity and to “discourage traffic from cutting through residential
neighborhoods.” Id. Since the intent of the access regulations requiring primary access to four
lane collector streets was to protect residential neighborhoods and to discourage traffic from
cutting through residential neighborhoods it is plainly incorrect for the LUHO to state that the
zoning code is silent on this subject. On the contrary the very purpose of the Big Box ordinance
was to protect neighborhoods and to require direct access to major commercial streets and
protect neighborhoods from Big Box traffic.

[ need not argue the legal point here but it is incorrect for the LUHO to say the zoning
code is silent on local road access.

Proposed Resolution. Review by the City Council avoids adopting an opinion that the
zoning code is silent on this issue, which it is not. Again it is necessary to vote to hear the
case and reject the LUHO recommendation to avoid adopting an incorrect interpretation
of the code.

3 C/5 Q-06-53 (The Big Box ordinance) provided:

The City of Albuquerque finds: (A) That it is beneficial to the City of Albuquerque to require additional design and
location requirements for certain large commercial developments. (B) That in recent years a number of Large Retail
Facilities, commonly termed “Big Boxes”, have been developed in the City. These structures have created unique
problems related to traffic congestion, architecrural scale, compatibility with the adjoining neighborhoods, and noise
that have adversely impacted the neighborhoods where they have been located.... (E) That this Ordinance is
intended to preserve the ability to develop Large Retail Facilities while minimizing adverse impacts.
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If the Council does hear the case at the City Council I recommend that after argument the
council consider the various issues separately and vote on each one so it is clear how the
majority stand on each issue.

Very truly yours,

Timothy V. Flynn-O’Brien

TVFOB/mlg
Enclosure as stated
cc: Joe Valles

Rene’ Horvath

Jolene Wolfley

Bill Kreamer

Ron Bohannan

Michelle Henrie



Declaratory Ruling Appellants
May 18, 2012

1. Westside Coalition (represents 36 Neighborhood Associations west
of the river): Jerry Worrall-President (City Council district 1, 3 and 5)

2. Taylor Ranch Neighborhood Association: Ray Shortridge-President
(City Council district 1 and 5) '

3. Santa Fe Village Neighborhood Association: Donna J. Rigano-
President (City Council district 1)

4. La Luz Landowners Association: Laura Campbell-President (City
Council district 1)

5. Las Casitas Del Rio I Home Owners Association: Patrick Moore-
President (City Council district 1)

6. Las Casitas Del Rio I Home Owners Association: Lawrence Foor-
President (City Council district 1)

7. Quaker Heights Neighborhood Association: Matthew R. Baca-
President (City Council district 1)

8. Alban Hills Neighborhood Association: Patsy Nelson- President
(City Council district 1 and County district 1)

9. Windmill Manor Home Owners Association: Lisa H. Woods-
President (City Council district 1)

10.Ladera West Neighborhood Association: Robert McCannon-
President (City Council district 1)

11.0xbow Village Home Owners Association: Richard Shine-
President (City Council district 1)

12.Pat Hurley Neighborhood Association: George R. Holly-Vice
President (City Council district 1)

13.Vista Grande Neighborhood Association: Berent Groth-President
(City Council district 1)

14.Grande Heights Neighborhood Association: Joe Valles-President
(City Council district 1)

15.West Bluff Neighborhood Association: John C. Landman- President
(City Council district 1)

16.San Blas Home Owners Association: Pat Montague-President (City
Council district 1)

17 Laurelwood Neighborhood Association: Candy Patterson-
President (City Council district 1)



18.North Valley Coalition (represents 15 Neighborhood Associations):
Chris Catechis-President (City Council district 2 and 4)

19.Los Griegos Neighborhood Association: Candice Knight-President
(City Council district 2)

20.Greater Gardner Neighborhood Association: David Wood-
President (City Council district 2)

21.Gavilan Addition Neighborhood Association: Claire A. Goldstein-
President (City Council district 2)

22.Federation of University Neighborhoods: Mardon Gardella-
President (City Council district 2)

23.North Campus Neighborhood Association: Tim Davis-Vice
President (City Council district 2)

24 Kirtland Community Association: Kimberly Brown- Acting Vice
President (City Council district 2)

25.Alameda North Valley Neighborhood Association: Steve
Wentworth-President (City Council district 4 and County district 1
and 4)

26.Stone Brooke Estates Home Owners Association: Colleen Seager-
President (City Council district 4)

27.Northeast Valley Neighborhood Association: RJ Marney (City
Council district 4)

28.Vista Del Norte Alliance: Rod Crawley-President (City Council
district 4)

29.Vista Del Norte Home Owners Association: Richard Hix-President
(City Council district 4)

30.Agave Home Owner Association: Rocky Rochold-President (City
Council district 4)

31.Tuscany Neighborhood Association: Rachel Martinez-President
(City Council district 5)

32.La Sala Grande Neighborhood Association: Neva King-President
(City Council district 7)

33.0s0 Grande Neighborhood Association: Alicia Quinones- President
(City Council district 8)

34.Albuquerque Estates East Neighborhood Association: Larry E.
Pope-President (City Council district 8)

(Note: City and County districts are based on new district maps)






TIMOTHY V. FLYNN-O'BRIEN

Attorney at Law
817 Gold Avenue SW
Albuquerque, New Mexico 87102-3014
Phone: 505-242-4088 / Fax: 866-428-7568

April 24,2012

Hugh Floyd, Chair
Enviro tal Planning Commission

uquergque, N.M., 87103

Re: Project#1003859; 11EPC-4067/11EPC-40068
Amendment to Site Plan For Subdivision;
Site Plan For Building Permit;

Dear Chairman Floyd,

Taylor Ranch Neighborhood Association requests a 60-day deferral of the hearing in this
matter. This deferral is requested to allow sufficient time for the City Council to decide AC-12-
10. AC-12-10 is an appeal of the March 23, 2012 “Declaratory Ruling Regarding Large Retail
Facilities’” by the Taylor Ranch Neighborhood Association and other associations and coalitions.
The appeal concerns issues central to this case, that is, the proper interpretation of 14-16-3-
2(D)(2)(b}, inciuding whether the Big Box/LRF ordinance requires that the LRF meet the access
criteria or only that the subdivision in which the LRF is located meet the ordinance criteria and
whether the EPC can approve a LRF that does not meet access criteria. Since these issues are
critical and fundamental to the decisions the EPC must make in this case it makes sense that the
City Council clarify the intent of the Ordinance prior to the EPC hearing.

Very truly yours, ... -

e -
s

Timothy Flynn-O’Brien

A:. Carmone Marrone, Planning Manager
Catalina Lehner, AICP
Joe Valles
Rene’ Horvath
Bill Kraemer
Ron Bohannan



TIMOTHY V. FLYNN-O’BRIEN

Attorney at Law
817 Gold Avenue SW
Albuquerque, New Mexico 871(2-3014
Phone: 505-242-4088 / Fax: 866-428-7568

March 29, 2012

HAND-DELIVERED

Ms. Catalina Lehner

City of Albuquerque

Planning Department

600 2nd Strect NW

Albuquerque, New Mexico 87102

RE: Project No. 1003859

Dear Ms. Lehner:

Per our conversation earlier this week, attached is the letter and attachments which were
emailed to you on March 3 2012, If you have any questions, please don’t hesitate to contact this
office.

Very truly Yours,

Maé/ L.
Legal Assistant

/mlg
Enclosures as stated



TIMOTHY V. FLYNN-O’BRIEN

Attorney at Law
817 Gold Avenue SW
Albuquerque, New Mexico 87102-3014
Phone: 505-242-4088 / Fax: 866-428-7568

March 3, 2012
Ms. Catalina Lehner dehner@cabg.gov.
City of Albuquerque
Planning Department
600 2nd Street NW
Albuquerque, New Mexico 87102
Ms. Carmen Marrone cmarrone@cabg.gov

Division Manager, Current Planning

City of Albuquerque Planning Department
600 2nd Street NW

Albuquerque, New Mexico 87102

RE: Project No. 1003859

Dear Ms. Lehner and Ms. Marrone:

I am no longer representing Bosque School with regard to Project No. 1003859. Ihave
been retained by Taylor Ranch Neighborhood Association (“TRNA™). This letter represents my
argument on behalf of TRNA not Bosque School.

Many of these arguments are reflected in the record and in testimony but I want to be
sure they are preserved. I will submit a separate letter concerning some new issues.

1. Summary of basis for denial.
The application® should be denied. The application:

e violates the Andalucia Regulations as well as City Plans and Ordinances

e does not meet minimum access criteria under the Zoning Code

o will exacerbate already critical traffic issues at Coors and Montano and on the
Montano Bridge

' The Applicant has submitted two sets of plans. One set dated 10/26/11 and another dated 12/23/11. Unless
otherwise indicated references herein are to the set dated 12/23/11.
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The TIS indicates that over 37% of the traffic for the Walmart will come from the North
Valley east of the river across the Montano bridge. See TIS p. A-29. See also TIS A-16. The
traffic attributed to the North Valley is underestimated because the City limited the scope of the
TIS on the east to 4™ Street. See TIS p. A-29 (“Montano Rd. east of Fourth St. is beyond the 2
mile limit of this distribution.”) See also TIS at p. 2 at No. 2 limiting trip distribution to two (2)
mile radius. Coors and Montano are two of the most congested roadways in the metropolitan
area. If this application is approved the City will create traffic issues similar to Paseo del Norte
and I-25 and accelerate the timeline for grade separation of Coors and Montano. The City has
no funding source for such a project. Gridlock will result. Approval would set a precedent for
converting O-1 zoned land to shopping center and other commercial use. Finally, approval will
set a precedent for eviscerating any ability of the EPC and City to enforce sector plan or to
enforce other City plan requirements or design standards of site plans for subdivision.

A. Andalucia Subdivision Requirements.

The North Andalucia at La Luz Subdivision was proposed and approved as a
comprehensive plan for development of a mixed-use, pedestrian oriented village center. The
present application is for a suburban automobile oriented big box retail development and does
not meet Andalucia’s mixed-use, pedestrian oriented village center concept, does not meet the
Andalucia design regulations and abandons the vision underlying the Andalucia Regulations that
were essential and integral components of the EPC’s approval of Andalucia Subdivision. These
design standards in many ways mirrored the goals of the West Side Strategic Plan (WSSP). The
proposed plan is inconsistent with the Andalucia Regulations, Comprehensive Plan and WSSP.

When the City approved the Andalucia Subdivision it expressly approved a pedestrian
oriented mixed-use village development. The Andalucia Subdivision (at Sheet 2 of 3) states:
“The primary goal for this property is to achieve a vibrant mixed-use community that fosters
pedestrian accessibility and maintains a village-type character.”” Under the Plan’s Design
Standards future development is “intended to be complimentary to La Luz, Albuquerque’s first
cluster housing project and the Bosque School.” To further ensure a village character the
Andalucia Regulations require that there be “separate vehicle and pedestrian circulation systems
in order to support the creation of a village-type character.” See also EPC Finding No. 3, May
20, 2005 (*The applicant is proposing design guidelines with the site development plan for
subdivision that will help guide for consistency and quality that is complimentary of the subject
site area.”) (Site Plan for Subdivision 04EPC-01845-attached under Exhibit B.) The proposed
amended site plan for subdivision and proposed site plan for building permit do not meet
this requirement.

* See pages C-1 through C-3 of present submittal.



Ms. Catalina Lehner
Ms. Carmen Marrone
March 3, 2012

Page 3 of 12

Instead of developing a pedestrian oriented village center the aapplication seeks to move
lot lines in order to develop a big box supercenter oriented to automobile traffic. Both the
proposed subdivision amendment and the application for building permit are inconsistent with a
mixed-use pedestrian oriented village. Any change in the lot lines should not change the original
design, vision and other regulations of the Andalucia Subdivision. The applicant’s approach
assumes that if sidewalks are eight feet wide, not of asphalt and if the required number of trees
are in the plans the City must approve the application regardless of the end result.

Approval of the plan will potentially put the City in the position of having
applicants for any development anywhere in the City claim that the City cannot enforce
any requirement for “pedestrian orientation” or “village character” if the sidewalks are
eight feet wide and the number of trees meet minimum standards.

One look at the plan and it is plain that the focus is not a village with a fine grain network
of streets and the result is not pedestrian oriented or of pedestrian scale but a big box retail center
with acres of parking between the building and Coors. In the proposed plan sidewalks exist for
one purpose only—--to facilitate people to enter the proposed big box after parking their cars.
There 1s nc natural connection within the subdivision. Pedestrians are given no reason to walk
through the area. There is no central plaza. The so-called *plaza” provided is not a genuine
pedestrian amenity or a central gathering place for the subdivision but is simply the front of the
Walmart gussied up with planter boxes. Is a concrete area in which patrons are rolling shopping
carts the pedestrian plaza envisioned by the Andalucia regulations? See also Big Box Shopping
Center Regulations and WSSP all of which require pedestrian oriented development and central
plazas. Illustrative of the fact that the proposed “plazas” are not genuine pedestrian plazas is the
fact that one such “plaza” is adjacent to a drive through lane for the pharmacy and another is
adjacent to shopping cart storage and the front of the store. This “plaza” has large concrete poles
to protect the store from a vehicle driving through the doors. While the poles may be necessary
for store security they illustrate that that area is not a plaza or gathering place for pedestrians.
The requirements, conditions and Design Standards of the Andalucia Plan are binding. See §14-
16-3-2(AX(1) (“Once approved, such a plan or subsequent amended plan is binding on the entire
area of the original site development plan.”).

Applicant seeks to amend the Andalucia Subdivision site plan to change Tracts 1, 2 and 3
into eight tracts (Tracts 1A, 1B, 1C, 1D, 2A, 2B, 2C and 3A). Applicant also requests building
permit approval for an auto oriented big box with assorted future retail pads and contends that
the big box site plan meets the design standards of the Andalucia Regulations (which require a
pedestrian oriented mixed-use village with trails and pedestrian connections). Therefore the
application for subdivision amendment presents a question of whether the proposed new tract
configuration is consistent with a pedestrian oriented village development. Similarly, the site
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plan for building permit presents the question of whether the suburban big box is consistent with
the Andalucia Regulations and WSSP. Is the intent to appear to not amend the design
regulations but then to later argue that by allowing a subdivision amendment EPC implicitly
“found” thar this big box was consistent with the Design Standards? In any case what is to be
amended should be made clear with a justification for each change. This application does not
meet the Andalucia Regulations and there is no justification for changing them or amending the
subdivision site plan. The EPC should deny the proposed subdivision amendment and site plan
for building permit as inconsistent with the Andalucia Regulations.

B. Big Box Ordinance and Shopping Center Regulations of Zoning Code.

Even though the application for site plan for building permit (for a 98,901 square foot
large retail facility) is governed by the Big Box Ordinance or large retail facility ordinance and
regulations set forth at ZC §14-16-3-2 the applicant does not address those regulations. This
should raise concern and scrutiny since the location proposed is adjacent to a school, the
environmentally sensitive bosque, to a newly approved residential neighborhood and proximate
to the residential community of La Luz. This site is also at the critical Montano/Coors
intersection which is severely overcapacity. The retail center will impact the Montano Bridge
and North Valley neighborhoods. Thus, the site presents issues of traffic, architectural scale and
compatibility governed by the Big Box regulations but totally ignored by the applicant.

The City adopted the Big Box Ordinance to address the problems uniquely associated
with development of large retail facilities or supercenters. See C/S2 O-06-53 attached as Exhibit
A. The City Council found that “[}]arge retail facilities. .. have created unique problems related
to traffic congestion, architectural scale, compatibility with adjoining neighborhoods, and
noise....” Id. Exhibit A. All four concemns, i.e., traffic congestion, architectural scale,
compatibility, and noise, are presented by this application. The Ordinance adopted specific
regulations “to manage the location and design of large retail facilities.” See Z.C. §14-16-3-2
(D)2). The City made specific findings that location and traffic congestion necessitates that a
large retail facility only be approved at locations that meet specified criteria. With regard to
location and traffic congestion the city found that: “These regulations are necessary for the
proper functioning and enjoyment of the community. They protect the quality of life within
surrounding residential areas, support efficient traffic flows.... Large Retail facilities shall be
located to secure adequate street capacity to transport pedestrians and vehicles to and from large
retail facilities, and discourage traffic from cutting through residential neighborhoods.” Id. Any
approval must address not just minimum standards discussed infra but must also make a
finding as to whether this facility has sufficient access for pedestrians and vehicles
(customer and commercial) that does not go through any residential neighborhood. The
Ordinance also requires that a large retail facility of this size (>98,000 s.f.) must have
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primary and full access to a collector with four through lanes. In this case that means Coors
or Montano. The proposed Walmart supercenter (on proposed Tract 2A) does not have
the required full access to Coors or Montano. The proposed large retail facility is therefore
prohibited.

The proposed site plan for building permit and amended subdivision site plan also fail to
meet design and other requirements of the Big Box Ordinance as described infra. The major
issues are summarized in Sectjon E below.”

C. Zone Map Amendment.

The application to amend the Andalucia subdivision is a zone map amendment. This area
consists of three tracts:

Tract 1 SU-1 (10.23 ac.) for C-2 uses
Tract 2 SU-1 (12.28ac.) for C-2 uses
Tract 3 SU-1(1.38 ac.) for O-1 uses

Tract 3 is a buffer tract limited to O-1 use. In addition general note 3 of the Andalucia
Subdivision created a 300 foot O-1/PRD buffer along Learning Road restricted to residential and
O-1 use. The applicant seeks to amend the zone map by eliminating Tracts 1, 2 and 3 and
creating eight new tracts. Tracts 2A and 3A are proposed to have mixed zoning with some areas
limited to O-1 use and others available for C-2 use. Pursuant to ZC §14-16-2-22(A)2) the
specific use permitted under SU-1 zoning is recorded on the zone map (“The specific use shall be
recorded on the zone map.”) This subdivision would amend the uses recorded and the tracts to
which those uses are attached and, therefore, amends the zone map. Res. 270-1980 applies to
any zone map change. Since the subdivision amendment would amend the zone map applicant
bears the burden of demonstrating error, changed neighborhood conditions or that the change is
more advantageous as articulated in the Comprehensive Plan or other City master plan.
Applicant has not justified the zone change. Staff has not provided a justification for not
applying Res. 270-198 to this proposal. Failing to process this proposal as a zone map
amendment will result in unnecessary litigation and will set a precedent for allowing developers
to amend the zone map in any area of the City while ignoring Res. 270-1980.

Applicant apparently tries to avoid Res. 270-1980 by calling Tracts 2A and 3A mixed
zoning tracts — splitting the 1.38 acre Tract 3 (zoned SU-1for O-1) between new tracts 2A and
3A with both tracts having mixed C-2 and O-1 uses and referring to Andalucia Subdivision

* Each issue is discussed in more detail under the tab corresponding to the issue. Evidence concerning each issue
and references to the Zoning Code or other controlling authority is also under the respective tab.



Ms. Catalina Lehner
Ms. Carmen Marrone
March 3, 20112

Page 6 of 12

General Note No. 3 to indicate which areas are C-2 and O-1. By claiming that the underlying
land would still be used for O-1 uses applicant attempts to avoid Res. 270-1980. Since the
proposed amendment would eliminate Tract 3, the zone map has to be amended to reflect the
changes. Therefore Res. 270-1980 applies. In addition in fact the “buffer” O-1 land from Tract
3 that would be in Tract 2A will be used for C-2 shopping center purposes. The real effect of the
requested approvals also requires compliance with Res, 270-1980. Finally since the Credit
Union recently approved at Coors and Learning Road is a commercial use the effect of that
approval reduces the 23.3 ac of C-2 uses available throughout the subdivision so the current
application in effect increases C-2 usage. Again this requires approval pursuant to Res. 270-
1980.

D). Traffic Analysis.”

The applicant should be required to submit a new TIS addressing bicycle and pedestrian
safety, should be required to use the latest tools and software available, and required to submit a
three year accident analysis. The applicant should also be required to submit a truck access and
impact study. Applicant assumes new access to Montano and does not address access when
Winterhaven is grade separated. All studies should be based on approved access (not access
points not approved) and should consider the effect of grade separation at Winterhaven and
Montano. [Grade separation would also eliminate the new proposed Montano access.]
Pretending that what is planned will not happen is a recipe for future traffic problems and for
future capital expenditures that are not proposed. The fact that some City staff may chese-to~
ignore the reality (as they did at Coors and 1-40) does not mean that the EPC can or should do so.
The EPC exists as an independent check on zoning approvals.

Bicycle and Pedestrian Safety. Prior to the filing of this application the City was advised
that the 2007 TIS did not address bicycle and pedestrian safety. See letter in the record. There
have been two 2011 updates to the TIS (November 7, 2011 and November 22, 2011). Neither of
the studies addresses bicycle and pedestrian safety even though the location is adjacent to a
school and even though the Andalucia plan identifies public and private trails as a defining
element of the development. (“Public and private trails and sidewalk systems are a defining
element to Andalucia at La Luz. Private trails for use by residents are designed to lessen the
need for vehicular use and will provide pedestrian connectivity throughout the project.”) See
also Andalucia Regulations (requiring businesses to post the city trail map and bus routes and to
provide conveniently located bicycle racks and facilities to encourage bicycle commuting). The
Subdivision requirement to encourage pedestrian and bicycle commuting makes it imperative
that the TIS address pedestrian and bicycle safety. The tools to study and address bicycle and
pedestrian safety exist. See report D. Albright in the record.

* Reference is made herein the reports in the record and not attached to this letter.
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Although the TIS failed to address pedestrian safety per se the TIS analysis is incomplete
to the extent it addresses pedestrian impact. The TIS suggests widening medians. See Flynn-
O’Brien letter dated January 12, 2012. (“There is no explanation as to the number of pedestrians
expected, or how many persons would be accommodated by widening one or more medians.”)
The TIS does not consider student pedestrian traffic to and from the development and conflicts
between students, patrons of the development and delivery trucks. See record and attachment to
letter dated January 12, 2012,

Bicycles are not addressed in the TIS update even though there is a bicycle path and
bicycle access is supposed to be a defining element and TMD guidelines encourage bicycle
commuting. (Andalucia p. 3 of 3 at C5).

The TIS Should Utilize Current Review Methodology. The TIS utilized outdated review
tools. The November 22, 2011 (and prior TIS) do not use the latest version of the Highway
Capacity Manual (HCM) software. See Report in the record. This was required by the City
scoping letter and therefore violates the City’s scoping requirement. The author of the TIS
justifies this by claiming that a commercial software package utilizing latest HCM software 18
not “operational”. See TIS update November 22, 2011, p. 8. Letter of January 12, 2012. The
author of the TIS is incorrect. Software is available that implements the current Highway
Capacity Manual. This deficiency is particularly important since the proposed development is at
the critical Coors/Montano intersection is adjacent to a school and involves the confluence of
pedestrians, bicycles and automobiles.

Accident Analysis. A new TIS is required and should include an accident analysis.

No accident analysis was included in the TIS. See Albright at p. 3. (“An accident
analysis 1s fundamental for proposed development located next to a school. An accident analysis
is also important for any proposed development next to a bike route.” See NMDOT “State
Access Management Manual” Ch. 6 E§3(c); “Safety Analysis: Three years of accident history
should be reviewed for the major study area intersections. Intersection collision diagrams should
be prepared showing the number of accidents, accident type, date and time of each accident and
accident severity.” The Mid-Region Council of Government CMP Review (Vol. 4, Issue No. 1,
March 2011) (see Congested Corridor Rankings). These rankings compare actual traffic volume
to design capacity, speed differential (difference between posted and actual speed) and crash
data. Montano is the second worst road and Coors is the eighth worst in the Mid-Rio Grande
region. Coors was second highest in crash points. The volume to capacity ratio (V/C) for
Montano is 18.7 and Coors is 24.4. Volume to capacity is the ratio of actual traffic to design
capacity. A ratio of greater than “1” indicates a level of traffic greater than the roadway was
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designed to handle. The absence of an accident analysis or safety analysis and use of outdated
software are more glaring and potentially more dangerous in terms of lives because this
intersection is already failing and the access roads are severally overcapacity. As is stated in the
record:

“Since the decision by the developer was to not use the current design manual and
available software, the TIS should be redone. As a part of the new study, accident
analysis in the study area should be conducted. Given the relatively random nature of
accidents, it is important that the analysis be over a minimum of three years and over the
entire study area. An emphasis should be on bicycle and pedestrians incidents.” Flynn-
O’Brien letter dated January 12, 2012 at p. 4.

Incomplete analysis of truck access. The TIS admits that the 25-foot curb radii may not
accommodate delivery trucks. (11/22/2011 TIS update “Larger radii may be required to
accommodate delivery trucks.”™) TIS by Terry Brown at p. 22. Applicant has not addressed this
issue. Trucks cannot enter from or exit to Montano (truck restriction, future grade separation at
Winterhaven). This leaves two possible access points on Coors. Mirandela and the right in/right
out driveway between Mirandela and Montano. The site plan provides a 25 foot radii entrance
on the northern corner of the site. Can trucks make this right in from the right lane? They would
have to drive over the roundabout at the northwest corner of the Walmart (Note that there is no
“defining monument” shown for this roundabout. See Design Standards at C-3 “Because these
[roundabout] locations will be focal points, a character defining monument element will be
located at the center of the traffic circle.””) The northeast corner of the Walmart shows radii of
15’ from Miradela/Winterhaven and no radii for the 90 degree turn from the Walmart north side.
If trucks enter from the south side they are forced to make 180 degree turns to enter the loading
docks. This requires about 100 feet for a standard semi truck. A truck access and impact
study should be required utilizing the Federal Highway Administration vehicle
classifications so the radii can be compared with proposed access points and internal turns
required. Projected number of truck trips by truck type and Gross Vehicle Weight should be
stated and evaluated as well as potential conflicts with school, pedestrian, bicycle and auto
traffic. Day/time of delivery should be considered. See B-2 Flynn-O’Brien letter dated January
12,2012 at p. 5.

Other TIS Issues:

e The TIS discusses widening medians but fails to address what impact this will have
on traffic flow.
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A new TIS update should be required to answer “the more pressing concerns about
safety as well as operational efficiency of increased vehicles, delivery trucks, bicycles
and pedestrians.”

This site plan is premised on a new right-in/right out onto Montano. Approval for this
entrance to Montano has not been given. Since the site plan and TIS are premised on
an entrance/exit that has not been approved the application should not be considered.

The site is not designed as required by TDM standards adopted by Andalucia
Regulations so as to encourage bicycle commuting. (There are no separate bicycle
paths, bicycles must travel the auto-oriented lanes though the site to access the
buildings). Note: There is no crosswalk across Winterhaven to Bosque School, no
crosswalk/pedestrian connections to “future retail”.

E. Summary of Issues.

The application should be denied for the following reasons:

1.

The site does not have full access as required by Z.C. §14-16-3-2(D)2)(b) (requiring
a large retail facility “to be located adjacent to and have primary and full access to a
street designated as at least a collector ....”) (emphasis added). This site does not
bave full access to Coors or Montano or to a collector meeting the requirements of the
ordinance and as a result is prohibited.

The subdivision application shows access to Montano which has not been approved.
Approval of a subdivision amendment predicated on a new access to Montano should
niot proceed until there is approval of the proposed new access by MRCOG. See
detailed discussion and supporting materials under Tab 1.

Andalucia Regulations and Design Standards. The application for subdivision
amendment and building permit for a large retail facility violates the pedestrian
oriented village character requirements of the Andalucia Regulations. The size or
scale of the large retail facility, vast area of parking and design of the center do not
create the pedestrian oriented, walkable, village character environment required by
the Andalucia Regulations. See discussion and materials under Tab 2.

This application proposes two phases of suburban automobile oriented development
but contains no planning or phasing to a finer-scaled pedestrian oriented
development. Were there no Andalucia requirement for a pedestrian oriented village
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character and no activity center under the Comprehensive Plan or WSSP applicant
could propose a Phase 1 auto oriented Big Box. In this case applicant proposes two
phases of auto oriented retail deve:lopment.5 The zoning code provides that large
retail facilities can provide for phasing and transition to a mixed-use pedestrian
oriented development. See Z.C. §14-16-3-2(D)4)(a) and §14-16-3-2(D)(4)(b)
(providing for phasing to a finer-scaled, pedestrian oriented, mixed-use development).
Pedestrian oriented development is required under the Comprehensive Plan and
WSSP and Andalucia Regulations. Approval would also eliminate any hope for future
office defeating the true mixed use nature of the original approval.

What applicant proposes is not the fine-scaled, pedestrian oriented mixed use
development described in Z.C. §14-16-3-2(D)(4)(a) and §14-16-3-2(D)(4)(b) or the
Andalucia regulations. Both the subdivision amendment and the site plan for building
permit should be denied. This auto oriented strip commercial development also
violates the Comprehensive Plan and WSSP (see for example, definitions of linear v.
nodal development, strip commercial development, WSSP Policy 1.3 (p. 39); Policy
1.9 (Scale, p. 40), Policy 1.12 (p. 41); Policy 4.6g (p. 175). Definitional p. 299,
Policy 4.6h (p. 175) and WSSP generally including but not limited to pp. 21-40.

3. The application locates semi-truck loading and parking on current Tract 3 (zoned O-
1) and in the in the O-1/PRD buffer zone (within 300 feet of Learning Road) adopted
by Andalucia Subdivision General Note 3. This area cannot be used for C-2 retail
purposes, C-2 parking or for semi-truck loading and parking as proposed. Tract 3 was
created as a separate tract to enforce these limitations/protections and should not be
eliminated. Parking for the retail center is a C-2 use. Loading dock access and semi-
truck loading and unloading and ingress to loading docks is also a C-2 use. See
discussion under Tab 3. Tract 3 was to be used as a buffer area and an area for
offices. Converting the area to parking for the retail big box and to loading dock use
is contrary to the intent of the subdivision site plan and the zoning code.

Not only does the application violate the O-1 zoning of Tract 3 it violates the intent of
the buffer requirement. The land of Tract 3 is not being used as a buffer area or for
O-1 uses under this proposal. Its proposed use does not meet the definition of
“parking lot.” Access to the loading dock and general shopping center access is not a
parking lot. Applicant also proposes to use the O-1 buffer area for part of retail
garden center which is also not an O-1 use. The original size of the curb cut (24’)to a
Tract 3 demonstrates that there was never any intent that this buffer O-1 lot be

* There is an area reserved of about a half acre of “office” on the otherwise retail zoned Tract 3A but this is so
minimal in relation to the rest of the development as to be inconsequential.
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9.

accessed by large trucks and become just part of a retail shopping center site without
offices. The proposed use of Tract 3 for retail parking, for loading dock access, truck
loading, unloading and other intense C-2 uses is contrary to the zoning code and
Andalucia regulations. See Tab 3. [Note: staff opined (11/23/2011 memo) that the
O-1 buffer area can be diverted to C-2 shopping center uses “if the activity is
mitigated.” There is no provision for a variance of the zoning requirements of an SU-
1 plan or of zoning to allow C-2 uses in the O-1 zone “if mitigated.”} Note that in
Project No. 1003859 the EPC required a zone map amendment. To devote this area
to C-2 use needs a subdivision amendment and zone map amendment.

The Subdivision Amendment application is (as described above) a request to amend
the zone map and therefore Res. 270-1980 applies to this request. Applicant has not
met its burden for a zone map amendment under Res 270-1980. See Tab 4.

‘The applicant has failed to demonstrate effective and sufficient access for large trucks
that must supply the supercenter. See discussion under Tab 5.

The site plan for subdivision is incomplete because it does not address the entire site
included in the original subdivision and does not address the Andalucia
regulations/standards. See discussion under Tab 6.

. The proposed plan does not create separate vehicle and pedestrian circulation systems

30 as to support a pedestrian-oriented village character as required by the Andalucia
Regulations. See discussion under Tab 7.

The proposed plan is not complimentary to I.a Luz as required by Andalucia
regulations/standards. See discussion under Tab 8.

Site design. Z.C. §14-16-3-2(D)(3) provides for a large retail facility site to be
designed with a block/street design to promote both pedestrian activity and ultimate
evolution to a mixed use. This proposed plan gives nominal attention to blocks of
parking but does not meet that requirement. ZC§14-3-2(D)(5) requires pedestrian
connections throughout the site, connections to neighborhoods and landscaping
compatible with the site’s scale. The end result is to be “as active pedestrian street
life, replace large off-street parking filled with parking structures ....” See Tab 9.
This site plan does not meet these requirements.
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10.

11.

12,

13.

14.

15.

16.

The application does not meet the zoning code requirements for pedestrian
connections and distribution of parking. ZC §14-16-3-2(D)(4) and §14-16-3-2(D)(5).
See Tab 10.

Building articulation does not meet required criteria of the Big Box Ordinance. ZC
§14-16-3-2(D)(b). See discussion under Tab 11,

The public space or plaza calculations are misleading and do not meet the
requirements of Andalucia or of the zoning code. Some of the areas calculated as
public space do not function as public space and do not meet view requirements of
bosque view. See Tab 12.

A drive through for the large retail facility is inconsistent with the Andalucia
requirements, See Tab 13.

Approval would have the effect of exceeding the maximum allowable C-2 uses
provided for (23.3 ac) by the Andalucia Subdivision (especially considering that the
Credit Union used some of this total 23.3 ac). There is no justification to increase C-
2 uses and doing so is inconsistent with the Andalucia Regulations requirements for
mixed use, vibrant pedestrian orientation and village character. See Tab 14.

Drainage. See letter of Michael J. Cadigan (attached under Tab 15).

Outdoor storage proposed in the nursery area is prohibited. See Tab 16.

Please see my separate letter conceming new issues.

Very truly yours,

]
,./

Timothy V. Flynn-O’Brien

TVFOB/mig
Enclosures as stated

(€ o8

Rene' Horvath
Jolene Wolfley
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"Big Box" Regulations

Large Retail Facility Ordinance

In recent vears a number of Large Retail Facilities,
commonly termed "Big Boxes," have been developed in
Albuquerque. These operations offer benefits to the
community such as a wide variety of goods and service
at lower prices. These structures also have sometimes
createc problems related to traffic congestion,
architectural scale, compatibility with the adjoining
neighborhoods, light, and noise.

The Large Retail Facility Ordinance Bill No. C/52
0-06-33 was passed (7:2) at the August 20, 2007 City
Council meeting. The Ordinance applies to retail suites
75,000 sf. and greater (stand alone or within a
structure), and acddresses appropriate locations, roadway
and transit capacity, street access, and appropriate

design. The Ordinance does not prohibit big boxes.

The draft regulations are intended to implement several City policies related to:

® compatibility with surrounding neighborhoods

m creation of a high quality and attractive "built environment”
s prevention of neighborhood cut-through traffic

® pedestrian orientation and connectivity

m use of transit

Development Phases of Large Retail Facilities

The Ordinance provides for a transition over time from a more vehicle-oriented “big box” type retail
development with large surface parking fields to finer-scaled, pedestrian oriented, mixed-use development,
replacing surface parking with some parking structures, and producing a village center that is integrated into
the surrounding neighborhoods.

11/6/11 9:45 AM
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This desired transition reflects development trends and
is intended to create a better, more marketable, and
higher use development. The regulations will
implement the goals of the Albuquerque / Bernalillo
County Comprehensive Plan B and the Planned
Growth Strategy.

Large Retail Discussion

A video discussion by Councilors Benton and O'Malley
about the Large Retail Ordinance is available for Phase One
viewing. The video includes pictures of how the best
features of Albuquerque's urban commercial landscape
will come together through this ordinance.

® City Council video discussion

Navigaticn
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COUNCIL BILL NO. _C/S2 O-06-53 ENACTMENT NO.

CITY of ALBUQUERQUE
SEVENTEENTH COUNCIL

SPONSORED BY: Debbie O’'Malley

1
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ORDINANCE

AMENDING SECTION 8-1-2-39 ROA 1994 TO ADD TO THE TRAFFIC
ENGINEER DUTIES; AMENDING SECTION 14-8-2-7 ROA 1994, TO CREATE
A STAKEHOLDERS’ PROCESS AND TRAFFIC REVIEW FOR LARGE
RETAIL FACILITIES; AMENDING SECTIONS 14-16-1-5(B), 14-16-2-16(A), 14-
16-2-17(A), 14-16-2-20, 14-16-2-21, 14-16-2-22, 14-16-2-23, AND 14-16-2-24
ROA 1994, OF THE COMPREHENSIVE CITY ZONING CODE, TO AMEND
AND ADD DEFINITIONS RELATED TO LARGE RETAIL FACILITY
REGULATIONS, AMENDING SECTION 14-16-3-2 ROA 1994, SHOPPING
CENTER REGULATIONS, TO CREATE NEW SITE DIVISION AND LARGE
RETAIL FACILITY REGULATIONS; AMENDING 14-16-3-18(B) ROA 1994
ESTABLISHING PEDESTRIAN PLAZA REQUIREMENTS FOR RETAIL SITES
OVER 125,000 SQUARE FEET; REPEALING SECTIONS 14-16-2-16(B)(6)
AND 14-16-2-17(B)(6) ROA 1994,

BE IT ORDAINED BY THE COUNCIL, THE GOVERNING BODY OF THE CITY

" OF ALBUQUERQUE:

Section 1. FINDINGS.

The City of Albuquerque finds:

(A) That it is beneficial to the City of Albuquerque to require
additional design and location requirements for certain large commercial
developments.

(B) That in recent years a number of Large Retail Facilities,
commonly termed “Big Boxes”, have been developed in the City. These
structures have created unique problems related to traffic congestion,

architectural scale, compatibility with the adjoining neighborhoods, and

1
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noise that have adversely impacted the neighborhoods where they have
been located.

(C) That municipalities across the United States of America, including
the City of Santa Fe, New Mexico and the City of Tucson, Arizona have
adopted measures to guide the development of these facilities to balance
the interests of the community and those of the developers of the projects.

(D} The City has adopted policies governing community identity and
urban design. For instance, the Albuquerque / Bernalillo County
Comprehensive Plan states, “The Goal is to preserve and enhance the
natural and built characteristics, social, cultural and historical features that
identify Albuquerque and Bernalillo County sub-areas as distinct
communities and collections of neighborhoods.”

(E) That this Ordinance is intended to preserve the ability to develop
Large Retail Facilities while minimizing adverse impacts.

Section 2. Section 8-1-2-39 ROA 1994, is amended to read:

“§ 8-1-2-39 TRAFFIC ENGINEER.

{A) Appointment. The Traffic Engineer shall be appointed by the
Mayor and he shall exercise the powers and duties as provided in this
Traffic Code.

{(B) Duties.

(1) It shall be the general duty of the Traffic Engineer to
determine the installation and proper timing and maintenance of traffic-
control devices; conduct engineering analysis of traffic accidents and
devise remedial measures; conduct engineering investigation of traffic
conditions; cooperate with other city officials in the development of ways
and means to improve traffic conditions; and carry out such additional
powers and duties as are imposed by this code and other city ordinances.

(2} The Traffic Engineer shall be responsible to the Mayor to
designate such areas with special restrictions as authorized by this Traffic
Code for the safe and efficient control of traffic and for the encouragement

of either nonmotorized modes of travel or public transportation systems.
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Those areas shall include but not be limited to: bicycle lanes and paths,
foot paths and paths or roads for other non-motorized modes of travel.

{3) The Traffic Engineer shall be responsible for management
and review of traffic management plans and programs as specified in §14-
8-2-7 ROA 1994 and shall also be responsible for those portions of §14-16-
3-2 ROA 1994 pertaining to traffic management.”

Section 3. Section 14-8-2-7 ROA 1994, is amended to read:

“§ 14-8-2-7 RESPONSIBILITIES OF APPLICANTS AND DEVELOPERS.

(A) Applicants for approval of amendments of the zone map, site
development plans (except houses and accessory buildings), major
subdivisions, vacations of public right-of-way, mapping historic districts,
landmarking sites, and issuance or transfer of liquor licenses shall, prior to
filing the application, make a reasonable aftempt to give written notification
of their proposal to any recognized neighborhood association which
covers, abuts, or is across public right of way from the subject site.
Certified letters, return recei.pt requested, mailed to the two designated
neighborhood association representatives on file at the City Office of
Neighborhood Coordination constitutes a reasonable attempt to notify an
association. Failure by an applicant to show proof of either notification in
person or a reasonable attempt to give written notification of its proposai
to such designated association representatives shall be grounds for a
neighborhood association to request deferral of a hearing. The application
for such hearing shall include a signed statement that such notification has
heen sent.

(B) Development Of Large Retail Facilities. Prior to submitting an
application for a project that includes a Large Retail Facility, the applicant
shall perform the following:

(1)  Pre-Application Discussion with the Planning Review Team
{PRT) to include the following:
(a) Complete the pre-application form and appropriate
checklists.
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(b) Review of the request for appropriateness as related
to the design regulations for Large Retail Facility and various applicable
plans, policies, and ordinances including the Comprehensive Zoning Code
and/or the Subdivision Ordinance. The review shall cover, but is not
limited to, the location requirements for a Large Retail Facility, mixed use
component requirements, proposed phases of development, and the
neighborhood traffic management requirements.

(c) ldentify all appropriate actions and procedures
needed to obtain approval. This shall include, but not be limited to, the
pre-application development review meeting with stakeholders.

(d) Identify a preliminary schedule/time frame for
approval.

(e) Determine a filing date for the application if
appropriate,

(f) Determine if a Traffic Impact Study (TIS) is required.
If a TIS is required the City Traffic Engineer or his designee staff shall issue
the developer a written scope for the TIS. The written scope shall be
distributed to the applicant within seven working days of the City Traffic
Engineer being contacted by the applicant’s traffic engineer.

(9) Ubon completion of the meeting the Planning
Department shall prepare a report of the Pre-Application Session. The
report shall include an outline of their preliminary direction based upon the
information submitted. A copy of the report shall be provided to the
developer and included in the case report for the site plan.

(h)  The developer, if he or she chooses, may also submit
a report on the meeting into the case file.

{(2) Notice of Pre-Application Meeting.

(a)} The applicant shall coordinate with the Office of
Neighborhood Coordination to set up a pre-application public meeting. The
applicant shall notify affected Neighborhood Associations per §14-8-2-7
and all property owners within 100 feet of the subject site (excluding right-

of-way). Notice shall be delivered by first class mail a minimum of 10 days
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prior to the public meeting. In addition, the applicant shall post a sign(s) of
at least 4 feet by 6 feet advertising the pre-application public meeting for at
least 10 consecutive calendar days prior to the meeting.

(b) Notices shall include the date, time and place of the
pre-application public meeting, the meeting purpose, a description and 8.5
x11 drawing(s) of the proposed development, and any other information
that the Planning Director and the Office of Neighborhood Coordination
deem necessary. Drawings shall contain enough pertinent information to
visually describe the development proposal.

(¢) The Office of Neighborhood Coordination shall post
meeting dates on the Planning Department’s website and shall contact
Neighborhood Associations by email.

{3) Pre-Application Public Meeting.

(a) The meeting shall be conducted and recorded by a
facilitator.

{b) The applicant shall provide a visual and narrative
presentation of the project concept, and shall identify existing traffic
conditions and proposed traffic conditions as preliminarily identified in the
TIS scope related to the project.

(c) Meeting attendees may identify any additional traffic
problems that should be scoped and/or studied.

(d) The facilitator shall compile and maintain a list of
issues and concerns pertaining to the project and shall inform meeting
attendees on how they can remain involved in the process.

(e) The City Traffic Engineer shall attend the pre-
application public meeting and shall consider the additional traffic
probiems in determining the scope that shall be addressed in the TIS,
which shall be paid for by the applicant and reviewed by the City.

(f) Additional meetings may be held upon the request of
those attending the meeting and as deemed useful by the facilitator. The
facilitator shall prepare a report to be placed in the applicant’s case file

detailing the reasons for conducting additional meetings.

5
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(4)  Traffic Studies. H, in the opinion of the Traffic Engineer, or
upon a receipt by the Planning Director and the Traffic Engineer of a
petition that includes a list of traffic issues created by the development of
the large retail facility from 67% of the residences within 500 feet of the
subject site, a Neighborhood Area Traffic Study is warranted, it shall be
specified by the City Traffic Engineer with input from the meeting attendees
and the applicant. Neighborhood Area Traffic Study or Studies and Cut
Through Studies shali be paid for by the applicant and overseen by the City
Traffic Engineer. The study shall include, at a minimum, the foflowing:

(a) A baseline count of the vehicles per day traveling the
local street;

(b) A cut-through traffic study on those streets identified
by the meeting attendees;

(c)  Current conditions and full build-out conditions.

(5) Traffic Mitigation.

(a) If the Neighborhood Area Traffic Study identifies
current problems associated with traffic, speeding, and problem
intersections on more than one local street in the neighborhood(s) and
provides recommendations to resolve these problems, the City shall
initiate a Neighborhood Traffic Management Program in the area.

{(b) If the Neighborhood Area Traffic Study identifies
probiems with the build-out conditions, or any phase of the project before a
building permit is issued, the applicant shall post a financial guarantee in a
form acceptable to the City Attorney and an amount determined by the
traffic engineer, to pay for mitigation measures necessitated by the
development.

{c) Before a building permit is issued, the applicant shall
post an additional 2% of the costs of the mitigation measures identified in
the TIS as a contingency for future study and mitigation (contingency
amount).

(d)  Within two weeks of issuing an occupancy permit the
City Traffic Engineer and or the Planning Director shall provide notice to all

6
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residences and property owners within 200 feet of the project that a Cut
Through Study will occur within 12 months of issuing an occupancy permit
for the applicant’s development. At least one year after issuing a certificate
of occupancy, the applicant shall conduct a follow-up Neighborhood Area
Traffic Study to determine if additional traffic mitigation measures are
necessary as a result of the development. The City Traffic Engineer shall
issue notice of the traffic study to the property owners within fwo hundred
feet of the large retail facility at least two weeks before the commencement
of the study. Such notice shall provide direction as to how the recipient can
provide input into the study. if additional traffic mitigation measures are
necessary, they shall be paid for by the applicant and the contingency
amount of the applicant’s bond shall not be released until the City accepts
these mitigation measures. If the Neighborhood Area Traffic Study
determines there is no need for further mitigation measures attributable to
the development, the contingency amount shall be released.

(e} Projects identified as a result of the Neighborhood
Traffic Management Program are not to be included in or to be considered
part of the Component Capital Improvement Program (CCIP) except that
improvements identified on the CCIP shall be eligible for impact fee
credits.”

Section 4. Section 14-16-1-5(B) ROA 1994, DEFINITIONS, is amended by
inserting the following new definitions and definitional changes in proper
alphabetical order:

“BACK TO BACK STRUCTURE. A structure that includes two rows of
retail outlets placed rear of outlet to rear of outlet.

FORECOURT. A court forming an entrance plaza for a single building or
a group of buildings. Refer to §14-16-3-2, Large Retail Facility Regulations
regarding forecourt requirements.

GLAZING. The clear or translucent material through which light is
transmitted into a building; usually glass but also includes acrylic and
other materials. Glazing shall have a transparency that allows a pedestrian
to see through the window.
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LARGE RETAIL FACILITY. A single tenant structure with at least 75,000
square feet of net leasable area for the purpose of retailing. A Shopping
Center Site with a Main Structure of 75,000 square feet or more is a Large
Retail Facility. Refer to §14-16-3-2 for Large Retail Facility Regulations.

MAIN STRUCTURE. A building used for the purpose of retailing that is
at least 75,000 square feet in size and dedicated to a single tenant, or a
building that has one or more tenants with at least one tenant occupying at
least 75,000 square feet for retail uses. A collection of smaller buildings,
each less than 75,000 square feet and linked by common walls is not
considered a main structure. Refer to §14-16-3-2 for Main Structure
Regulations.

MASSING. The overall composition of the exterior of the major volumes
of a building and their relationship to each other in a sequence in the
overall design of the building or structure.

NEIGHBORHOOD AREA TRAFFIC STUDY. A study that is intended to
respond to cut-through traffic, speeding, and problem intersections on
more than one local street in a neighborhood. Neighborhood Area Traffic
Studies are more complex than single street traffic studies. The study area
is larger and problems are inter-related and they require research and
analysis and substantial involvement by neighborhood residents. Cut
through studies that are part of a neighborhood traffic study shall be
performed by the City Traffic Engineer or a qualified professiona! engineer
using the methodologies of the City of Albuquerque Neighborhood Traffic
Management Program (NTMP} to perform a cut through study.

PARKING SPACE, AUTOMOBILE AND LIGHT TRUCK. A suitable space
for vehicular storage, at least 8.5 feet in width and 18 feet in length, that
may be reduced to 16 feet in length where cars can overhang whee! stops,
with access and circulation satisfactory to the Traffic Engineer; however, if
a premises contains more than 20 parking spaces, one-third of the spaces
may be at least 8 feet in width and 15 feet in length.



9
10
11
12
13
14
15
16
17
18
19
20
21
22
23
24
25
26
27
28
29
30
31

PEDESTRIAN SCALE LIGHTING. Lighting in pedestrian areas not to
exceed 16 feet in height, which allows people to see and be seen from a
distance of 40-60 feet.

PEDESTRIAN PLAZA (OUTDOOR COURTYARD). An outdoor public
space that contains seating and shade and is typically privately owned and
maintained.

PEDESTRIAN WALKWAY. A sidewalk located on a private property.

PETROLEUM PRODUCTS RETAIL FACILITY (FUELING PLAZA). A
facility for outdoor sales of gasoline, petroleum or liquefied gas.

PRIMARY DRIVEWAY. The principal vehicular entrance from a public
right of way into or out of a premises. Most automobile trips to and from
the premises are directed to the Primary Driveway as identified in the site
plan.

RETAIL SUITE LINER, A retail suite connected to and extending from
the front or side of a Main Structure for the purpose of screening.

SECONDARY DRIVEWAY. A vehicular entrance used to supplement a
Primary Driveway access from a public right of way into or out of a
premises. Provides vehicular access to the premises in addition to a
Primary Driveway access.

SHOPPING CENTER SITE. A premises containing five or more acres;
zoned P, C-1, C-2, C-3, M-1, M-2, or a combination thereof; or a Large Retail
Facility; but excluding premises used and proposed to be used only for
manufacturing, assembling, treating, repairing, rebuilding, wholesaling,
and warehousing. Shopping Center Sites are subject to the Shopping
Center Regulations of the Zoning Code, §14-16-3-2.

THROUGH TRAFFIC LANE. A lane which extends between two
roadways both classified as at least a collector on the Long Range Major
Street Plan.

TRUCK BAY. The freight receiving and discharging area that may
include raised or depressed loading docks, loading ramps and the parking

space and or parking wells for trucks when being unloaded or loaded.”
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Section 5. Section 14-16-2-16(A) ROA 1994, C-1 NEIGHBORHOOD
COMMERCIAL ZONE, Permissive Uses, is amended to add a new .
subsection, and renumber remaining subsections accordingly, to read:

“(7) Residential Uses Permissive in the R-3 Zone with the
following exceptions:

(a) Houses are not allowed;

(b)  No less than 20% and no more than 60% of the gross
floor area of the structures on the site shall be developed with residentiat
uses;

(c) Residential uses shall be part of a vertical mix of
uses (e.g. residential over commercial or residential over office).

{d) Where residential uses are proposed, the following
regulations shall apply:

1. Area: minimum of 5 acres.
2. Height: Pursuant to the R-3 Zone.
3. Density: The total square footage of all

buildings shall achieve a minimum floor area ratio of 0.3.

4, Usable Open Space: Pursuant to the R-3 Zone.
At least 50% of the required open space shall be provided in the form of
shared or aggregate open space.

5. Shared Parking: As provided in §14-16-3-
1(E)}{6)(b) except that parking for residential uses is eligible for a shared
parking exception.

6. Approval Process: Site development plan
approval by the Environmental Planning Commission.”

Section 6. REPEALER. Section 14-16-2-16(B)(6) ROA 1994, is hereby
repealed in its entirety and the remaining subsections renumbered
accordingly.

Section 7. Section 14-16-2-17(A) ROA 1994, C-2 COMMUNITY
COMMERCIAL ZONE, Permissive Uses, is amended to add a new
subsection, and renumber remaining subsections accordingly, to read:

10
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“(8) Residential Uses Permissive in the R-3 Zone with the
following exceptions:

(a) Houses are not allowed.

(b) No less than 20% and no more than 60% of the gross
fioor area of the structures on the site shall be developed with residential
uses.

(¢) Residential uses shall be part of a vertical mix of
uses (e.g. residential over commercial or residentiai over office).

(d) Where residential uses are proposed, the following

regulations shall apply:

1. Area: Minimum of 5 acres.
2. Height: Pursuant to the R-3 Zone.
3. Density: The total square footage of all

buildings shall achieve a minimum floor area ratio of 0.3.

4, Usable Open Space: Pursuant to the R-3 Zone.
At least 50% of the required open space shall be provided in the form of
shared or aggregate open space.

5. Shared Parking: As provided in §14-16-3-
1(E)(6)(b) except that parking for residential uses is eligible for a shared
parking exception.

6. Approval Process: Site development plan
approval by the Environmental Planning Commission.”

Section 8. REPEALER. Section 14-16-2-17(B){6) ROA 1994, is hereby
repealed in its entirety and the remaining subsections renumbered
accordingly.

Section 9. Section 14-16-2-20 ROA 1994, M-1 LIGHT MANUFACTURING
ZONE, is amended to add a new subsection, to read:

“{H) Large Retail Facility Regulations. Any site containing a Large
Retail Facility, as defined in §14-16-1-5 of the Zoning Code, is subject to
special development regulations. The Large Retail Facility Regufations are
provided in §14-16-3-2 of the Zoning Code.”

11
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Section 10, Section 14-16-2-21 ROA 1994, M-2 HEAVY
MANUFACTURING ZONE, is amended to add a new subsection, to read:

“(H) Large Retail Facility Regulations. Any site containing a Large
Retail Facility, as defined in §14-16-1-5 of the Zoning Code, is subject to
special development regulations. The Large Retail Facility Regulations are
provided in §14-16-3-2 of the Zoning Code.”

Section 11, Section 14-16-2-22 ROA 1994, SU-1 SPECIAL USE ZONE, is
amended to add a new subsection, and renumber remaining subsections
accordingly, to read:

“(I) Large Retail Facility Regulations. Any site containing a Large
Retail Facility, as defined in §14-16-1-5 of the Zoning Code, is subject to
specia! development regulations. The Large Retail Facility Reguiations are
provided in §14-16-3-2 of the Zoning Code.

Section 12, Section 14-16-2-23 ROA 1994, SU-2 SPECIAL
NEIGHBORHOOD ZONE, is amended to add a new subsection, to read:

“{D) Large Retail Facility Regulations., Any site containing a Large
Retail Facility, as defined in §14-16-1-5 of the Zoning Code, is subject to the
special development regulations for Large Retail Facilities as provided in
§14-16-3-2 of the Zoning Code unless the site is governed by a Rank Il Plan
that contains design regulations or other similar standards applicable to
retail development, as determined by the Planning Director, then the
regulations of the Rank lll Plan shall apply.”

Section 13. Section 14-16-2-24 ROA 1994, SU-3 SPECIAL CENTER
ZONE, is amended to add a new subsection, and renumber remaining
subsections accordingly, to read:

“{F) Large Retail Facility Regulations. Any site containing a Large
Retail Facility, as defined in §14-16-1-5 of the Zoning Code, is subject to the
special development regulations for Large Retail Facilities as provided in
§14-16-3-2 of the Zoning Code unless the site is governed by a Rank lil Plan
that contains design regulations or other similar standards applicable to
retail development, as determined by the Planning Director, then the
regulations of the Rank Ilf Plan shall apply.”

12
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Section 14. Section 14-16-3-2 ROA 1994, SHOPPING CENTER
REGULATIONS, is amended to add Large Retail Facility Regulations as
follows:

“(D) Large Retail Facility Regulations.

(1}  Applicability.

(a) Provisions of this section and Section 14-8-2.7,
Responsibilities of Applicants and Developers, shall apply to the following,
as determined by the Environmental Planning Commission (EPC):

1. New construction of a Large Retail Facility;

2. Change of use from a non-Large Retail Facility
to a Large Retail Facility as defined in Section 14-16-1-5;

3. Building expansion of more than 50% of the
existing square footage.

(b) Building expansion of 10% to 50% of the existing
square footage of an existing Large Retail Facility shall be subject to the
following requirements:

1. Pre-application discussion with the Planning
Review Team (PRT).

2, Compliance with the Large Retail Facilities
design regulations as determined by the EPC. The EPC before issuing final
design regulations shall request input from neighborhood associations
with boundaries that are within 200 feet of the proposed project.

(¢} Building expansion up to 10% of the existing square
footage and building renovation of an existing Large Retail Facility shall
comply with the design regulations in this section to the extent possible as
determined by the Planning Director.

(2} Location and Access of Large Retail Facility. The following
regulations manage the location and design of Large Retail Facilities.
These regulations are necessary for the proper functioning and enjoyment
of the community. They protect the quality of life within surrounding
residential areas, support efficient traffic flows, and provide consistent

regulations for such Facilities. Large Retail Facilities shall be located to
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secure adequate street capacity to transport pedestrians and vehicles to
and from Large Retail Facilities, and discourage traffic from cutting
through residential neighborhoods. The regulations result in efficient and
safe access for both vehicles and pedestrians from roadways in the
Metropolitan Transportation Plan to neighborhoods in the vicinity of Large
Retail Facilities. The Pianning Director, after initial review of a Large Retail
Facilities proposal, may require the site to comply with the next level of
Large Retail Facilities Regulations,

(@) Large Retail Facilities containing 75,000 to 90,000 Sq.
Ft. Net Leasable Area are:

1. Permitted in, C-2, C-3, M-1, M-2, IP, SU-1 and
the SU-2 Zones for uses consistent with C-2, C-3, M-1, M-2, IP Zones; and

2. Permitted in C-1 zones if the project site or site
plan reviewed for subdivision is greater than seven acres.

3 Required to be located adjacent to and have
primary and full access to a street designated as at least a collector in the
Mid-Region Council of Governments’ Metropolitan Transportation Plan and
having at least two through traffic lanes.

{b) Large Retail Facilities containing 90,001 to 124,999
$q. Ft. Net Leasable Area are: '

1. Permitted in C-2, C-3, M-1, M-2, and IP zones
and SU-1 and SU-2 zones for uses consistent with C-2, C-3, M-1, M-2, IP
Zones; and

2. Required to be located adjacent to and have
primary and full access to a street designated as at least a collector in the
Mid-Region Council of Governments’ Metropolitan Transportation Plan and
having at least four through fraffic lanes.

(c) Large Retail Facilities containing 125,000 square feet
or greater of Net Leasable Area are:

1. Permitted in the C-2, C-3, M1, M-2, IP, SU-1
and SU-2 for uses consistent with C-2, C-3, M-1, M-2, IP Zones; and
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2. Required to be located within 700 feet of the
intersection of two roadways, both of which are designated as at least a
collector street in the Mid-Region Council of Governments’ Metropolitan
Transportation Plan and shall have full access to these roadways. One of
the adjacent roadways shall have at least four through traffic lanes and the
other adjacent roadway shall have at least six through traffic lanes or is
designated a limited access principle arterial in the Mid-Region Council of
Governments’ Metropolitan Transportation Plan and have a minimum of
four lanes.

3. if an arterial or collector street has yet to be
built to its full cross-section and does not have the required number of
lanes, the Large Retail Facility may have access onto the roadway if the
roadway is identified on the Metropolitan Transportation Plan as having the
required number of lanes at full buiid-out.

4. If access control policies prohibit access onto
one of the adjacent roa@ways, a local road may be used as access if it has
direct access to at Iea\s\t two roadways that are identified on the Long
Metropolitan Transportation Plan, does not pass directly through a
residential subdivision and at least one of the intersections is signalized.

5. If access to a location fulfills the criteria of this
section but control policies outside the city jurisdiction prohibit access
onto one of the adjacent arterial or collector streets, the remaining arterial
or collector street may serve as the sole access if it has direct access to
two intersections with an arterial and the intersections are signalized.

6. If warrants are met, the intersection of the
primary driveway and the arterial street shall be signalized, unless
prohibited by the City Traffic Engineer for safety reasons, at the expense of
the applicant. The applicant may place the name of the development on the
mast-arm of the signal.

(3) Site Division. These regulations create block sizes for
Large Retail Facility that are walkable and support land use changes over

15
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time. The site plans for subdivision in Phase One and the Final Phase, if
proposed, shall subdivide or plan the site as follows:

(a) The entire site shall be planned or platted into
maximum 360’ x 360’ blocks except as provided in ems (c) and (d) of this
subsection.

(b) Primary and Secondary Driveways (or platted
roadways) that separate the blocks shall be between 60’ and 85’ wide and
shall include the following:

1. Two 10’ travel lanes;

2. Two parallel or angle parking rows or a
combination of such on both sides of the Driveway rights of way are
permitted but not required;

3. Two 6’ landscaped buffers with shade trees
spaced approximately 30’ on center;

4. Two 8’ Pedestrian Walkways constructed of
material other than asphalt;

5. Pedestrian Scale Lighting that provides at
least an illumination of 1.2 to 2.5 foot candles or the equivalent foot
lamber{s; and

6. Standup curb.

(c) One block can be expanded to approximately 790’ x
360" if a Main Structure (including Retail Suite Liners) covers more than
80% of the gross square footage of a block.

{d) If the site dimensions resuit in irregular block sizes,
blocks of different dimensions are allowed provided:

1. The block sizes achieve the intent of this
section;

2. Approval is granted by the EPC;

3. The narrow side of the block abuts the
adjacent street that provides the primary access; and

4, The center of the long side has a major
entrance, including a Forecourt.

16
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{4) Development Phasing and Mixed-Use Component. The
L.arge Retail Facility regulations address the build-out of a large site over
time in order to guide the transition from more vehicle-oriented “big box”
type retail development with iarge surface parking fields to finer-scaled,
pedestrian oriented, mixed-use development, replacing surface parking
with some parking structures, producing a village center that is integrated
into the surrounding neighborhoods. This transition reflects actuat trends
in development and creates a better, more marketable, and higher use
development.

(a) Site development plans for Phase One shall be
submitted to the EPC for approval. If future and/or final phases are
proposed on the site, site development plans containing a level of detail
appropriate for the phasing of the development shall also be submitted to
the EPC for approval.

(b) Mixed Use Component. Mixed use development is
strongly encouraged in both Phase One and the Final Phase of the site
plans for all Large Retail Facilities.

(5) Site Design. These regulations are intended to create
pedestrian connections throughout the site by linking structures, make
pedestrian connections to external neighborhoods and other uses, and to
provide landscaping compatible with the site’s scale for pedestrian shade
and aesthetic beauty. The regulations will result in an active pedestrian
street life, replace large off-street parking fields with parking structures and
transit options, conserve energy and water, and meet the goals of the
Albuquerque/ Bernalillo County Comprehensive Plan and the Planned
Growth Strategy. The following subsections {a} through (n) apply to all
Large Retail Facility Sites:

(a} Context: The design of structures shall be sensitive
to and complement the aesthetically desirable context of the buiit
environment, e.g., massing, height, materials, articulation, colors, and
proportional refationships.

(b}  Off-Street Parking Standards:

17
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1. if a structure or structures, including Retail
Suite Liners, occupies more than 80% of a planned or platted block, the Off
Street parking shall be placed on another block.

2. Parking shall be distributed on the site to
minimize visual impact from the adjoining street. Parking shall be placed
on at least two sides of a building and shall not dominate the buiiding or
street frontage. Parking Areas may front onto roadways identified as
limited access in the Mid-Region Council of Governments’ Metropolitan
Transportation Plan, provided that they are adequately screened with
landscape walls and plantings. If a project has multiple phases the final
phase site plan, if proposed, shall show the elimination of surface parking
areas but may include parking structures.

3. If the site is planned into 360’ x 360’ lots as
called for in these regulations, parking requirements may be met by spaces
located on a block immediately adjacent to the structure creating the
parking demand.

4. Every third double row of parking shall have a
minimum 10’ wide continuous walkway dividing that row. The walkway
shall be either patterned or color material other than asphalt and may be at-
grade. The walkway shall be shaded by means of trees, a trellis or similar
structure, or a combination thereof. Tree wells, planters or supports for
shading devices may encroach on the walkway up to 3’. In no case shall
the walkway be diminished to less than 5’ width at any point.

5. Parking requirements for a Large Retail Facility
with a mixed use component may use “best practice” standards for shared
parking such as Driving Urban Environments: Smart Growth Parking Best
Practices, a publication of the Governor’'s Office of Smart Growth, State of
Maryland. Refer to §14-16-3-1 for Shared Parking Requirements.

(c}  On-Street Parking Standards:

1. Arterial or Collector roadways abutting a Large

Retail Facility with a posted speed limit of 35 miles or less per hour shall

18
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have on-street parking utilizing a parking/queuing lane under the following
standards and if approved by the Traffic Engineer:

a. On-Street parking may use the existing
adjacent outside lanes on an arterial or collector.

b. The parking/queuing lane may be
provided by moving the curb lines within the property line and dedicating
the parking/queuing lane to the City. The existing through lanes shall not
be used as the parking/queuing lane unless a traffic analysis indicates that
this will not result in unacceptable degradation of traffic flow, though
existing can be restriped in a narrower configuration to provide space for
the parking/queuing lane.

c. The parking/queuing lane has a
maximum width of 16".

d. Curb extensions/bump-outs shall be
constructed at the ends of each block and shall include landscaping to be
maintained by the property owner pursuant to a Maintenance Agreement
with the City.

e. Street trees shall be planted pursuant to
the Street Tree Ordinance, Chapter 6, Article 6, ROA 1994,
2. The regulations for parking credits and

reductions set forth in 14-16-3-1(E){6) shall apply to this sub-section except
that 100% of the on-street parking shall be credited towards the project’s
parking requirements.

(d) Signage.

1. Signage shall comply with the Shopping
Center Regulations for signage, §14-16-3-2(B).

2. All signage shall be designed to be consistent
with and complement the materials, color and architectural style of the
building(s).

3. All free-standing signs shall be monument
style.

19
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4. The maximum height of any monument sign
shall be 15 feet.

5. Building-mounted signage that faces
residential zoning shall not be illuminated.

6. Building-mounted signs shall consist of
individual channel letters. llluminated plastic panel signs are prohibited.

(e) Drive-up Windows must be located on or adjacent to
the side or rear walls of service or retail structures and the window shall
not face a public right of way.

f Petroleum Products Retail Facility.

1. Facilities shall be located at a street or driveway

intersection.

2.  The frontage of the principal structure shall face
and line the two streets and follow the set-back and glazing standards for
Retail Suite Liner.

3. Fuel pumps, service facilities, ATMs, storage
areas, and repair bays are to be screened from the major street by the
principle structure.

4, if the structure between the street and the fueling
island is not at least the length of the canopy that is over the fueling
island, or if there is no service facility structure, the perimeter of the
facility shall be screened by either a landscaped berm 3 feet in height or a
wall at jeast 3 feet in height.

(9) Truck Bays.

1. Truck bays adjacent to residential lots must be
separated from the adjacent lot by a minimum of 40’. A minimum 15’ wide
landscape buffer and a 6’ high solid masonry wall shall be provided along
the property line, The landscape buffer shall contain evergreen trees or
trellises with climbing vines to provide year round screening and buffering
from noise. Dock and truck well facilities must also be screened with a
masonry wall that extends vertically 8’ above the finish floor leve! and
horizontally 100’ from the face of the dock. Screen walls shall be designed
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to biend with the architecture of the building. Trucks may not be moved or
left idling between the hours of 10PM and 6:30AM if the truck bays are
located within 300 feet of a residential structure unless negotiated with
adjacent property owners and approved by the EPC.

2. Truck bays not adjacent to residential lots
must be screened with a masonry wall extending vertically 8’ above the
finish floor level and horizontally 100’ from the face of the dock to screen
the truck. Screen walls shall be designed to blend with the architecture of
the building.

(h) Landscaping. The following landscaping requirements
shall apply: '

1. Landscaped traffic circles are encouraged at
the intersection of interior driveways or platted streets.

2. One shade tree is required per 8 parking
spaces. Shade trees may be located at the center of a group of 4-8 parking
spaces, clustered in parking row end caps, or located along internal
pedestrian ways. Shade trees lining a pedestrian way internal to a parking
area may count as a canopy tree of a parking space. Trees in landscape
buffer areas shall not count as parking space trees.

3. Shade trees along Pedestrian Walkways shall
be spaced approximately 25 feet on center.

4, Water conservation techniques shall be
utilized where possible and as approved by the City Hydrologist or City
Engineer. Such techniques may include water harvesting and permeable
paving. Water from roof runoff should be directed or stored and used to
assist all trees and landscaping. Parking spaces that meet infiltration
trasins or vegetated storm water controls should be bordered by permeable
paving. Grasses and other ground vegetation should be near edges to help
filter and slow runoff as it enters the site.

(i) Pedestrian Walkways. internal Pedestrian Walkways
shall be planned and organized to accommodate the inter-related

movement of vehicies, bicycles, and pedestrians safely and conveniently,
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both within the proposed development and to and from the street, transit
stops, and the surrounding areas. Pedestrian Walkways shall contribute to
the attractiveness of the development and shall be a minimum of 8 feet in
width and constructed of materials other than asphalt. Pedestrian
Walkways along internal driveways or streets internal to the site shall also
be lined with Shade Trees and Pedestrian Scale Lighting. Pedestrian
crosswalks shall be constructed of pattemned concrete or a material other
than asphalt and may be at grade.
(i) A Pedestrian Plaza or Plazas, shall be required of all

Large Retail Facility development as follows:

1. Large Retail Facility sites that include a Main
Structure less than 125,000 square feet in size shall provide public space
pursuant to §14-16-3-18(C)(4) of the Zoning Code.

2. Large Retail Facility Sites that include a Main
Structure 125,000 square feet or greater shall provide Pedestrian Plaza
space in the amount of 400 square feet for every 20,000 square feet of
building space. A minimum of 50% of the required public space shail be
provided in the form of aggregate space that encourages its use and that
serves as the focal point for the development. The aggregate space
required shall:

a. Be linked to the main entrance of the
principal structure and the public sidewalk or internal driveway;

b. Include adequate seating  areas.
Benches, steps, and planter ledges can be counted for seating space;

C. Have a portion (generally at least 40%)
of the square footage of the plaza area landscaped with plant materials,
including trees;

d. Be designed for security and be visible
from the public right of way as much as possible;

e. Have pedestrian scale lighting and
pedestrian amenities such as trash receptacies, kiosks, etc.

(k) Lighting.
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1. Ornamental poles and luminaries, a maximum
of 16’ in height, shall be used as Pedestrian Scale Lighting.

2. The maximum height of a light pole, other than
those along Pedestrian Walkways, shall be 20’, measured from the finished
grade to the top of the pole.

3. All on-site lighting fixtures shall be fully
shielded to prevent fugitive light from encroaching into adjacent properties
and/or right-of-way.

1) Outdoor Storage. Outdoor storage as part of a mixed
use development or within a C~1 or C-2 zoned site is not allowed. OQutdoor
uses such as retail display shall not interfere with pedestrian movement.
Where the zoning permits and where outdoor storage is proposed, it shall
be screened with the same materials as the building.

(m) Transit Stops. If transit stops exist or are planned
adjacent to a Large Retail Facility, they shall include a covered shelter with
seating provided at the developer's expense. Either the interior of the
structures shall be lighted or the area surrounding the structures shall be
lighted to the same standards as pedestrian walkways. If the Transit Stop is
within the public right-of-way, the City shall assume ownership of the
shelter and responsibility for maintenance.

(n) Storm Water Facilities and Structures. The following
regulations apply to site hydrology:

1. Impervious surfaces shall be limited by
installing permeable paving surfaces, such as bricks and concrete lattice
or such devices that are approved by the City Hydrologist, where possible.

2. Where possible, transport runoff to basins by
using channels with landscaped pervious surfaces. Landscaped strips
may be converted into vegetative storm-water canals but must be shallow
to avoid defensive fencing.

3. Ponds, retention and detention areas shall be
shallow to prevent the need for defensive/security fencing yet have the

¢apacity to manage storm waters in a 100 year event.
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4. Trees, shrubs, and groundcover shall be
included in storm water basins.

5. Bare patches shall be revegetated as soon as
possible to avoid erosion, according to a landscaping and maintenance
plan,

(o) Energy efficient techniques shall be utilized to
reduce energy and water consumption where possible and as approved by
the City Hydrologist or City Engineer.

(6) Main Structure Design. The following subsections (a)
through (d) apply to Main Structures:

(a} Setback.

1. Main Structures shail be screened from the
adjacent street by means of smaller buildings, Retail Suite Liners, or 20’
wide landscape buffers with a double row of trees.

2, Where the front facade of a Retail Suite Liner is
adjacent to a street, the maximum front setback shall be 10’ feet for private
drives and 25’ for public roadways.

3.  Main Structures abutting residentially zoned
land shall be set back from the property line at least 60°.

(b)  Articulation.

1. Facades that contain a primary customer
entrance and facades adjacent to a public street or plaza or an internal
driveway shall contain Retail Suite Liners, display windows, or a recessed
patio at a minimum depth of 20 feet, or a combination of all three, along
50% of the length of the fagade. Where patios are provided, at least one of
the recessed walls shall contain a window for ease of surveillance and the
patio shall contain shading and seating. Where Retail Suite Liners are
provided, they shall be accessible to the public from the outside.

2. Every 30,000 gross square feet of structure
shall be designed to appear as a minimum of one distinct building mass
with different expressions. The varied building masses shall have a

change in visible roof plane or parapet height. Massing and articulation are
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required to be developed so that no more than 100’ of a wall may occur
without an offset verticaliy of at least 24”.

3. For the Retail Suite Liner, the vertical offset
shall be a visible change {minimum 6”), a change in material may be used
for articulation at the same interval and the visible change in roof plane cr
parapet height shall be a minirnum of 1B”.

4. Facades adjacent to a public right-of-way or
internal driveway and facades that contain a primary customer entrance
shall contain features that provide shade along at least 40% of the length of
the fagade for the henefit of pedestrians.

{c} Materials.

1. Engineered wood panels, cyclone, chain-link, and
razor-wire fencing are prohibited.

2. Design of the external walls and the principal

entrance must inciude 3 of the below listed options:

a. Multiple finishes (i.e. stone and stucco);
b. Projecting cornices and brackets;

c. Projecting and exposed lintels;

d. Pitched roof forms;

e. Planters or wing-walls that incorporate

landscaped areas and cah be used for sitting;

f. Slate or tile work and molding integrated
into the building;

g. Transoms;

h. Trellises;

-k Wall accenting (shading, engraved
patterns, etc.);
i- Any other treatment that meets the
approval of the EPC.
(d) Landscaping.
1. The buffer for main structures across  the
street from residentially-zoned land shall be at least 23 feet wide and
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include two rows of street trees. The trees shall be located pursuant to the
guidelines set forth in Crime Prevention Through Environmental Design
Recommendations. The landscaping of the berm shal provide year-round
screening.

2, The public sidewalk adjacent to the main
structure may be located within the berm and between the rows of trees.
The sidewalk must be a minimum of 7 feet behind the curb.

(7) Mixed-Use Component. The following subsections (a)
through (g) apply to Mixed Use Development:
(a) Uses and Building Forms. The mixed use
component may include a mix of the following building forms and uses:

1. Apartments or condominiums.

Apartments or condominiums over storefronts.
Courtyard housing.

Live-work.

Townhouses.

Lofts.

Lofts over flex.

o N ;RN

Senior housing.

9. Mixed income housing including a2 minimum of
20% affordable at 80% or less of Area Median Income {AMI) for fee simple
unit and 60% or less of AMI for rental units. If rental units are multiple
sizes, only a maximum of 50% of the rental units set aside for 60% of less
of AMI shall be the size of the smallest size category of rental unit in the

project.

10.  Office building.

11.  Office over storefronts.

12,  Civic, cultural, and community buildings.

13.  Parking structures with commercial or housing
finers.

14. Schools, both traditional and technical
vocational.
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{b) Density.
1. Minimum density: 12 dwelling units per acre,
2. Minimum FAR: .30.
3. Maximum density: As determined by the EPC.
(c) Building Heights. Heights within the mixed use
portion of the Large Retail Facility site may vary depending on location.
Structures adjacent to residentially zoned parcels shall be subject to the
Height Requirements of the O-1 Zone and shall not exceed 26’ in height
within 85’ of a lot zoned specifically for houses. The heights of buildings
along the central Driveway or street and adjacent to a major arterial or
freeway may exceed 4 stories so long as the average building height of all
structures in the mixed use site does not exceed the maximum of 4 stories
and no individual structure exceeds a height of 7 stories.
(d) Building Setbacks.

Primary Building Mixed Use Component

(1}_Street-Facing Setback
with Ground-Floor Storefront

a. On Private Drive 10 foot minimum.
b. On Public Street. | 15 foot maximum

(2) Street-Facing Setback
without Ground-Floor
Staorefronts
a. On Private Drive 10 foot minimum,
b. On Public Street. 15 maximum

Interior Side Setback (from | Attached or 5' maximum
property line)

interior Side-Side Attached or 10’ maximum

Separation
(btw. Adjacent buildings)

Interior Rear Setback (from | 5’ from alley ROW:

property line) 20" if no alley (e.q.

parking lot)
Interior Rear-Rear 30" minimum.
Separation

(btw. Adiacent buildings)
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Separation

Interior Side-Rear 20" minimum ‘}
btw, Adjacent buildings

Note 1: Features that may encroach into a Pedestrian Way up to the
maximum specified: eaves (4 max.), awnings (8' max), and minor
omamental features (2’ max). Over Pedestrian Ways, projections must be
more than 8 feet above finished grade.

Note 2: Features that may encroach into setbacks facing Driveways or
streets (but not Driveway or street right-of-ways), up to the maximum
specified: arcades & trellises (to Driveway or street r.o.w.), porches &
stoops {8’ max.), eaves (4’ max.), awnings (8’ max.), and minor ornamental
features.

(e}  Street Frontage.

All street frontages in the mixed-use component shall be:

(1) Lined by buildings with windows and primary
entries, not garage doors; parking areas shall be located to the rear or side
of the building.

(2) Building facades shall occupy at least 50% of the
street frontage.

{f) Articulation. Mixed-use structures shali have a change
in visible roof plane or parapet height for every 50’ in length, however each
distinct roof length does not have to equal 50’ in length. Massing and
articulation are required to be developed so that no more than 50’ of wall
may occur within a 6 foot minimum change in the visible vertical offset, or at
the same interval a change in material may be used for articulation and the
visible change in roof plane or parapet height shall be a minimum of 18’.

(g) Entrances and Glazing. Each ground floor use shall
have one entrance minimum for each 50’ or less of building frontage length,

(h)  Materials. The materials standards for the mixed use
component are as follows:

1. Engineered wood panels, cyclone, chain-link,
and razor-wire fencing are prohibited.
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2. Arcades, awnings, cantilevers, portals and shed
roofs may be made of metal, fabric, concrete tile, clay tile, or slate
(equivalent synthetic or better).

3. A mixed-use component shali include at least 4
of the following design features:

Balconies.

Projecting cornices and brackets.
Eaves.

Exposed lintels.

@ a0 T @

Multiple veneers (i.e. stone and

stucco}.

_-ﬂ

Pitched roof forms.

g. Planter boxes.

h., Slate or tile work and molding
integrated into the building.

i. Transoms.

j.  Treliises.

k. Wall accenting (shading, engraved
patterns, etc.).

. Any other treatment that meets the
intent of this section and that receives the approval of the EPC.

(i) On-Premise Signage.

1. Appropriate signage includes blade signs,
awning signs, and wall-mounted or hanging metal panel signs. Internally
illuminated box signs, billboards, roof-mounted, free-standing, any kind of
animation, and painted window signs, and signs painted on the exterior
walls of buildings are not allowed. No flashing, traveling, animated, or
intermittent lighting shall be on or visible from (i.e. through windows) the
exterior of any building.

2. Wall signs are permitted within the area
hetween the second story floor line and the first floor ceiling within a

horizontal band not to exceed 2’ in height. Letters shall not exceed 18” in
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height or width and 3’ in relief. Company logos or names may be placed
within this horizontal band or placed or painted within ground floor or
second story office windows and shall not be larger than a rectangle of 8
sq. ft. Projecting signs may not be more than 24” by 48” and a minimum
10’ clear height above the sidewalk and may be hung below the third story
level. Signs may not project more than 36” perpendicular to the right-of-
way beyond the fagade. Lettering on awnings is limited to 9” in height.
(8) Maintenance Agreement for Vacant or Abandoned Site.

Large Retail Facilities sometimes are vacated due to changing conditions
in the retail market. To maintain a quality built environment, Large Retail
Facilities shall be maintained during periods of abandonment or vacancies
at the same standard as when occupied. The owner of a site shall sign a
maintenance agreement with the City that the site will be maintained when
vacant to the following minimal standards, among others as deemed
appropriate by the Planning Director:

(a) The landscaping shall be watered, pruned and
weeded.

(b) The parking areas shall be cleaned of dirt and litter.

(c) The building facades shall be kept in good repair,
cracked windows shall be replaced and graffiti removed.

(d) Outdoor security lighting shall be maintained and
operated.

(e} Hydrology systems shall be kept in good working
order.”

Section 15. Subsection 14-16-3-18 (B) ROA 1994, GENERAL BUILDING
AND SITE DESIGN REGULATIONS FOR NON-RESIDENTIAL USES is
amended to add a new paragraph and renumber remaining paragraphs
accordingly as follows:

“(8) An aggregate of buildings 125,000 square feet or greater
shall provide Pedestrian Plaza space in the amount of 400 square feet for
every 20,000 square feet of building space. A minimum of 50% of the

required public space shall be provided in the form of aggregate space that
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encourages its use and that serves as the focal point for the development.

The aggregate space shall:

(a) Be linked to the main entrance of the principal
structure and the public sidewalk or interna! driveway;

(b) Include adequate seating areas. Benches, steps, and
planter iedges can be counted for seating space;

(c) Have a portion (generally at least 40%) of the square
footage of the plaza area landscaped with plant materials, including trees;

(d) Be designed for security and visible from the public
right-of-way as much as possible;

(e) Have pedestrian scale lighting and pedestrian
amenities such as trash receptacles, kiosks, etc.

Section 16. Subsection 14-16-3-2(B) ROA 1994, SHOPPING CENTER
REGULATIONS, Shopping center requirements, is amended to add the
following new subsection:;

“(6)} The site division regulations established in Section 14-16-3-
2(D)(3) ROA 1994, apply to all retail facilities with over 90,001 aggregate
square feet of gross leasable space.”

Section 17. SEVERABILITY CLAUSE. [If any section, paragraph,
sentence, clause, word or phrase of this ordinance is for any reason held to
be invalid or unenforceable by any court of competent jurisdiction, such
decision shall not affect the validity of the remaining provisions of this
ordinance. The Council hereby declares that it would have passed this
ordinance and each section, paragraph, sentence, clause, word or phrase
thereof irrespective of any provision being declared unconstitutional or
otherwise invalid.

Section 18. COMPILATION. Sections 2 through 14 of this Ordinance
shall be incorporated in and made part of the Revised Ordinances of
Albuquerque, New Mexico, 1994,

Section 19. EFFECTIVE DATE. This ordinance shall take effect five days

after publication by title and general description.
XASHARE\Legislation\Seventeen\Q-53cs2final.doc
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City of Albuquerque

Planning Department
Development Review Division
P.0O. Box 1293 ,
Albuquerque, New Mexico 87103

Silverleaf Ventures, LLC
5351 Menavl Blvd NE
Albuquerque, NM 87110

Date: May 20, 2005
OFFICIAL NOTIFICATION OF DECISION
FILE: Project# 1003859

04EPC-01845 EPC Site Development Plan-
Subdivision

LEGAL DESCRIPTION: for all or a portion of
Tract{s) A & 6B, Lands of Ray Grabam I,

Ovenweat Corp., zoned SU-1, O-1, C-2 and

PRD, located on COORS BLVD. NW, between
MONTANO ROAD NW and LEARNING
ROAD NW, containing approximately 70 acre(s)
(E-12) Juanita Garcia, Staff Planner ,

On May 19, 2005 the Environmenta! Planning Commission voted to approve Project 1003859/#04EPC-
01845, a Site Development Plan for Subdmslon, based on the following Findings and subject to the

.. —following Conditions:
FINDINGS:

1 Thistsamqueatforasxtodevelopmentplanforsubdmslonﬁoﬂ‘racts6B&A Lands of Ray
' Graham 11, Ovenwest Corp., and COA. The site is located dn Coors Blvd, south of Montario,
zoned SU-1 C-2 Use (23.3 Acres Max), O-1 Uses (11.7 acres max) and PRD (20 DU/Acre) and

contains approximately 70 acres.

2. The site was originaily part of a larger site development plan (Project 1000965) known as
" Andalucia, but the applicant has requested to be separated from that larger site development plan
to create a new site development plan (Project 1003859). A new name has been provided for the
subject site, which will be identified as “North Andalucia at La Luz.”

3. The applicant is proposing to re-plat the two separate tracts into nine new tracts and no zone mep
amendments are proposed with this request. The applicant is proposing design guidelines within
the site dovelopment plan for subdivision that will help gunde for eonsnstoncy and a quality that is

complementary of thc subject site area,

4, The applicant’s submittai demonstrates that future Tracts 6B-1 and 6B-2 will contain C-2 uses;
Tracts 6B-3 and 6B-5 will contain O-1 uses and Tracts 6B-4, 6B~6, 6B-7, 6B-8 and 6B-9 will
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7.

contain PRD uses, Based on the information that has been provided on the submittal, it appears

that the applicant will have 22.51 acres of C-2 uses, 5.05 acres of O-1 uses and 34.98 acres of
PRD uses,

This case was heard by EPC at the January 20, 2005 all day EPC hearing and was approved with
findings and conditions but was appealed by the La Luz Landowners Association and was heard
by the Land Use Hearing Officer (LUHO) who recommended that this application be remanded
buck to EPC to allow for a more “a more thorough record and make findings regarding the
proposed streets and traffic flows and patterns,” The recommendation was approved by City

N Council; therefore, this case has been remanded back to the EPC.

Since the January 20, 2005 EPC hearing, comments made by the Department of Municipal -
Development (DMD) have been separated from the consolidated comments provided by the
Traffic Engineer. While the DMD recommended a deferral, the negotiations regarding traffic
mitigation measures are more appropriately performed prior to Development Review Board

- (DRB) sign-off of the Site Development Plan for Subdivision.

The subject site is located in the area designated Established Urban and Developing Urban by the
Comprehensive Plan. The submittal meets the goals of these areas by creating a quality urban
environment which perpetuates the tradition of identifiable, individual but integrated communities
within the metropolitan area and which offers variety and maximum choice in housing,
transportation, work area and life styles, while creating a visually pleasing built environment. The
submittal furthers the policies of the Comprehensive Plan as follows:

, & Thelocation , intensity and design of this development respects existing neighborhood

values, natural environmental conditions and carrying capacities, scenic resources, and
resources of other social, cultural or recreational concern (Policy Sd, Comprehensive Plan).
‘The proposed plan will not have deleterious impacts on sutrounding uses, established
neighborhoods, or community amenities.

b.  This request'proposés to locate employment and service uses to complement residential areas

and to site the development in a way that minimizes adverse effects of noise, lighting
pollution, and traffic on residential environments (Policy 51, Comprehensive Plan).

¢.  This request constitutes new growth that will be accommodated through development in an
area where vacant land is contiguous to existing or programmed facilities and services and
.. where the integrity of existing neighborhoods can be ensured, (Policy Se, Comprehensive
Plan), This request represents new coramercial development and is located in an existing
commercially zoned areas (Policy 5j, Comprehensive Plan).

d.  The subject site is adjacent to arterial streets and is planned to minimize harmfil effects of

traffic, Hvability and safety of established residential neighborhoods (Policy Sk,
Comprehensive Plan).
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i
e.  Thesite plan represents a quality and innovative design which is appropriate to the plan area ”ﬁ
(Policy 51, Comprehensive Plan).

f.  This request reprosents redevelopment and rehabilitation of an older neighborhood in ths
Established Area (Policy S0, Comprehensive Plan).

8. Thiarequest is within a Community Activity Center as designated by the Centers and Corridors
section of the Albuquerque/Bernalillo County Comprehensive Plan. The submittal forthers the
Polices of the Community Activity Center designation as follows:

a. - Therequest helps to shape an urban form in a sustainable development pattern that helps to -
promote transit and pedestrian access both to and withia the center, and maximizes cost-
effectiveness of City services (Comprekeusive Plan, Policy 11 B. 7. a).

b.  This request will assist in the development of ¢ Comtitinity / Activity Centoryps defined by
the Comprehensive Plan by providing the j focus for the entire community sub-area
with a higher concentration and gresten(variety'of commercial and eatertainment uses in
conjunction with oommunity-wide services, employment, and the most intense land uses
within the community sub-area.

¢..  This request will also assist in the development of 2 Community Acﬁvity Center a8 defined
by-the Comprehensive Plan by sllowing the location of land uses typical of a low-riss office, " -
educational facilities, medium density residential, senior housing and other similar uses.

d.  Thisrequest meets the policies of the Comprehemive Plan by providing moderate floor area
ratios and urban Iand vses and pedestrian connections between buildings and sidewalks, /
- biiildings sépariting off-street parking from streets and public plaza and open space 4
(Comprehensive Plan, Activity Center Goal, Policy A, Community Activity Centers),

" e.  Thesubject site contains high-density residential property. The Comprehensive Plan is
.. furthered in that the most intense activity centers uses are proposed to be located away from
any nearby low-density residential development and is buffered from thoso residential uses
by a transition area of less intensive development (Policy I1. B. 7. £).

9. Transportation:

2. A Traffic Impact Study (TIS) was completed by the applicant in October of 2004 and has
been reviewed by the Planning Department (Transportation Development) and the
Department of Municipal Development (DMD). The study was conducted in accordance
with the scoping letter and procedures cited in the City’s Development Process Manual.

b.  Inaddition, in March of 2005, a Supplemental Traffic Analysis was provided by the
applicant to support the access approved at the intersection of Street B and Montano Road.

c.  Coors Boulevard is a limited access, principal arterial with proposed bicycle lanes as -
designated on the Long Range Roadway System and Long Range Bikeways System,
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10.

11.

d.  The City Engineer may require up to six (6) additional feet of right-of-way on Coors
Boulevard to accornmodate the designated bicycle lane.

. . The ultimate cross-section for Coors Boulevard adjacent to the proposed site includes 4
northbound travel lanes consistent with the Coors Corridor Plan (see figure 6).

£ Consistent with the Coors Corridor Plan intersection access policy (see policy 5), access
approximately midway between Montano Road and Dellyne Avenue at Street "B" is right-in,
right-out only.

g  Exceptions to the access policy to allow for the proposed left-in access from southbound
Coors Boulevard to Street "B" will require the approval of the Metropolitan Transportation
Board (MTB) of the Mid-Region Council of Governments, The City Of Albuguerque has
indicated that it will support this request to the Council of Governments based upon the TIS
and demonstration that the addition of this lefi-in access will have beneficial impacts to the
Coors/Dellyne/Learning Road intersection.

h. . Montano Road is a limited access, minor arterial with a proposed grade separation at
Winterhaven Road as designated on the Long Range Roadway System and on the Coors
Corridor Plan, However, no grade separated intersection has been planned, designed or
programmed as of this date.

i.  Inthe future, if a grade aeparation is constructed, north-south traffic at Winterhaven will be
able to pass under Montano, but no connection will be atlowed between Montano and
Wintethaven Road. However, in the interim, the City Engineer and the Director of the
Department of Municipal Development have allowed fora right-in, right-out and left in at

. the intersection of Street B and Montano Road. . :

j» - Leaming Road will serve as both a public and privateroad. The areas designated as public
or private ave identified on the site development plan and the subdivision plat. The portion of
Leaming Road east of the existing City right-of-way is designated to remain a private road, -
which will provide access to Bosque School and the City Lift Station Access Road only.

k. Inorder to minimize adverse impacts to the Learning Road/La Luz Connector Road
intersection and the Coors/Learning Road intersection, Bosque School has agreed to open
access from the school to Street B during the morning and afternoon peaks and during
special events.

The subject site will be subject to and will need to comply with the Impact Fees Ordinance sand
the Impact Fees Regulations that are currently in process of being finalized.

The proposed request meets the Transportation and Transit provision of the
Albuguerque/Bernalillo County Comprehensive Plan with a goal to “pro\nde a balanced
circulation system through efficient placement of employment and services, and encouragement of
bicycling, walking, and use of trangit/ paratransit as alternatives to automebile travel, while
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providing sufficient roadway capacity to meet mobility and access needs.” The submittal furfhers
the Polices of the Transportation and Transit provision as follows:

2. The subject site has been reviowed for street design, transit service and dovelopment form
consistent with Transportation Corridors and Activity Center polices established in the
Comprehensive Plan.

b.  The site is adjacent to Coors Blvd anid Montano Road, both designated as Enhanced Transit
Corridors as identified in the Comprehensive Plan’s Activity Centers and Transportation
Corridors Map.

¢.  The subject site will contain some acces§ control along Coors Blvd and Montano Road.

‘Enhanced Transit Corridors are to aperate at a Leovel of Service (LOS) of “D” or better. The
City may allow for lower LOS st an intersection by substituting transit improvements which
facilitate transit vehicles bypassing congestion at the infersection for auto improvements; or
may be allowed to.substitute transit improvements, employee travel demand strategies, and
mixed use developments which lower overall trip generation in place of auto based

~ improvements in order to mitigate traffic impacts of a development. The Design Guidelines
for the subject site includes a Transportation Demand Management (TDM) plan that will
encourage altemative modes of transportation in place of auto based improvements in order
to mitigate traffic impacts of this development.

e.  All intersections near the subject site have transit emergency velncle signal preemption, the
capability of 2 selected lane for transit and will contain right tum lanes glong Coors Blvd.

£ Thesubject site will contain pedestrian circulation that will maximize pedestrian connections l(
to transit stops and between developments. !
g Thosubject site will contain public sidewalks adjacent to the site betweon 6-8 feet in width. f Lo
h.  Dedicated Bicycle lanes are dedicated along Coors Blvd and Montano Road.

i.  Thesubmittal includes & network of internat bike lanes that will provide connections from
the site to adjacent facilities on Coors and Montano,

12.  The subject site is within the Taylor Ranch Community as identified in the West Side Strategic
Plan and is within the community's Community Activity Center. The proposed development will
include retail, office and multi-family residential uses that ase appropriate for the Taylor Ranch

- Community Center (Policy 3.16, WSSP) and will respect the existing neighbothood values as
- required in Policy 3d, Established Urban, Comprehensive Plan. In addition, the site is an
appropriate location for continued growth due to its contiguous location to the rest of the City and
efficient locatmn for receiving City services. (Policy 3.12, WSSP)

13. A remaining intact portion of the “Montano Pueblo” lies within the northern boundary of this site.
Two smallér archeological sites are also identified with the site, The affected sites will aced to
comply with all the goals and policies under Jesue 2, Policy 6, Archeological Sites, of the Coors
Corridor Plan, which states, “development within an identified archeological site shall obtain
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14,

15.

16.

17.

|

19,

20.

21.

22,

clearance and guidance from the State Historic Preservation Office before actual development

begins”

The applicant hes obtained clearance from the State Historic Preservation Office with the
preferred method of mitigation to contain the burlal sites in place and fill the sites with sterile soil
1o create a sloped surface. The approved mitigation plan also included a commitment to redesign
the parking area and leave a portion of the Montano Pueblo site undeveloped, provide for a
“protective covenant”, and provide materials for public interpretation such as information signs.
At this point, the applicant is not proposing any development in the area that confains the
“Montano Pueblo” therefore; this issue can be finalized at a later date.

If transportation mitigation is required along Montano Road, adjacent to the subject site, and it is
determined there may be encroachment in the archeological site, then further review and approval
from the State Historic Preservation Officer may be required.

The subject site contains an area of habitat for the Tawny Bellied Rat. An agreement was reached
between the applicant, the City Of Albuquerque Open Space Division and tho sbutting Bosque
School to relocate the Tawny Bellied Rat to suitable sites

During the review and approval of this application in January of 2005 a preliminary Air Quality
Impact Analysis{AQIA) was not required. Howover, policy has changed within the Planning
Department that now requires a preliminary AQIA. The applicant has submitted & preliminary
AQIA and has been reviewed and approved by the Environmental Health Department in
accordance with Section 14-16-3-14 of the Comprehensive City Zoning Code.

-

The submitted site plan meets the applicable general policies, site planning and architecture
policies, view preservation policies, and signage policies contained in the Coors Corridor Plan.

The site plan contains the information required by the Comprekensive City Zcmmg Code. It
presents the site, the proposed uses, pedestrian and vehicular ingress and egress, internal
ciroulation requirements and the maximum building heights allowed, and the nonresidential uses’
meximum floor area rmo

There have been two facilitated meetings between the applicant and the affected neighborhood
associations and one non-facilitated meeting to discuss the issues related to the subject request and
in accordance with the Land Use Hearing Officer’s (LUHO) recommendation. As an agreement

during these meetings, the applicant will not aliow for any drive-through restaurants or gas
stations on the subject site.

The applicant intends to assess the “grove of cottonwood trees” on the subject site by an arbonst
to determine the health of the trees.

Based on the review of the traffic studies and related testimony the EPC recognizes that significant
long-range traffic solutions in the Coors and Montano area require a major redesign and
reconstruction of the Coors/Montano intersection. Consequently, the EPC urges that the City
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Council place the redesign/reconstruction of the Coors/Montano intersection on the TCIP or CIP
as quickly s possible. _

CONDITIONS:

1.

The E?C delegates final sign-off authority of this site development plan to the Development ;' -
Review Board (DRB). The DRB is responsible for ensuring that all EPC Conditions have been ;'

~ satisfied and that other applicable City requirements have been met. A letter shall accompany the \

submittal, spamfymg all modifications that liave been made to the site plan since the EPC hearing, ”
including how the site plan has been modified to meet each of the BPC conditions. Unauthorized {
changes to this site plan, including before or after DRB final sign-off, may result in forfeiture of ;
approvals.

The Site Development Plan for Subdivision shall be amended to include a note that states: Fast
Food Restaurants with drive-up windows and ges stations shall not be permitted.

If transportation mitigation requires an encroachment of the existing archeological site adjacent to

Montano Road, farther. reviow and approval will be required from the State Historic Preservation
Officer.

In order to minimize adverse impacts to the Learning Road/La Luz Connector Road intersection
and the Coors/Learning Road intersection, Bosque School has agreed to open access from the
schooltosuecthuﬁngthemomingand afternoon peaks and during special events. A gate and

~appropriste signage shall be provided along Learning Road by the developer of the commercial

tract in conjunction with Phase One.

The applicant rust comply with the following conditions of approval as specified by the City
Engineer, the Department of Municipal Development, The Puhlic Works Department and the NM
Department of Transportation:

a.  All the requirements of previous actions taken by the EPC and/or the DRB must be
completed and /or provided for.

b. The Developeris reaponsible for permment improvements to the transportation facilities
adjacent to the proposed site development plan for building permit. Those improvements
will include any additional right-of-way requirements, paving, curb and gutter, sidewalk and
ADA accessible ramps that have not already been provided for. All public infrastructure
constructed within public right-of-way or public easements shall be to City Standards. Those
Standards will include but are not limited to sidewalks (std. dwg. 2430), driveways (std.
dwg. 2425), private entrances (std. dwg. 2426) and wheel chair ramps (std, dwg, 2441).

¢..  Completion of the required TIS mitigation measures (when determined), per Transportation
Development Staff. Transportation mitigation measures may be.accomplished through a

~ combination of Transportation Impact Fees, the Impact Fees Regulations and the TIS
recommendations,
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Street B shall intersect with Coors Blvd, at no less than an 80 degree skew. Every effort
ghould be made to pravide a connection at 90 degrees.

‘Dedicated right turn deceleration lanes will be required at site drives per DPM and/or TIS

requirements. Left turn lanes required at site drives where permitted and s approved,

Existing Leamning Rd, will need to intersect with New Street /Wintethaven Rd. at noless
than an 80 degree skew. Every effort should be made to provide a connection at 90 degrees. |

Roundabouts will need to meet design requirements of Publications FHWA-RD-00-067 and
AASHTO.

Medians within 100° calming area (Strect A) will need to be designed to accommodate [eft
turning vehicles, Will also noed to meet AASHTO and DPM cntcria (site distance). Provide
detail for this area.

Provide det_aﬂ and location of bump outs.
Provide cross sections for Streets A, B and New Street/Winterhaven Rd.

10’ radius curb returns may not be allowed in high volume traffic areas or in truck
circulation areas (includes emergency vehicles and solid waste),

Site plan shall comply and be designed per DPM Standards.

Platting must be a concurrent DRB action.

Dedication of an additional 6 feet of right-of-way along Coors Boulevard, as required by the
City Engineer, to provide for on-strect blcycla lanes as deslgnated on the Long Range

Bikeways System. . ... . .

Construction of the northbound bwyclq lane along Coors Boulevard, adjacent to the subject
property, as designated on the Long Range Bikeways System,

Dedication of additional rights-of-way, as necessary, and construction of the fourth
northbound travel lane on Coors Boulevard adjacent to the subject property consistent with

‘the Coors Corridor Plan (sce figure 6).

Approval of the proposed left-in access from southbound Coors Boulevard to Street *B" by
the Metropolitan Transportation Board (MTB) of the Mid-Region Council of Governments.

Access at Montano and Winterhaven will be restricted to right turn in/right turn out and left
in as approved by the Director of Municipal Developrent. Must be accompanied by a
written agreement between the applicant and the City Of Albuquerque.

A notation shall be added on the submittal that reads, “When the future grade separation is

constructed access will no longer be allowed to Montano Road from Winterhaven consistent
with the Long Range Roadway Sys

Access coordination is required with NMDOT.,



OFFICIAL NOTICE OF DECISION

MAY 20, 2005 |

PROJECT #1003859 u
PAGES OF 10

6. The existing median on Learning Road just east of Coors Boulevard is well landscaped with native
plants. The proposed development will require modification to the intersection of Learning Road
and the La Luz access road including the median. The applicant has agreed to rebuild the median
and re-vegetate it to the pre-modification level of landscaping.

IF YOU WISH TO APPEAL/PROTEST THIS DECISION, YOU MUST DO SO BY JUNE 3, 2005 IN
THE MANNER DESCRIBED BELOW. A NON-REFUNDABLE FILING FEE WILL BE
CALCULATED AT THE LAND DEVELOPMENT COORDINATION COUNTER AND IS
REQUIRED AT THE TIME THE APPEAL 18 FILED. IT IS NOT POSSIBLE TO APPEAL EPC
RECOMMENDATIONS TO CITY COUNCIL; RATHER, A FORMAL PROTEST OF THE EPC's

RECOMMENDATION CAN BE FILED WITHIN THE 15 DAY PERIOD FOLLOWING THE EPC's
DECISION.

Appeal to the City Council: Persons aggrieved with any determination of thse Eavironmental
Planning Commission acting under this ordinance and who have legal standing as defined in
Section 14-16-4-4.B.2 of the City of Albuguerque Comprehensive Zoning Code may file an
appeal to the City Council by submitting written application on the Planning Department form to
- the Planning Department within 15 days of the Planning Commission’s decision. The date the
determination in question is issued is not included in the 15-day period for filing an appeal, and if
the fifteenth day falls on a Saturday, Sunday or holiday as listed in the Merit System Ordinance,
the next working day is considered as the deadline for filing the appeal. The City Council may
_decline to hear the appeal if it finds that alf City pians, policies and ordinances have been properly
e followed: -1f they decide that all City plans, policies and ordinances have not been properly
f(illowed , they shall hear the appeal. Such appeal, if heard, shall be heard within 45 days ofits
filing.

YOU WILL RECEIVE NOTIFICATION IF ANY PERSON FILES AN APPEAL. 1IF THERE IS NO
APPEAL, YOU CAN RECEIVE BUILDING PERMITS AT ANY TIME AFTER THE APPEAL
DEADLINE QUOTED ABOVE, PROVIDED ALL CONDITIONS IMPOSED AT THE TIME OF
APPROVAL HAVE BEEN MET. SUCCESSFUL APPLICANTS ARE REMINDED THAT OTHER

REGULATIONS OF THE CITY MUST BE COMPLIED WITH EVEN AFT ER APPROVAL OF THE
REFERENCED APPLICATION(S).

Successful applicants should be aware of the termination provisions for Site Development Plans specified
in Section 14-16-3-11 of the Comprehensive Zoning Code. Generally plan approval is terminated 7 years
after approval by the EPC

incerely,

ichard Dineen
Planning Director
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cc; Consensus Planning, Inc., 924 Park Ave SW 87102
Rae Perls, La Luz Landowners Assoc., 15 Tennis Ct NW 87120
Bruce Masson, La Luz Landowners Assoc,, 13 Arco NW 87120
Don MacCornack, Taylor Ranch NA, 5300 Hattiesburg NW 87120
Ceil VanBerkel, Taylor Ranch NA, 5716 Morgan Ln NW 87120
Lynn Perls, 18 Berm NW 87120
Lois 8. Sloan, 21 Tennis Ct NW 87120
Gail Brownfleld, 9 Arco NW 87120
Jo Allen, 1 Tumbleweed NW 87120
Andrew Wooden, 8§ Arco NW 87120
Dana Asbury, 1509 Stanford Dr NE 87106
Frank W, Ikle, 5 Tennis Ct NW 87120
Joanne G. Kimmey, 6 Link NW 87120
Bennett King, 10 Arco NW 87120
Robert Peters, 10 Tumbleweed NW 87120
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%CHAVEZ & BARELA, o
'-mmm
TRASIARYA, Fiag.
- Sect vis foostmio at tho helow linted
mmbers
March 28, 2005
N.Lymn Pods, Bt Jamee Strzier Fichard Dineen
suo"%':m Strest, N.W., 8ta. 205 024 Park Ave, W Planning Diractor
Albuguerque, NM 87102 Albuquergue, NM 57102 ?'“?W”ngv
Facsimle: 891-0050 Facaimila; 642-5406 7 W‘ .Wm e
Faceimile: 7683227
RE: Appsul AC—OO-E}J 2
Desr Parties:

Enclosed harewith is a tapy of my dacision on the sbove referencad appual matfer, A
copy has been forwearded to the Gty Counoll, mmmcwmmmummm
when this matter will ba reviswed by the Counsll. Thank you. .

Cordially,

By:

Land Use Hearing Officer

643 U5, Migtwey 314, SW., Sue B+ PO, Box 2415 » Los Limas, N, 87081
afaphone: (S05) 565-3550 » facimile: (505) 565-3651 « lawyer@chavezbarelalaw.com
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LAND USE HEARING OFFICER'S RECOMMENDATION

APFMLNO.AN&J (O4EPC-01845: Projact No. 1003539)

Dr. ¥ae Pects, La Luz Lindowners Assoclation, % dechion of the Rovionmeod Pieoing Conmaisaion
approving s Bive Development Plan for tha of Lots A wrd 6B, lande of Ray Gralem, T, Ovecrwest Cormp,,
zovod 8L for O-1 (1.7 acves, max.); awl .2 (23,3 scows max.); md, PRI GOV /Acve miax.) Looaiod on Coory
Bonloverd N.W. botween Montano Road N, W. md Lewning Road N.W., and conteinisg spproxtastely 70 acres.

9
10
1
12
13 1. PROCEDURAL BACKGROUND
14 . : '
15 The Record reflects the applicsnt, Siivericat Ventures, LLC, by and through thelr agent
16  ConsenisusPlanaing (horelngfter “Party Opponont”) subumistod an application and a site dovelopament
17 plan for subdivision to the Albuquesgue City Planoing Departimest (heveinafier “City”) 1o subdivide
18 sndroplnt two adioining undeveloped tracts of land into nine smallor new toacts, The application
19  windsted Docernberl, 2004.! The application site of this peoposal was previously approved by the
20 BPCaxpart of a much larger proposal. The previcusly approved site plan and this proposed site plan
2 havesigniBoant difforences. Pussuetto the Cliy of Albuguargue Comprehensive City Zoning Code

/7] dedwdomtﬂmwmdmwm mﬁbomvodbylhe
Envitonmental Planning Commismion (“BPC).? |

23

24 oo

25 On January 20, 2005, the BPC held & public hearing on the subject proposal. Initcpublic
26 = hearing the BPC made 12 findings on the secommendation of City siaff plarmees. The EPC
approved the site plan for the subdivision with 11 condifians.  On Januaey 21, 2008,
*the BBC iaged it Offfoinl Notificdtion of Declsion.? On Februsy 4, 2005, Dr. ReoPecls of the La
Lz Landownsrs Assoclation (“Appeliunts™) flied & timely appeal to tho Land Uso Hoaring Officor.t
Tho La Luz Land Ownees Assoclation has standiog to.appeal tho docision of the EPC.

27

2

29

30

3 _

32 An sppeal hearing was keld on March 15, 2005, During the appenl bearing the Appelianix
kx

34

as

36

objected to the introduction of the Trafflc Impact Studies and & report from the SWCA
Bavironmentsl Consuliants. Their objections were duly noted and ovorraled. The basis of their
vhjections was founded on the complaint that Appellants had not boen provided these reports and
Mwhadmnndmcppommhymmwwm

* Sce Page 88 of the Rocord Proper.
2 S the Code, Prefice, page vill and Section 14-16-3-11 renpoctively.
» Soe Pago 120 of the Reoond Proper.
4 Sec page 1 of the Record Proper.
Page 1 of 6
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IL  ISSUHS PRESENTED

" In this appesl, Appellunts sppenl the devision of the EPC on threo groundy.  The fivm
conderns the eonduct of the APC fteelf, Appeliants claim fhe EPC fuilad 1o givo a roprosentative of
the La Luz Landowner's Aswaciation a fair opportunity o be beard. The socood point concents the
findings of the RPC. Appeliants clsim certain negative findings wnd circumistancos rogending -
wmmwmwhmm was not adequatety considered by the EPC and
therefure, the EPC . acted abitrasily and capeleiously i granting approval of the site development ©
plan. Finally, Appelisnts claim the environmental and sechoologionl copditions fivand 10 be presgent
on the prapased site were not given due consideration by the EPC. Each of the issues reisod by
Appeliants containt aa element of due rocess attribuited to how the REC managed the evidence: ar
Inck of evidencc before it. .

. STANDARD OF REVIEW ,
A review of an appesl Is 2 whole recond review to determing if the EPC erred:

1. Inaspplying sdopied city plans, policies, and ordinances in arriving at the decision;
" 2. Inthe appealed action or decision, including its stated faots;
3. mwngnﬁmﬂwm“wwwofﬁmm

WWMMmﬂhmwnMd&mmhw
1the cvidence is not supportad the Land Use Hasrlng Officer may not substitote its judgment for
that of the EPC, The Land Use Ilsaring Officer’s opiniox is sdvisory to the City Council. The
Haxring Officer muy recommend that the Council “grant, in whaic or in part, an apposl, deny, in

 whole or in part, an wppoul, ar femand an appesl for reconelderation if thc remand is necessry to

¢ £ the reooid oF if the remand would expeditiously divpose of the matter,™
Dooisiony of the City are presumably valid mad the burden of proving otherwise rosts upon a party
soeking to void such decison.

IV.- ARGUMENTE
Due Process
I firtnotethat Appeliants fhilod 10 attend the faciliteted mosting, Their misgivings areof no

. faultof the Party Opponents or the City. Morsover, Appellsuts have not raised any Jegitimate ipmuss .

that they did not receive notice of the review stages of this propossl, including the fucilitated
mesting. Appeltants assort, howaves, thatthey did raske scveral requests 1o the Plauning Department
mmmmemmmm&rMmWMMﬁcMu The Cily staf?

? SnmﬂuofmeLmdUuHmngeﬁmmpwdbyﬁeCnyCoumLFebmmw
2004 Bill No. 7/8 O0-04-6.

P-gezofﬁ

4/8
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deny that such requests were made and Appelisnts huve not brought forth or shown any ovidenoe
substactisting their alleged requosts,

: The cormerstons of all Appellnnts® arguments concoms how My, Jobn Badal, presusnably
s member of the La Lvz Landowners® Associstion was received by the BPC when he spoks out in
opposition o the proposal. Appellants cantend thaethe City's decisian-making process violsied their
procedurs] due prosess rights, ¥ niote a2 the ontect, that the Clty {s not required 10 condust its public,
quasi-judiciel hestings following the same evidentiary snd procodurel standards spplicableto a oot
of luw; although it cuust adhere io fundacnentsl peinciples of justios and procedural dus process.®

Agpeliants contond Mz, Badal's spesch wan insmadistely ohllied when he was sllegedly

admonished by the EPC for not participating or having an Assoclation membor participate in the

facilitared meeting held on January 12, 2005.  Although the City staff answer this cluim with a
denial thet the BPC in thet chiliod or stifiod My, Badal’s speech, the offioial recond from the BPC
speaks for itself.

ARy throughly reviewing the minutos of the BPC, I cannot find that Mr. Badal wis sol given
& per 3¢ opportunity to be beard, when in fict he was sllowed to prasent himuelf and place his
opposition on the racord, However, an opporkmity 1o be homed is more than simply allowing
sameone to orally voloo their opposition. At least one iasus raiscd by Mr. Badal was relevant to the
discussion before tha EPC, That issue relates to the sooess thovoughfistes in and out of the propased

~ site and how thoae now sirosts will affect existing wod futuee ttaffic flows and conditions. Tho

reqord is clesr thut M, Badal as s reproseatative of the 1.4 Lux Homeowner’s Assoviation was given
an appostunity to be heard, however the lssues raised by bim were not given dus consideration and
the BPC sbused itx dincretion in bow it mansgad thaee e

" Yexonot find any cvidence fnthe mimutes that the EPC cvaluated in auy meaninghi way the

Consengus Plitming about the conoerna raisod by the La Lux Landownars Association as prosented
by Mr, Badal, it did 50 in a porfimctory mammer.  The fiaot that Mr. Badal and the 1.a Luz
Homreownsr*s Association did ol partivipets [n tha cartier Sacilitatod viccting mmy have beca a cause
for Mir. Badal’s Inck of information regarding the propose], as the EPC duly noted, Despite Me.
Badal"s imporfoct prosentation, the BPC did ittle or nothing to sddress the issuss presented by Mr.
Badal.- Consequently, alope, this doos not rise to the lovel of a violation of requisitc duc process.

Teabused its disoretion whan it defired tho {ssues fora Latex houring. This was insppropriste
for reazons enumorated below.  For Intk of a better phrase, it lterally put off the quastions rafsed
by Mr. Badal for another day. 1t passed on those conctans seemingly for a futire bemring,

% Soc Bastershell v, Citv of Albuguarqus, 108 N.M, 658, 662, 777 P.2d 386, 390 (Ct.
App. 1989). (“Tn sdministrative proceedings due process is flexible in nature and may adhere to
such requisite proccdural protoctions s the particuler situstion demands.”)

Page3of 6
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pesxmsbly to be addreased at the subvequent hearing for building permits.” In doing so, the EPC
virtually communicated to the T.4 Lz Tandowners” monﬂmm “mous"ememawoum
b adkiressed at this Jetér hoaring,

Howevyer, thﬂthmMmeMuwmchmhm she
mmwammmmmwummm" Mrs. Geacln went
onto explain that “once we approve this sits development plan for subdivision the foads are in place
and the 1ot 1ines sxé In plaoe and there ix not veally any flexibility for us to come back and stacnd the
site development plan for subdivision when we are reviswing the site development plun for buflding
10 permit™ Although Mry. Garcis was not specifically referring o the issues valsed by Mr. Badal, it
3 was #tn sbuse of ity discretion for the EPC to sonduot itwolf 1u this munnor knowing that the vehicnlar
12 concerns and issues raised by the La Lnz Homeowner’s Association could not be considerod by the
13 mmmmmmrmmﬂ"

15 anmw.mmmmamm“m;mmmmorm :
16 isswes rained by Mr. Badal or it should have deferved fts ruling and continued the hearing for & tater
17 dats. Notably too, in it Official Notification of Decigion, the BPC made o rulings or findings of
18 WMMQWWM«MWM&MWM&MM
19 cusory requisites roquired of a typloat site plma." Then, ss s condition of approval, simply
20 placed » condition that a Traffic Impact Stady was “rixquired ueed has been subeiitted,” without sny
21 furtherolaboration. Appelinnts’ areleft witharational, consplonous impression of apprehension and

AR B3 =3 O N P B

2

b If an objective abservar would entertain reasonsble question abait whether in fact the EPC

25 conducted un investigation wnd then forcwam, that it would lovestigate fizther of 8 Inter date when
- —-26--—in fuct it cannot conduct the Intee voview it sald it will condust, then, wo are ficed with an

27  insuemostisble quowtion of due prooses and incrodulity of the grooess itsolf, The et isan cbjoctive

28 one,and what matters is the appeacance of good govemance, A the very nobl Yustics

29 wrots “justics should not only be dona, but should manifistly and undonbtedty be seen o be done.”

7 Soepage 140 of the Record Proper, wherein Chsdanag Deichmann stuies the partics
should come up with a “good compromine™ and the BPC will tale “their concerns & Jot more
scrionsly”™ presumably at the next stage of hoaring(s) for building permits,

¥ Sea the Record Proper, EPC minates page 141,
L] 1d i

fo SectheCode,SmuoalMG-l-S,Dcﬁnitmn.lelﬁ The distinetion between & site
plmmrmhdivis!onmﬂumplmfwhﬁldingpumuddﬁym

"t Tn itz definsc however, the BPC did set oonditions of taffic mitigstion messurcs,
Pagedof 6
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25
Z6

28

30
n
32
33
34
35
36
37
38
39
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Tha BPC hins many advantuges. Hsdocimu-mﬂdngmumuddbymminm -

sreas assigoed to &t by the City Councll. It has extensive resouroos to
% proper investigation into the jisfues. 1t can postpone jis docisions when it feols it is nsoemsary.

the facts relevant to

Despite these advantages, it should riot be accorded deference i thuee ndvantages did not pley a rofe

in its dociaion-making process,

wmmmmwmmmmmwwu
rocund reffects that it ignorcd the pectinant issos or fhots (&t lowst thoss raissd by the 2 T.uz Homa

Owners” Aswocistion), it did not utilize its knowlwige wnd expertise

to discora the merits of the

{seues it was fscod with, Rather without mathority, it plnced the apposition on notica that it would
investignta later. ‘Vhe record presents geouine doubt whether e EPC's inventigation and delay of
thoissues marits deference. The best course 1s to remand the matterto the EPC for reconsiderution,

The record should be develaped more dronghly.®

I recognize fhat the EPC has a difficut and demsnding job snd it may not have to respaad

mmimmwmmwam Buck & roquitement is

imprectical
My recommendation Is not intended to stand for that proposition. Yet, the

and

ofion unneoossary.
additiona! effbrt voquired by uremand in this circumstanco, is apgpropriste to fruprove the confidences
in tha EPC decision-making prcens. The porpose of remand {s not to require . different result. A
daciaion idontical to the original decision may woll be affinablo, but becsuse tha procens, us well
as the reault, is of high importance, sometimey it i tho process, rather thax the result, that justifics
romand wnd recomideration,

m,'lmwﬂmksm“hmwmﬁ;mmmﬂu

Althoagh Appeliams

hisve no good excuses for missing the meeting, and I belicve the City Plansing

Saft ected in good fith o Joid 2 meeting, the fact rexaning that a fiacilitated noeting may
——2]——- cxpeditiously sssist the partics i disposing this matter when it moves back befbee the EPC. In
making thiarcoommendation, Tam cogoixunt of the procedential ismaes whioks say sds in e fatuze,
29  Howswver, 1oonclude that the totality of the ciroutistances in this casa are sornewha! exceptional and

this opinion should bo natrowly construed in the fiture,

V.,  SUMMARY OF FINDINGS AND RECOMMENDATION

In summety, | find that the EPC abused its discretion im advising the La Luz Homeowpers®
Asscciation that it would consider the apecific isques of subdivision raized by them ot 2 subsequent
hiearing: when it conslders bullding permits. ‘The BPC does not have the suthorily to make
Mmﬂummmmmmd:mmmmhuﬂmwm«rmm
plnnthrhuﬂthngpemlw

# | note Tor the record, the short (ime batween the application duio and the Sacilftatod
meeting and the EPC bearing may have been s contributing fictor and may not have alfowed for,
or {t may not have been conducive to, 2 free flow of information in this mater.

Pagc Sof 6
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PLANNING DEPARTMENT Project # 1003859

Number: 04EPC 01845

DEVELOPMENT SERVICES DIVISION May 13, 2005

Page 1

- ADDITIONAL INFORMATION
Appeal:

On February 4, 2005 an appeal was filed by the La Luz Landowners Association on the approval
of the site development plan for subdivision approved by the Environmental Planning
Commission (EPC) on January 20, 2005. In general, the basis of the appeal was related to traffic
congestion at the intersections of Coors at Montano, Coors at Leammg Road, end Montano at
Winterhaven. The appellants also stated that they were not given an opportunity to €xpress their
concerns regardmg traffic at the January 20, 2005 EPC hearing. Thers were other elements
related to issues that were primarily related to a site development plan for building permit. The
appeal was subsequently forwarded to the City Council and referred to the Land Use Hearing
Officer (LUHO). The LUHO heard the matter and recommended that the matter be remanded to -

/" the EPC to allow for “a more thorough record and make findings regarding the proposed streets

and traffic flows and patterns.” The LUHO believed that there was substantial information in the

* 1ecord to show that traffic was of concern to the neighborhood and to staff. ‘The City Council
* accepted the LUHO’s recommendation on April 18, 2005.

Comments received by the Planning Department regarding traffic for the subjcct request
recommended a deferral from the Department of Municipal Development (DMD). However,
when the comments were consolidated from the City Engineer, DMD, and other related agencies,

the recommcndation of deferral was not provided - only findings and conditions of approval.
Sitice there wes a conflict in the commients there should have been some sort of discussion
regarding this issue.

~ Since the appeal wés heard, staff has verified with the affected agencies if their comments have

changed from the January 20, 2005 EPC hearing. It appears that the comments have not changed
and DMD is snll recommending a deferral,

Transportation Issues

The comments for the proposed project have changed from the January 20, 2005 EPC in regards
to the format that they have been presented. Typically, comments from the DMD, the City
Engineer and releted agencies are consolidated and presented as one set of comments, At the
January 20, 2005 EPC hearing, the comments from the DMD recommended a deferral of this
case. The DMD js still recommending a deferral of this case, therefore, Planning staff is also
recommending a deferral as a professional courtesy to a commenting agency. The Plaaning
Department does recommend deferral when a commenting agency strongly recommends a
deferral. In this case, the DMD does not believe that the transportation issues can be resolved
throtigh conditions of approval. The TIS demonstrates that level of service at Coors and
Montano and Coors and Dellyne will diminish and further increase the defay time during peak
times. The applicant has proposed some mitigation measures that include widening of Coors and
Montano, triple turn lanes at Coors and Montano and converting Montano Bridge from two lanes
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m
to four lanes. DMD does not believe that the applicant’s proposal to mitigate transportation

issues cannot be done and/or will be difficult to accomplish.

However, DMD does offer recommended findings and conditions of approval in case the EPC
does believe that there is an apportunity to pmceed with this application. Comments from DMD
are identified below:

Transportation Planning (Department of Municipal Development):
Findings

+ Coors Boulevard is a limiled access, principal arterial with proposed bicycle lanes as
designated on the Long Range Roadway System and Long Range Bikeways System.

# The City Engincer may require up to six (6) additional fect of right-of-way on Coors
Boulevard to accommodate the designated bicycle lane.

s The ultimate cross-section for Coors Boulevard adjacent to the proposed site inciudes 4
northbound travel Janes consistent with the Coors Corridor Plan (see figure 6).

» Consistent with the Coors Corridor Plan intersection access policy (see policy 5), access
approximately midway between Montano Road and Dellyne Avenue at Street "B” is
right-in, right-out only.

¢ Exceptions to the access policy to allow for the proposed left-in access from southbound
Coors Boulevard to Street "B" will tequire the approval of the Metropolitan
Transportation Board (MTB) of the Mid-Region.Council of Govemnments,

¢ Montano Road"is a limited access, minor arterial with a proposed gtade separation at
Winterhaven Road as designsted on the Long Range Roadway System, :

e In the future, afier the proposed grade sepdration is constructed, north-south traffic at
Winterhaven will be able to pass under Montano, but no connection will be allowed
between Montano and Wintethaven Road.

* To ensure this grade separation can be constructed in the future and is not made
impossible by this development, access at the Winterhaven/Montano intersection should

., beright-turn in, right-turn out only.

¢ The traffic study identifies impacts at every intersection along Coors Boulevard and
Montano Road, some of which cannot be addressed by capacity improvements. Not all
of these ¢ffects are wholly attributable to this site, but it is clear that the development mix
and level proposed cannot be served et this location.

o When a scaled back or substantially modified proposal comes forward, more effort
should be made in the traffic study to distinguish site related traffic and mitigation

~~  proposals atiributed specifically to this development.
Conditions

e Dedication of an additional 6 feet of right-of-way along Coors Boulevard, as required by
the City Engineer, to provide for on-street bicycle lanes as designated on the Long Range
Bikeways System.

= Construction of the northbound bicycle lane along Coors Boulevard, adjacent to the
subject property, as designated on the Long Range Bikeways System.
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» Dedication of additional rights-of-way, as necessary, and construction of the fourth
northbound travel lane on Coors Boulevard adjacent to the subject property consistent
with the Coors Cortidor Plan (see figure 6).

« Approval of the proposed left-in access from southbound Coors Boulevard to Street "B"
by the Metropolitan Transportation Board (MTB) of the Mid-Region Council of

- Governments, , '

o The median opening at Montano and Winterhaven will be closed at the time this site is
developed. Limit access at the Winterhaven/Montano intersection to right-tum in, right-
turn out traffic only until the future grade separation is constructed, at which time, access
will no longer be allowed to Montano Road from Winterhaven Road consistent with the
Long Range Roadway System.

Recommendation
& Deferral to; 1) discuss optional land use proposais, and 2) prepare documentation,
satisfactory to the EPC, that the roadway improvements required in the traffic study to
serve the proposed development will be in place to serve each phase of building
construction. |

Impact Fees

Above all the issues that are presented by DMD, it has been determined recently that all site
development plans that were approved by December 10, 2004 are not subject to the Impact Fee
Ordinance that was adopted by City Council on November 15, 2004, This application was

-~ accepted before December 10, 2004 but has not been officially approved as of yet. Given this
information, the subject request is subject to the Impact Fees Ordinance and the Impact Fecs
Regulations that are pending approval.-

The Impact Fee Ordinance will require property owners/developers to pay for what are known as
“System” fees, which will automatically be charged for the overall improvement of the subject
site’s ““Service Area.” In addition, property owners/developers will be subject to “Project”
feesfirmprovements that are warranted because of their proposed development and are adjacent to
their site. For the subject request, it is unclear what, if any, “Project” fees there may be in
relation to the proposed deveiopment. It is possible that no additional fees will be required of the
applicant and no other mitigation measures wil! be required, such as an additional fourth jane on
Coors or an additiorial third lane on Montano, It is staff’s understanding that further information
is tequired from the applicant to determine what sort of “project” fees might be collected of the
applicant.

Supplemental Traffic Information

“Since the January 20, 2005 EPC hearing the applicant has supplied supplemental information
regarding traffic. The applicant has supplied an “Executive Summary” of the Traffic Impact
Study (TIS) so that all commissioners will have a consolidated version of the TIS. As discussed
at the January 20, 2005 EPC the applicant was asked by the City to provide further analysis of
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the entrances along Coors near the intersection of Coors and Montano. At that point it was not
clear what type of ingresslegress would occur at the intersection of Montano and Winterhaven,
and what affecis that intersection would have at the entrances on Coors, The applicant has
supplied that information and based on that information, the site will contain a nght-m, right-out
and lefi-in intersection at Montano and Winterhaven.

- Open Space Division .

At the January 20, 2005 EPC hearing, Dr. Matt Schmader presentod the concerns of the Open
Space Division, which were related to the archeological sites, the Tawny Bellied Rat, the grove
of trees along the eastemn edge of the site, and the design of buildings along the east edge of the
site near the City’s Open Space parking area.

Archeological Information

Since the January 20, 2005 EPC Hearing, the applicant has provided information regarding
the three archeological sites that exist on the subject site. A remgining, intact portion of the
- “Montano Pueblo™ lies within the northern boundary of this site, beneath Tract 6B. In

addition, there are two smaller archeological sites near future Tracts 6B-1 and 6B-2. A note
on the site development plan for subdivision requires the applicant to obtain approval from
the State Historic Preservation Officer, Since the Januery 20, 2005 hearing, the applicant did
conduct some “limited testing” of the archeological sites to determine the measures of
mitigation. The results of the “limited testing™ was sent to the State Historic Preservation
Office, with a recommendation to (1) contain the burial in place (2) remove all the data from -

“the sites and (3) avoid and preserve the sites as open space. :

~ The applicant’s preferred method of mitigation is to contain the burial sites in place and fill

: the sites with sterile soil to create a sloped surface. However, a fourth option was discussed
with City staff in which staff proposed to redesign the parking area and leave a portion of
that site undeveloped, provide for 8 “protective covenant”, and provide materials for public
interpretation such as information signs. At this point, the applicant is not proposing any
development in the area that contains the “Montano Pueblo” therefore; this issue can be
finalized at a later date,

Since the January 20, 2005 EPC hezring, it has come to staff’s attention that the traffic
mitigation recommendations from Transportation Planning and the City Engineer to widen
Montano Road to three lanes will have an impact on the “Mantano Pueblo.” The
archeological mitigation measures that were presented to the State Historic Preservation
Officer did not incliude the discussion of a third lane along Montano, which will infringe on
the archeological site. It appears that a determination if a third lane along Montano is
required from Transportation Planning and the City Engineer and if so, it should be discussed
with the State Historic Preservation Officer and how this will impact the archeological site
near Montano Road, This issue does concern staff because the amount of right-of-way that is
to be dedicated along Montano Road will be finalized with the approval of the site
development plan for subdivision.

R
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Obtaining approval from the State Historic Preservation Office for the remedial action of the
archeological sites will comply with the goals and policies of Issue 2, Poiicy 6, Archeological
Sites, of the Coors Corridor Plan, which states, “development within an identified
archeéological site shall obtain clearance and guidance from the State Historic Preservation
Office before actual development begins.”

A condition of approval from the January 20, 2005 EPC hearing specified, “The future
applications for building permit shall include resolution of the archeological sensitive sites by
the State Historical Preservation Office.” This language is necessary on the site development
plan but the condition does not require the applicant to-specify the language on the submittal,

. A future recommended condition of approval will require the applicant to ensure that such

" notation is provided on the site development plan for subdivision.

The applicant has provided a letter dated April 25, 2005 from the State Historical
Preservation Officer to the La Luz Landowners Association that explains their reasoning for
accepting the applicant’s proposed method of mitigating the archeological sites and
encourages La Luz to participate as early in the process as possible. It appears that La Luz
had expressed their concerns regarding the mitigation plan to the State Historical
Preservation Officer after it had been accepted :

Tawny Bellied Rat

At the hearing conditions of approval were placed on the site development plan for subdivision
approval that requires the applicant to “assess any issues regarding the existing Cottonwoods and

= habitat for the Tawny Bellied Rat.” Since the January 20, 2005 EPC hearing the applicant has
developed a strategy to relocate the Tawny Bellied Rats that includes the involvement of Bosque
School. A memorandum dated May 5, 2005 from Consensus Planning identifies the following
plan:

Property owners: Shall permit the school access to the property for the purposes of
habitat study, trapping, and relocation of the Tawney Bellied Rats located on the property. They
shall also provide the School with a schedule concerning potential grading and construction
activities on the property.

Open Spdce Division: Shall provide guidance and assistance regarding the relocation
efforts and shall assist in determining or creating appropriate habitat areas to accommodate the
relocation onto City Open Space lands.

Bosque School: Shall be responsible to coordinate with the property owners, City Open
Space, and experts (as they determine} to implement the relocation of the Tawny Bellied Rats
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from the property. They shall be responsible for the trapping and transport of the animals to the
relocation site(s).

Grove of Trees

The condition of approval at the January 20, 2005 EPC that requires the apphcant to “assess
any issues regarding the existing Cottonwoods” has not been clearly addressed to staff. Staff
understands that the “grove of trees” is in the path of the new local street and will not be
preserved, however, this issue can be clarified at the EPC hearing.

Design of Buildings near the Open Space parking area

The applicant has amended their application and is proposing to develop the site in phases. The
applicant had originally proposed to develop the entire site and full build was expected by the
year 2010, however, the applicant was not able to secure the tenant for the 80,000
. s%ga;;e foot building near the Open Space parking areag so the apphcant ‘has decided i6 have that
' “Portion reviewed by the EPC st a'later daite. Nonetheless, staff is confident with the design
< standards that have been proposed within the site development pian for subdivision and believe
. that buildings adjacent to the Opens space are will be compatible with the adjacent areas.

AQIA

A recent appeal decision at City Counml now requires applicants to supply an Air Quality Impact
~ Analysis (AQIA) when a developinent meets the standards of Section 14<16-3-14, Air Quality
Impact Regulations of the Comprehensive City Zoning Code. The applicant has submitted a
Preliminary AQIA to the Environmental Health Department and the final results of the analysis
has not been provided to staff. The Environmental Health Department’s position has been
modified in regards to the current status of the air quality within the City Of Albuguerque,
particularly for carbon monoxide (CO). A previous position from the Environmental Health
Department demonstrated that current CO levels are well within compliance of the National
Ambient Air Quality Standard (NAAQS). A future recommended condition of approval will
require that this portion of the Zoning Code before final approval from the Development Review
Board (DRB). ‘

Additional Meetings

For the January 20, 2005 EPC hearing, the Planning Department recommended a facilitated
meeting between the affected neighborhood associations and the applicant. The response from
the neighborhood association to the facilitator was that there was no need for such meeting,
However, since that time it has been advised to the neighborhood association and the applicant to
meet to discuss the issues that precipitated the appeal.

The applicant asked the Planning Department to make arrangements for a facilitated meeting. A
facilitated meeting was held on April 12, 2005 and once again on April 21, 2005. Staff did
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attend both meetings to offer any explanation of pertinent regulations, policies, and goals. There
were numerous metmbers from the surrounding communities including members from adjacent
neighborhood associations and the president of the west side coalition ~ Dr. Joe Valles, All of
the representatives from the applicant’s development team, including the agent, traffic engineer
and architect and the applicants themselves were present at these meetings. In staff’s opinion,
the meetings were very informative and productive. The applicant heard the concerns of the
affected parties at the two facilitated meetings and was charged to determine if any changes
could be made to satlsfy all parties. Two facilitated reports and one amended report has been
provided for your review.

Since that time, an issue has arisen that not only affects this project, but all other applications
that have been submitted to the City of Albuquerque. The funding that had been available for
facilitated meetings has apparently been depleted, and therefore, the City cannot offer facilitated
meetings to applicants or neighborhood associations when there are issues that require a formal
discussion. At this point, it is unknown how much longer the City will be unable to offer such
services and may last until the end of the fiscal year.

- However, both the applicants and the affected neighborhood associations have decided to meet
on their own to further discuss the issues. Both parties did meet on May 5, 2005 to discuss the
applicant’s proposed changes to the request. They are:

Phasing

This is a request for a site development plan for subdivision and the applicent has also submitted
" for approval of asite development plan for building permit, which have been separated from
their initial submittal. There has been lots of discussion regarding the site development plan for
building permit since the affected parties are well aware of what may be developed once a site

- development plan for subdivision has been approved. The applicant has decided to phase the
development that was originally proposed on the application. The phasing affects the immediate
affect on traffic and allows for further discussions and modifications. This issue regarding
phasing will be discussed and demonstrated further under the analysns of the site development
plan for building permit. -

Bosgue School road connection

Members of the La Luz community are especially concerned with traffic along Learning road
since this is the road that is commonly used to exit their development. The residents are
concerned with the amount of time that is needed to exit the La Luz subdivision onto Learning
Road during peak times because of traffic generated by Bosque School during these times. To
remedy this situation, the applicant was able to convince Bosque School to allow for a
connection to Street B at proposed Tract 6B-7. This connection will only be utilized by
members of the school and not the adjoining development and will be provide for a direzt.
connection 1o Montano Road and an alternative to Learning Road.
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Modifications to La Luz Connector Street

To address the concerns regarding the wait time at the La Luz Connection Road and Leaming -
Road, the applicant has agreed to modify the intersection of Street A and Lesrning Road so

. reduce the amount of wait time. This modification is in addition to the applicant’s successful
attempt to have traffic from Bosque School utilize Street B as well as Street A.

Amendments to Design Stondards

At the second facilitated meeting, the affected parties addressed their concerns regarding
building design, number of colors used for signage and the height of buildings. The apphcant
did provide additional language to the Design Standards regardmg these issues.
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Site Plan for Subdivision - 04EPC 01845
FINDINGS - May 19, 2005,

1. Thisis a request for a site development plan for subdivision for Tracts 6B & A, Lands of Ray
Graham 1II, Ovenwest Corp., and COA. The site is located on Coors Blvd, south of Montano,
zoned SU-1 C-2 Uses, O-1 Uses and PRD and contains approximately 70 acres.

2, The site was originally part of a larger site development plan (Project 1000965) known as
Andalucia, but the applicant has requested to be separated from that larger site development plan
*to create a new site development plan (Project 1003859). A new name has been provided for the
subject site, which will be identified as “North Andalucia at La Luz.”

3. ThePlanning Department has allowed the applicant to apply for an amendment to the larger site
development plan that will demonstrate the secession of this site. A new project number was
assigned to the subject site to avoid confusion in the future (Project ]003859), -

4. The applicapt is proposing to re-l;lat the two separate tracts into nine new ttacts and no zone map
amendments are proposed with this request. The applicant is proposing design guidelines within
-.—..the site development plan for subdivision that will help guide for consistency and a quality that is

complementary of the subject site area.

5. The applicant’s submittal demonstrates that future Tracts 6B-1 and 6B-2 will contain C-2 uses;
" Tracts 6B-3 and 6B-5 will contain O-1 uses and Tracts 6B-4, 6B-6, 6B-7, 6B-8 and 6B-9 will
contain PRD uses. Based on the information that has been provided on the submittal, it appears
that the applicant will have 22.9 acres of C-2 uses, 5.05 acres of O-1 uses and 36.34 acres of
PRD uses. :

6. This case was heard by EPC at the January 20, 2005 all day EPC hearing and was approved with
findings and conditions.

7. This case was appealed by the La Luz Landowners Association and was heard by the Land Use
Hearing Officer (LUHO) who recommended that this application be remanded back to EPC to
allow for a more “a more thorough record and make findings regarding the proposed streets and
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traffic flows and pattemns.” The recommendation was approved by City Council; thereforé’, this
case has been remanded back fo the EPC.,

8. Since the January 20, 2005 EPC hearing, comments made by the Depeartment of Municipal
Development (DMD) have been separated from the consolidated comments provided by the
Traffic Engineer. The consolidated comments provided to the EPC did not reflect &
recommendation of deferral from DMD.

9. DMD does not believe that the transportation issues can be resolved through conditions of
approval in this matter, therefore a deferral of this matter is still recommended.

10. The TIS for the subject request demonstrates that level of service at Coors and Montano and
Coors and Dellyne will diminish and further increase delay time during peak times. The
applicant has proposed some mitigation measures that include widening of Coors and Montano,
triple tum lenes at Coors and Montano and converting Montano Bridge from two lanes to four
lanes. DMD does not believe that the applicant’s proposal to mitigate transportation issues can
be completed and/or will be difficult to accomplish.

11. The subject site will be subject to the Impact Fees that were adopted by the City Of Albuquerque
on December 10, 2005 and further information is required to determine what type of “Project”
fees and/or mitigation measures will be required of the applicant. _

12. As proposed in the applicant’s TIS an additional lane on Montano Road is proposed. The subject
site contains the “Montano Pueblo” archeological site adjacent to Montano Road and is unclear
how an additional lane will impact this archeological site.

RECOMMENDATION - 04EPC 01845 May 19, 2005

30 DAY DEFERRAL of 04EPC 01845, a Site Development Plan for Subdivision, for Tract 6B
and A, Lands of Ray Graham III, Ovenwest Corp., and COA, zoned SU-1 for C-2 Uses, O-1
Uses and PRD (Max 20 DU/Acre) located on Coors Bivd between Montano RD NW and
Lesrning RD NW, containing approximately 70 acres, based on the preceding Findings.
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Attachments






TAB 1

The application for building permit cannot be approved as the site does not have the
required primary and full access to a collector having four through traffic lanes.

Applicant seeks building permit approval for a large retail facility of 98,901 square feet.
7Z.C. §14-16-3-2D)2(b) strictly regulates large retail facilities and limits such facilities to
locations meeting specific access criteria. A copy of §14-16-3-2 is attached. Pursuant to §14-
16-3-2(D)(2)(b) a retail facility of this size cannot be approved unless it is “adjacent to and has
primary and full access to a street identified as at least a collector in the Mid-Region Council of
Government’s Metropolitan Transportation Plan and having at least four through traffic lanes™
(emphasis added). This site is adjacent to Coors but does not have primary and full access to
Coors or any street meeting the access criteria of Z.C. §14-16-3-2.

This site has direct access to Mirandela, Mirandela/Winterhaven and to Coors. See Site
Plan page C-1. Neither Mirandela nor Mirandela/Winterhaven are collectors having four
through traffic lanes. A new access is requested on Montano west of Wintethaven but has not
been approved. In any case this proposed Montano access would (if approved) be right in/right
out so would not satisfy the full access requirement. The Coors access (between Mirandela and
Montano) is right in/right out - not full access. Even Mirandela does not have full access to
Coors. Further, as the Andalucia plan indicates, Winterhaven at Montano will become grade
separated so this access will be lost in the future. In sum the site does not have the full access
required by §14-16-3-2(D)(2)(b).

Learning Road does have full access to Coors but this indirect access via other public
streets does not satisty the requirement of §14-16-3-2(D)(2)(b). The indirect access to Coors via
Antequera and [earning Road is not “primary and full access” because it is indirect, that is, a
vehicle must exit to Mirandela, from Mirandela access Antequera and then Learning Road and
then Coors. Neither Learning Road nor Antequera are collectors having four traveled lanes.
There is an exception permitting “local road access™ in certain situations but that exception is not
applicable.! Even if the local road exception were available to a facility of this size it would not
apply because: (1) the local road exception can be used only when access control policies
prohibir access to one of the adjacent roadways. = Access to Coors (and Montano) is not
prohibited but controlled, (2) the Learning Road access would not satisfy the exception because
local road access is only available if it “does not pass directly through a residential subdivision.”
See §14-16-3-2(D)2)b).  Antequera passes through the recently approved residential
subdivision.

The language of 14-16-2-3(D)(2) is mandatory, not discretionary. These access policies
cannot be waived.

'See exception provided by §14-16-3-2(D)(2)(b) which is applicable only to large retail facilities of 125,000 square
feet or greuter. The proposed facility does not meet that criteria.  Under that exception for facilities 123,000 square
feet and greater “[i}f access control policies prohibit access onto one of the adjacent roadways, a local road may be
used as access if il has direct access to at least two roadways that are identified on the Long [Range] Metropolitan
Transportation Plan, does not pass directly through a residential subdivision and at least one of the intersections is
signalizec.”



NOTE: The TIS does not claim Learning Road is primary access. See TIS at p. 5.



§ 14-16-3-2 SHOPPING CENTER REGULATIONS,
This section controls the development of shopping center sites.
(A}  General.

(1)  No structure shall be erected on a shopping center site except in conformance with a duly
approved site development plan. Once approved, such a plan or subsequent amended plan is binding on the
entire area of the original site development plan. Sales of all or part of the premises do not alter the effect
of the plan. Platling of lots or creation of smaller premises do not alter the effect of the plan. Subsequent
to execution of the site development plan, use of the sitc entirely for manufacturing, assembling, treating,
repairing, rebuilding, wholesaling, and warchousing for a period of over one year does change the status of
the site as a shopping center and suspends the legal effect of the site development plan for so long as the
uses remain.

{2)  The rights and duties of the city and of the applicant which result from the approval of an
application under this section run with the land and are binding upon successors in interest of the applicant.
When an application is approved, a copy of the approved Site Development Plan and Landscaping Plan or
record of exemption shall be kept in the office of the Planning Director. A building permit {for a shopping
center site shall be issued only upon presentation of working plans and specifications drawn in close
conformity with an approved Site Development Plan,

{3) The Planning Director sha]l designate shopping center sites on the official zone map by the
symbol "SC."

{4 The Planning Commission may modify the boundaries of or eliminate an existing Shopping
Cenler designation for any site, upon application by the property owner, if the Planning Commission finds
no pubtic benefit in continued application of the shopping center regulations because most of the site has
been allowed to develop without the guidance of a site development plan.

(B) Shopping Center Requirements. The following regulations apply to an application for a building
permit for construction on a shopping center site, except applications covering on-site parking expansion:

(1) Anapplicant shall submit a Site Development Plan and Landscaping Plan for the shopping
center site.

2y (a)  Access to the shopping center site is limited to approaches designed according to
accepted traffic engineering practice, so laid out as to be an integral part of the parking area and loading
facilities.

(b}  Pickup poinis shall be so designed that vehicles do not create congestion on an abutting
public way. No foading and unloading is to be conducted on a public way.

(3) Landscaping of shopping center sites must comply with the regulations of § 14-16-3-10 of this
Zoning Code. The Planning Commission may require additional buffer landscaping if it finds it necessary
due to demonstrably unusual circumstances.

(4)  Free-standing signs on shopping center sites shall be limited to one on-premise sign per 300
feet of street frontage on arterial and coliector streets. Maximum signable area shall be 150 square feef per
sign face and maximum sign height shall be 26 feet. Off-premise signs shall not be permitted on shopping
center sites.

{5 Upon approval, the applicant is responsible for payment of the cost for the necessary traffic
control devices and channelization to shelter vehicular turning movements into the shopping center or
shopping cenier site, channelization to be designed according to accepted advanced geometric design
technique. These responsibilities must be outlined and agreed upon between the applicant and the city at
the time of approval of the Site Development Plan.

(6) The site division regulations established in § 14-16-3-2(D)}3) ROA 1994, apply to all retail
facilities with over 90,001 aggregate square feet of gross leasable space.

() Procedure.

(1)  Approval and revision of plans is the same procedure as for SU-1 plans.

{2) The Planning Commission may review the plan and progress of development at least every
four years until it is fully implemented to determine if it should be amended.

(1) Large Retail Facility Regulations.

{1y Applicability.

(a} Provisions of this section and § 14-8-2-7, Responsibilities of Applicants and Developers,
shall apply to the following, as determined by the Environmental Planning Commission (EPC):
. New construction of a large retail facility;



2. Change of use from a non- large retail facility to a large retail facility as defined in § 1
[6-1-3;

3. Building expansion of more than 50% of the existing squarc footage.

(b)  Building expansion of 10% to 50% of the existing square footage of an existing large retail
facility shail be subject to the following requirements:

1. Pre-application discussion with the Planning Review Team (PRT).

2. Compliance with the large retail facilities design regulations as determined by the EPC.
The EPC before issuing final design regulations shall request input from neighborhood associations with
boundaries that are within 200 feet of the proposed project.

{c) Building expansion up to 10% of the existing square footage and building rencvation of an
existing large retail facility shall comply with the design regulations in this section to the extent possible as
determined by the Planning Director.

{2y Location and Access of Large Retail Facility. The following regulations manage the location
and design of large retail facilities. These regulations are necessary for the proper functioning and
enjoyment of the community. They protect the quality of life within surrounding residential areas, support
efficient traffic flows, and provide consistent regulations for such facilities. Large retail facilities shall be
located (o secure adequate street capacity to transport pedestrians and vehicles to and from large retail
facilities, and discourage traffic from cutting through residential neighborhoods. The regulations result in
efficient and safe access for both vehicles and pedestrians from roadways in the Metropolitan
Transportation Plan to neighborhoods in the vicinity of large retail facilities. The Planning Director, after
initial review of a large retail facilities proposal, may require the site to comply with the next level of large
retatl facilities regulations.

(a) Large retail facilities containing 75,000 to 90,000 sq. ft. net leasable area are:

1. Permitted in C-2, C-3, M-1, M-2, IP, SU-1 and the SU-2 Zones for uses consistent with
C-2,C-3, M-1, M-2, IP Zones, and

2. Permitted in C-1 zones if the project site or site plan reviewed for subdivision is greater
than s¢ven acres.

3. Required to be located adjacent to and have primary and fuli access to a street designated
as at least a colfector in the Mid-Region Councilt of Governments' Metropolitan Transportation Plan and
having at least two through traffic lanes,

{b) Large retail facilities containing 90,001 to 124,999 sq. ft. net leasable area are:

i.  Permitied in C-2, C-3,M-1, M-2, and IP zones and SU-1 and SU-2 zones for uses
consistent with C-2, C-3, M-1, M-2, IP Zones; and

2. Required to be located adjacent to and have primary and full access to a street designated
as at least a collector in the Mid-Region Council of Governments' Metropolitan Transportation Flan and
having at least four through traffic lanes,

(c} Large retail facilities containing 125,000 square feet or greater of net leasable area are:

1. Pemmitted in the C-2, C-3, M-1,M-2, [P, SU-1 and SU-2 for uses consistent with C-2, C-
3, M-1,M-2, [P Zones; and

2. Required to be located within 700 feet of the intersection of two roadways, both of which
are designated as at least a collector street in the Mid-Region Council of Governments' Metropolitan
Transportation Plan and shall have full access to these roadways. One of the adjacent roadways shall have
at least four through traffic lanes and the other adjacent roadway shall have at least six through traffic lanes
or is designated a limited access principal arterial in the Mid-Region Council of Governments' Metropolitan
Transportation Plan and have a minimum of four lanes.

3. If an arterial or collector street has yet to be built to its full cross-section and does not
have the required number of lanes, the large retail facility may have access onto the roadway if the roadway
is identified on the Metropolitan Transportation Plan as having the required number of lanes at fuil build-
out.

4. Y access control policies prohibit access onto one of the adjacent roadways, a local road
may be used as access if it has direct access to at least two roadways that are identified on the Long
Metropolitan Transportation Plan, does not pass directly through a residential subdivision and at least one
of the intersections is signalized.

5. If access to a location fulfills the criteria of this section but control policies outside the
city jurisdiciion prohibit access onto one of the adjacent arterial or collector streets, the remaining arterial



or collector streel may serve as the sole access if it has direct access to two intersections with an arterial
and the intersections are signalized.

6. If warrants are met, the intersection of the primary driveway and the arterial street shall be
signalized, unless prohibited by the City Traffic Engineer for safety reasons, at the expense of the applicant.
The applicant may place the name of the development on the mast-arm of the signal.

(3} Site division, These regulations create block sizes for large retail facility that are walkable and
suppor: land use changes over time. The site plans for subdivision in Phase One and the Final Phase, if
proposad, shall subdivide or plan the site as follows:

{a) The entire site shall be planned or platted into maximum 360 foot by 360 foot blocks except
as provided in Items (¢} and (d) of this division (ID}(3).

(b) Primary and secondary driveways (or platted roadways) that separate the blocks shall be
between 60 feet and 85 feet wide and shall include the following:

I, Two ten-foot travel lanes;

2. Two parallel or angle parking rows or a combination of such on both sides of the
driveway rights of way are permiited but not required;

3. Two six-foot landscaped buffers with shade trees spaced approximately 30 feet on center;

4, Two eight-foot pedestrian walkways constructed of material other than asphalt;

§.  Pedestrian scale lighting that provides at least an {Humination of 1.2 to 2.5 foot candles or
the equivalent foot lamberts; and

6. Standup curb.

(c) One block can be expanded to approximately 790 feet by 360 feet if a main structure
{(including retail suite liners) covers more than 80% of the gross square footage of a block.

{d) If the site dimensions result in irregular block sjzes, blocks of different dimensions are
altowed provided:

. The block sizes achieve the intent of this section;

2. Approval is granted by the EPC;

3 The narrow side of the block abuis the adjacent street that provides the primary access;
and

4. The center of the long side has a major entrance, including a forecourt.

() Pevelopment Phasing and Mixed-Use Component. The large retail facility regulations address
the build-out of a large site over time in order to guide the transition from more vehicle-oriented "big box"
type retatl development with Jarge surface parking fields to finer-scaled, pedestrian oriented, mixed-use
development, replacing surface parking with some parking structures, producing a village center that is
integrated into the surrounding neighborhoods. This transition reflects actual trends in development and
creates a better, more marketable, and higher use development.

(a) Site development plans for Phase One shall be submitted to the EPC for approval. If future
and/or final phases are proposed on the site, site development plans containing a level of detail appropriate
for the phasing of the development shall also be submitted to the EPC for approval.

(b)  Mixed Use Component. Mixed use development is strongly encouraged in both Phase One
and the Final Phase of the site plans for all large retail facilities.

(5)  Site Design. These regulations are intended to create pedestrian connections throughout the
site bv linking structures, make pedestrian connections to external neighborhoods and other uses, and to
provide landscaping compatible with the site's scale for pedesirian shade and aesthetic beauty. The
regulations will result in an active pedestrian street life, replace large off-street parking fields with parking
struclures and transit options, conserve energy and water, and meet the goals of the Albuquerque/
Bernalillo County Comprehensive Plan and the Planned Growth Strategy. The following subsections (a)
throngh (n) apply (o all large retail facility sites:

(@) Context: The design of structures shall be sensitive to and complement the aesthetically
desirable context of the built environment, €.g., massing, height, materials, articuiation, colors, and
proportional relationships.

(b)  Off-Street Parking Standards:

. If astructure or structures, including retail suite liners, occupies more than 80% of a
plannad or platted block, the off street parking shall be placed on another block.

2. Parking shall be distributed on the site to minimize visual impact from the adjoining
street, Parking shall be placed on at [east two sides of a building and shall not dominate the building or



street frontage. Parking areas may front onto roadways identified as limited access in the Mid-Region
Counci! of Governments' Metropolitan Transportation Plan, provided that they are adequately screened
with landscape walls and plantings. If a project has multiple phases the final phase site plan, if proposed,
shail show the elimination of surface parking arcas but may include parking structures.

3. If the site is planned into 360 foot by 360 foot lots as called for in these regulations,
parking requirements may be met by spaces located on a block immediaiely adjacent to the structure
creating the parking demand.

4. Every third double row of parking shall have 4 minimum ten foot wide continuous
walkway dividing that row. The walkway shall be either patterned or color material other than asphalt and
may be at-grade. The walkway shall be shaded by means of trees, a trellis or similar structure, or a
combination thereof. Tree wells, planters or supports for shading devices may encroach on the walkway up
to three feet. In no case shall the walkway be diminished to less than five feet width at any point.

5. Parking requirements for a large retail facility with a mixed use component may use “best
practice” standards for shared parking such as Driving Urban Environmenis: Smart Growth Parking Best
Practices, a publication of the Governor's Office of Smart Growth, State of Maryland. Refer to § 14-16-3-t
for shiarcd parking requirements.

{cy On-Street Parking Standards:

1. Arterial or collector roadways abutting a large retail facility with a posted speed limit of
35 miles or less per hour shall have on-street parking utilizing a parking/queuing lane under the following
standards and if approved by the Traffic Engineer:

a. On-street parking may use the exisling adjacent outside lanes on an arterial or
collector.

b.  The parking/queuing lane may be provided by moving the curb lines within the
propery line and dedicating the parking/queuing lane to the city. The existing through lanes shall not be
used as the parking/queuing lane unless a traffic analysis indicates that this will not result in unacceptable
degradation of traffic flow, though existing can be restriped in a narrower configuration to provide space
for the parking/quening lane.

¢. The parking/queuing lane has a maximum width of 16'.

d.  Curb extensions/bump- outs shall be constructed at the ends of each block and shall
include fandscaping to be maintained by the property owner pursuant to a maintenance agreement with the
city.

&, Street trees shall be planted pursuant to the Street Tree Ordinance, Chapler 6, Article 6,
ROA 7994,

2. The regulations for parking credits and reductions set forth in § 14-16-3- {{E}6) shall
apply 10 this subsection except that 100% of the on-street parking shall be credited towards the project’s
parking requirements,

(d) Signage.

1. Signage shall comply with the shopping center regulations for signage, § 14-16-3-2(B).

2. All signage shall be designed to be consistent with and complement the materials, color
and architectural style of the building(s).

3. All free-standing signs shall be monument style.

4, The maximum height of any monument sign shall be 15 feet.

3. Building-mounted signage that faces residential zoning shall not be illuminated.

6. Building-mounted signs shall consist of individual channel letters. Illuminated plastic
panel signs are prohibited.

(e) Drive-up windows must be located on or adjacent to the side or rear walls of service or retail
structures and the window shall not face a pubiic right of way.
{fy Petroleum Products Retail Facility.

1. Facilities shall be [ocated at a street or driveway intersection.

2. The frontage of the principal structure shall face and line the two streets and follow the
set-back and glazing standards for retail suite liner.

3. Fuel pumps, service facilities, ATMs, storage areas, and repair bays are to be screened
from -he major street by the principal structure.




4. I the structure between the street and the fueling island is not at least the length of the
canopy that is over the fueling island, or if there is no service facility structure, the perimeter of the facility
shall be screened by either a landscaped berm three feet in height or a wall at least three feet in height.

(g) Truck Bays.

1. TFruck bays adjacent 1o residential lois must be separated from the adjacent tot by a
minimum of 40 feet. A minimum 15 foot wide landscape buffer and a six-foot high solid masonry wall
shall be provided along the property line. The landscape buffer shall contain evergreen trees or trellises
with climbing vines to provide year round screening and buffering from noise. Dock and truck well
facilities must also be screencd with a masonry wall that extends vertically eight feet above the finish floor
level and horizontally 100 feet from the face of the dock. Screen walls shall be designed to blend with the
architecture of the building. Trucks may not be moved or left idling between the hours of 10:00 p.m. and
6:30 a.m. if the truck bays are located within 300 feet of a residential structure unless negotiated with
adjacent properly owners and approved by the EPC.

2. Truck bays not adjacent to residential Jots must be screened with 2 masonry wall
extending verticalty eight feet above the finish floor level and horizontally 100 feet from the face of the
dock 1o screen the truck. Screen walls shall be designed to blend with the architecture of the building.

(hy Landscaping. The following landscaping requirements shall appty:

1. Landscaped tratfic circles are encouraged at the intersection of interior driveways or
platted sireets.

2. One shade tree is required per eight parking spaces. Shade trees may be iocated at the
center of a group of four to cight parking spaces, clustered in parking row end caps, or located along
internal pedestrian ways. Shade trees lining a pedestrian way internal to a parking area may count as a
canopy tree of a parking space. Trees in landscape buffer areas shall not count as parking space trees.

3. Shade trees along pedestrian walkways shall be spaced approximately 25 feet on center.

4. Water conservation techniques shall be utilized where possible and as approved by the
Ciry Hydrologist or City Engineer. Such techniques may include water harvesting and permeable paving,
Water from roof runoff should be directed or stored and used to assist all trees and landscaping. Parking
spaces that meet infiltrasion basins or vegetated storim water controls should be bordered by permeable
paving. Grasses and other ground vegetation should be near edges to help filter and slow runoff as it enters
the site.

{(iy Pedestrian walkways. Internal pedestrian walkways shall be planned and organized to
accommodate the inter-related movement of vehicles, bicycles, and pedestrians safely and conveniently,
both within the proposed development and to and from the street, transit stops, and the surrounding areas,
Pedesirian walkways shall contribute to the attractiveness of the development and shalf be a minimum of
eight teet in width and constructed of materials other than asphalt. Pedestrian walkways along internal
driveways or streets internal to the site shall also be lined with shade trees and pedestrian scale lighting.
Pedestrian crosswalks shall be constructed of patterned concrete or a material other than asphalt and may
be at grade,

() A pedestrian plaza or plazas shall be required of all large retail facility developmenl as
follows:

1. large retail facility sites that include a maln structure less than 125,000 square feet in size
shall provide public space pursuant to § 14:16-3-18(C)(4) of the Zoning Code.

2. large retail facility sites that include a main structure 125,600 square feet or greater shall
provide pedestrian plaza space in the amount of 400 square feet for every 20,000 square feet of building
space. A minimum of 50% of the required public space shall be provided in the form of aggregate space
that encourages its use and that serves as the focal point for the development. The aggregate space required
shall:

a.  Be linked to the main entrance of the principal structure and the public sidewalk or
internal driveway;

b.  Include adequate seating areas. Benches, steps, and planter ledges can be counted for
seating space;

¢. Have a portion {generally at least 40%) of the square footage of the plaza ares
landscaped with plant materials, including trees;

d. Be designed for security and he visible from the pobiic rizht of way as much as
possible,



e, Have pedestrian scale lighting and pedestrian amenities such as trash receptacles,
kiosks, etc.

(k) Lighting.

f.  Ornamemial poles and luminaries, a maximum of 16 feet in height, shall be used as
pedestrian scale lighting.

2. The maximum height of a light pole, other than those along pedestrian walkways, shall be
20 feet, measured from the finished grade to the top of the pole.

3. All on-site lighting fixtures shall be fully shielded to prevent fugitive light from
encroaching into adjacent properties and/or right-of- way.

()  Outdoor Srorage. Outdoor storage as part of a mixed use development or within a C-1 or C-
2 zoned site is not allowed. Outdoor uses such as retail display shall not interfere with pedestrian
movement. Where the zoning permits and where outdoor storage is proposed, it shall be screcned with the
same materials as the building.

(m)  Fransit stops. If transit stops exist or are planned adjacent to a large retail facility, they
shall include a covered shelter with seating provided at the developer’s expense. Either the interior of the
structures shall be lighted or the area surrounding the structures shall be lighted to the same standards as
pedestrian walkways. If the transit stop is within the public right-of-way, the city shall assume ownership
of the shelter and responsibility for maintenance.

(n)  Storm Water Facilities and Structures. The following regulations apply to site hydrology:

t.  Impervious surfaces shall be limited by installing permeable paving surfaces, such as
bricks and concrete lattice or such devices that are approved by the City Hydrologist, where possible.

2. Where possible, transport runoff to basins by using channels with landscaped pervious
surfaces. Landscaped strips may be converted into vegetative storm-water canals but must be shallow to
avoid defensive fencing.

3. Ponds, retention and detention areas shall be shallow to prevent the need for
defensive/security fencing yet have the-capacity to manage storm waters in a 100 year event.

4. Trees, shrubs, and groundcover shall be included in storm water basins.

5. Bare patches shall be re- vegetated as soon as possible to avoid erosion, according to a
landscaping and maintenance plan.

(0)  Fnergy efficient techniques shail be utilized to reduce energy and water consumption where
possible and as approved by the City Hydrologist or City Engineer.

(6)  Main Structure Design. The following subsections (a) through (d) apply to main structures;

(a) Setback.

1. Main structures shall be screened from the adjacent street by means of smaller buildings,
retail suite liners, or 20 foot wide landscape buffers with a double row of trees,

2. Where the front facade of a retail suite liner is adjacent to a street, the maximum front
setback shall be ten feet for private drives and 25 feet for public roadways,

3. Main structures abutting residentially zoned Jand shall be set back from the property line
af least 60 feel.

(b)  Articulation.

1. Facades that contain a primary customer entrance and facades adjacent to a public street
or plaza or an internal driveway shall contain retail suite liners, display windows, or a recessed patio at a
minirnim depth of 20 feet, or a combination of all three, along 50% of the length of the fagade. Where
patios are provided, at least one of the recessed walls shall contain a window for ease of surveiflance and
the patio shall contain shading and seating. Where retail suite liners are provided, they shall be accessible
to the public from the cutside.

2. Bvery 30,000 gross square feet of structure shall be designed to appear as a minimim of
one distinet building mass with different expressions. The varied building masses shall have a change in
visible roof plane or parapet height. Massing and articulation are requited to be developed so that no more
ithan 100 feet of a wall may occur without an offset vertically of at least 24 inches.

3. For the retail suite [iner, the vertical offset shall be a visible change (minimum 6 inches),
a change in material may be used for articulation at the same interval and the visible change in roof plane
ot parapet height shall be a minimum of 18 inches.



4, Facades adjacent to a public right-of-way or internal driveway and facades that contain a
primary customer entrance shall contain features that provide shade along at least 40% of the length of the
fagade for the henefit of pedestrians.

{©)  Materials.

1. Engineered wood panels, cyclone, chain-link, and razor-wire fencing are prohibited.

2. Design of the external walls and the principal entrance must include three of the below
listed oplions:

Multipie finishes (i.e. stone and stucco);

Projecting cornices and brackets;

Projecting and exposed lintels;

Pitched roof forms;

Planters or wing-walls that incorporate {andscaped areas and can be used for sitting;
Slate or tile work and molding integrated into the building;

Transoms;

Trellises;

Wall accenting (shading, engraved patterns, etc.);

Any other treatment that meets the approval of the EPC.

{dy lﬂndccaptng

! The buffer for main structures across the street from residentially-zoned land shall be at
least 23 feet wide and include two rows of street trees. The trees shall be located pursuant to the guidelines
set forth in Crime Prevention Through Environmenial Design Recommendations. The landscaping of the
berm shall provide year-round screening.

2. The public sidewalk adjacent to the main structure may be located within the berm and
between the rows of trees. The sidewalk must be a minimum of seven feet behind the curb.

(7y  Mixed-Use Component. The following subsections (a) through (g) apply to Mixed Use
Development.

(@) Uses and building forms. The mixed use component may include a mix of the following

buiiding forms and uses:

Apartments or condominiums.

Apartinents or condominiums over storefronts.
Courtyard housing.

Live-work.

Townhouses.

Lofts.

Lofts over flex.

Senior housing.

9. Mixed income housing including a minimum of 20% affordable at 80% or less of Area
Median Income (AMI) for fee simple unit and 60% or less of AMI for rental units. I rental units are
multiple sizes, only a maximum of 50% of the rental units set aside for 60% or less of AMI shall be the size
of the smallcst size category of rental unit in the project.

i0.  Office building.

11,  Gifice over storefronts,

12 Civic, cultural, and community buildings.

13, Parking stroctures with commercial or housing liners.

14, Schools, both iraditional and technical vocational.

(b}  Density.

1 Mipimum density: 12 dwelling units per acre,

2 Minimum FAR: 30

3. Maximum density: As determined by the EPC.

(¢) Building Heights. Heights within the mixed use portion of the large retaif facility sitc may
vary depending on location. Structures adjacent to residentially zoned parcels shall be subject to the height
requirements of the O-1 Zone and shall not exceed 26 feet in height within 85 feel of a lot zoned
specifically for houses. The heights of buildings along the central driveway or sireet and adjacent to a
major arterial or freeway may exceed four stories so Jong as the average building height of all structures in
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the mixed use site does not exceed the maximum of four stories and no individual structure exceeds a
height of seven storics.
(dy Building Setbacks.

Primary Building Mixed Use Component

(1) Street-Facing Setback with
Ground-Floor Starefront

a. On Private Drive 10 foot minimum

b. On Public Street 15 foot maximum

{2) Sireet-Facing Setback without
Groundi-Floor Storefronts

a. On Private Drive 10 foot minimum

b. On Public Street 15 maximum

Interior Side Setback (from property | Attached or 5' maximum
fine)

Interior Side-Side Separation Attached or 10" maximum
(biw. Adjacent buildings)

Interior Rear Sethack (from property | 5' from alley ROW;
line) 207 if no atley (e.g. parking lot)

Interior Rear-Rear Separation] 30" minimum.
{(hw. Adiacent buildings}

Intericr Side-Rear Separation - (btw. | 20' minimum
Adjacent buitdings)

Note I:  Features that may encroach into a pedestrian way up to the maximum specified: eaves (4' max.),
awnings (8' max.), and minor ornamentat features (2' max). Over pedestrian ways, projections must be
more than 8 fect above finished grade.

Note Z:  Features that may encroach into sethacks facing driveways or streets (but not driveway or street
right-of-ways), up to the maximum specified: arcades & trellises (to driveway or street r.0.w.), porches &
stoops (8' max ), eaves (4' max.), awnings (8' max.), and minor ornamental features.

(e)  Street Frontage. All street frontages in the mixed-use component shail be:

. Lined by buildings with windows and primary entries, not garage doors; parking areas
shall be tocated to the rear or side of the building.
2. Building facades shall occupy at least 50% of the street frontage.

()  Articulation. Mixed-use structures shall have a change in visible roof plane or parapet
height for every 50 feet in length, however each distinct roof length does not have to equal 50 feet in
length., Massing and articulation are required 1o be developed so that no more than 50 feet of wall may
gccur within a six foot minimum change in the visible vertical offset, or at the same interval a change in
material may be used for articulation and the visible change in roof plane or parapet height shall be a
minimum of 18 feet.

{g)  Entrances and Glazing. Each ground floor use shail have one entrance minimuom for each
50 or tess of building frontage length,
(hY  Materials. The materials standards for the mixed use component are as follows:
I Engineercd wood panels, cyclone, chain-link, and razor-wire fencing are prohibited.
2. Arcades, awnings, cantilevers, portals and shed roofs may be made of metal, fabric,
concrate lile, clay tile, or state (equivalent synthetic or better).
3. A mixed-use component shall include at least four of the following design features:



@, 13alconies.

b.  Projecting cornices and brackets,
¢. FHaves.

d.  Exposed lintels.

¢.  Muliiple veneers (i.e. stone and stucco).

{. Pitched roof forms.

g. Planter boxes.

Slate or tile work and molding integrated into the building.
Transoms.

Trellises.

Wall accenting (shading, engraved patterns, etc.).
. Any other treatment that meets the intent of this section and that receives the approval
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of the EPC.
(i) Un-Premise Signage,

1. Appropriate signage inciudes blade signs, awning signs, and watl-mounted or hanging
metal panel signs. Internally illuminated box signs, billboards, roof-mounted, free-standing, any kind of
animation, and painted window signs, and signs painted on the exterior walls of buildings are not allowed.
No flashing, traveling, animated, or intermittent lighting shall be on or visible {rom (i.e. through windows)
the exterior of any building.

2. Wall signs are permitted within the area between the second story floor line and the first
floor ceiling within a horizontal band not to exceed two feet in height. Letters shall not exceed 18 inches in
height or width and three feet in relief. Company logos or names may be placed within this horizontal band
or placed or painted within ground fleor or second story office windows and shall not be larger than a
rectangle of eight square feet. Projecting signs may not be more than 24 inches by 48 inches and a
minimum ten feet clear height above the sidewalk and may be hung below the third story level. Signs may
not project more than 36 inches perpendicular to the right-of-way beyond the fagade. Lettering on awnings
{s limited to ninc inches in height.

(8)  Maintenance Agreement for Vacant or Abandoned Site. Large retail facilities sometimes are
vacated due to changing conditions in the retail market. To maintain a guality built environment, large
retail facilities shall be maintained during periods of abandonment or vacancies at the same standard as
when occupied. The owner of a site shall sign a maintenance agreement with the city that the site will be
maintained when vacant to the following minimal standards, among others as deemed appropriate by the
Planning Director:

{a) The landscaping shall be watered, pruned and weeded.

(b} The parking areas shall be cleaned of dirt and litter,

{¢) The building facades shall be kept in good repair, cracked windows shall be replaced and
graffiti removed.

(d)  Outdoor security lighting shall be maintained and operated.

(&) Hydrology systems shafl be kept in good working order.
("4 Code, § 7-14-40B) (Am. Ord. 23-2007)



GENERAL NOTES

L Tracts 68 and A {referred to on tHe Site Plan a4 Tracts 1-9), are part of a Site Plan for Subdivision epproved
by the Envirorvnental Planning Commission on November 18, 2004 (Project 1000665 D4EPC-00855). This Stte Plan
replaces the previcus Site Plan for Subdivision s It relates to Tracls 6B and A.

2. A portion of Learning Road at Coors Boulevard is public right-of-way. An addiional portion of Leaming
Road within Tract 8 will be granted to the Cily of Albuguerque as e privale access easement in
order to provide access to the City's Lift Biation 424, Tract B, vie & 24 foot limited access road withi a
€0 foot sasement. The final portion of Leerning Road wilt become part of Bosque School, Tract 4A

3. The area adacent to Learning Floed and the northern boundary of Bosgue Bchool Lot 4A
(& minimum of 300 feel) is resiricted to PRD and O-1 Uses.

4. Due io the eisting Montano Pusbio Archasdlogicel Site snd the two smaller sites, future approvals for

Site Development Plane for Buliding Permit on Tracls 6B and A shal require clearance end guidance from

the State Historic Preservation Office.

A cross accesy asasement wil be provided acroes Tracts 1 2, and 3.

No tast focd restaurants with drive through windows or gae stations are allowed &t North Andalucia.

When the fulure gracde separation is consiructed, accees will no longer be allowed to Montano Rosd from

Winlerhaven, consistent with the Long Range Roadway Bystem.
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TAB 2

The Andalucia Plan requires a mixed use, pedestrian friendly village center. The
Andalucia Subdivision states that the “primary goal for this property is to achieve a vibrant,
mixed-use community that fosters pedestrian accessibility and maintains a village-type
character.” See Andalucia Plan p. 2 of 3 (attached). See also Site Plan C-2. The “primary
design objective” is identified as a pedestrian-friendly environment. Site amenities are to include
“benches, plazas, walkways, ... shaded walkways; and ... separate vehicular and pedestrian
systems in order to support the creation of a village-type character.” Id. These design standards
are binding on application for building permit. Id. (“Subsequent Site Plans for Building Permits
shall be consistent with the design standards established for Subdivision ...”) See also 14-16-3-
2(A)(1) (“Once approved, such a plan or subsequent amended plan is binding on the entire area
of the original site development plan.”)

The application for subdivision amendment and application for building permit are
inconsistent with the Andalucia requirements.

* The site plan for subdivision and building permit do not create a village-type
character or development and are incompatible with the goal of a vibrant, mixed
use pedestrian friendly community with a village character. See Site Plan page C-
4 showing parking rows for approximately 458 vehicles in an area approximately
510.0" by 300.0° to 420.0°. There are no “streets” with parallel or diagonal
parking to creale a more pedestrian environment. Sidewalks are adjacent to
parking lanes but do not create a street like environment oriented to pedestrians.
This is not consistent with a village-type character nor is it pedestrian friendly.
The design is not consistent with the illustration in the Design Guidelines,

e The scale of a 98,901 square foot retail building with surface parking is an auto
oriented suburban use, not a vibrant mixed-use pedestrian village. The Big Box
regulations provide for an evolution from a large retail facility in Phase One to
“finer-scaled, pedestrian oriented, mixed-use development ....” in Phase Two.
§14-16-3-2(D)4). (“The ordinance provides for a transition over time from a
more vehicle oriented “Big Box” type retail development with large surface
parking fields to finer-scaled, pedestrian oriented, mixed-use development,
replacing surface parking with some parking structures and producing a village
center that is integrated into the surrounding neighborhoods.”) The Zoning Code
therefore recognizes a large scale retail facility is not a pedestrian oriented mixed—
use development. Since a pedestrian oriented mixed-use development is required
in the first instance by the Andalucia Regulations the application for building
permit should not be approved. Attached hereto are photos of other similar big
boxes and, for comparison, existing retail centers that have tried, in one form or
another, to develop a more pedestrian friendly atmosphere including Riverside
Plaza and parts of ABQ Uptown. This is not to say that either of these
developments could be moved to this site and comply with ail Andalucia
regulations but that some of the design and pedestrian scale features employed
¢lsewhere such as street parking, a liner suite of shops along a sidewalk create a
pedestrian friendly environment. The Walmart does nothing in this regard.



» Under the proposed subdivision amendment the entire site between Mirandela and
Montano except for .67 ac would be devoted to retail, not mixed use. This is
contrary to Andalucia Regulations. The subdivision amendment does not provide
for a village character. In fact by creating a large tract and approving a site plan
for building permit the City would preclude creation of a genuine mixed use
village. Mixed-use should include a mix of building forms and uses including
various residential uses, office, civic building, parking structures with commercial
ot house liners. See, for example, 14-16-3-2(D)(7)(2).

e Applicant has claimed that they have a right to the proposed development based
on the 2007 approval. The 2007 North Andalucia Subdivision did not guarantee
any development but permitted mixed-use conforming to the development
requirements (mixed-use, pedestrian oriented, village character).

The village center requirements of the Andalucia plan prohibit, as set forth above, the
proposed large scale vehicle oriented development. The zoning code requirements for a big box
development phasing so that a big box development transitions to a mixed-use pedestrian
oriented development is evidence that the City distinguishes between a large retail facility and a
mixed-use, pedestrian friendly facility. See Z.C. §14-16-3-2(D)}(4)(a) and §14-16-3-2(D)4)(b)
providing that a large retail facility application should contain detail demonstrating development
phasing to a finer-scaled, pedestrian oriented, mixed-use development. This application
contains no such information and does not provide for pedestrian orientation.

The City recognizes with these provisions that a large retail facility is not a pedestrian
oriented mixed-use development.



Area:

‘The request is in conflict with Comprehensive Plan Policies for the Established Urban

a.  The shopping center north of Montano and the surrounding area comprise over
several hundred thousand square feet of existing commercial and retail uses; the
requested zoning will allow additional commercial and retail uses that may not be
nceded by the surrounding community and which may endanger the integrity of
existing neighborhoods (Comprehensive Plan, Policies 5d and 5e). Addition of the
proposed uses with lower trip volumes does not prohibit development of the higher
trip volume uses allowed by existing zoning.

b.  The requested zoning will allow new commercial development outside of an
existing commercial comically zoned area (Comprehensive Plan, Policy 5j).

The request 1s in conflict with WSSP policies:

Policy 11.B.5.d: The location, intensity and design of new development shall respect
existing neighborhood values, natural environmental conditions and carrying capacities,
scenic resources, and resources of other social, cultural and recreational concern.

The location, intensity and design of the big box large retail facility does not respect
neighborhood values, natural environmental conditions and carvying capacities, and
SCenic resources.

s The Walmart and associated parking are out of scale to the site and Andalucia design
guidelines. The Walmart could maintain long hours not compatible with the adjacent
apartment development and would create traffic impacting Bosque School, the
apartments and La Luz neighborhood.

Policy 11.D.6.a: (Economic Development) New employment opportunitics which will
accommodate a wide range of occupational skills and salary levels shall be encouraged
and new jobs located convenient to areas of most need.

This policy is not supported by the application.
There is no evidence this large retail facility will accommodate a “wide range of
cecupational skills and salary levels. "There is evidence there would be no net new jobs

even possibly a loss of net employment opportunities.

Objective 8: Promote job opportunities and business growth in appropriate arcas of the
West Side.

There is no evidence this request will promote any net new jobs.
Objective_10:  The Plan should create a framework to build a community where its

¢itizens can live, work, shop, play, and learn together while protecting the unique quality
of life and natural and cultural resource for West Side residents.



The existing commercial community provides sufficient services. The proposed use
would threaten the unigque quality of life and produce only low paying jobs. The
proposed site plan is not supported by the adjacemt community. While development
should occur it should respect the community, neighborhood and site and adhere to the
Design Guidelines for a pedestrian oriented village with buildings at a pedestrian scale.

Policy 3. New development in the Coors Corridor should be designed to be compatible
with the natural tandscape and the built environment in accordance with the design
regulations and guidelines.

The design is not consistent with a pedestrian oriented village as required by Andalucia
Regulations or WSSP Policy 3.



Design Standards

The purpose of these Design Standards is to provide a framework to assist the architects, landscape ar-
chitects, and designars in understanding the vision and development goals for the property, The primary
goai for this property is to achieve a vibrant, mixed-use community that fosters pedestrian accessibility
and maintains a village-typs character.

The Design Standards should be used to facilitate the design of buildings which respect the natural con-
ditions of the site, maintain and hightight the spectacular views of the Sandia and Manzano Mountains
and to leave significant areas dedicated to open space. Innovative techniques such as cluster housing,
water harvesting, and use of “green” building materials are strongly encouraged.

These standards address the issues of landscape, sethacks, pedestrian amenities, screening, lighting,
signage, and architecture that will create the visual image desired for Andalucia at La Luz. They are
intended to be complementary 1o La Luz, Albuquerque's first cluster housing project, and the Bosque
School, These standards primarilly address commercial, office, and muiti-farmily projacts. Where specifi-
cally applicable to single-family development, the standards are calied out as such.

Subsequent Site Plans for Buliding Permits shati be consistent with the design standards establishad by
this Site Plan for Subdivision and shall be approved by the Environmental Planning Commission. Minor
amendments to this Site Plan for Subdivision shaill be approved administratively by the Planning Director
in accordance with the Comprehensive City Zoning Code, Section 14-18-2-22 {A}(6) Special Use Zone,
and major amendments shall be approved by the Environmentat Planning Commission.

COORS CORRIDOR PLAN - VIEW and HEIGHT RESTRICTIONS
A primary design requirement of the Coors Cortidor Plan is view preservation, Andalucla at La Luz ad-
dresses the Coors Corridor Plan as follows:

B Coors Corridor Viewshed rules come into effect when a northbound vehicle passes Namaste
foad.

M Measurement of building heights shall be consistent with the Coors Corridor Plan.

B A combination of walls and berms shall be buily along Coors Bouleverd. The high point of the
waill or berm will occur within the first 60 feet of the property, but not closer than 20 feet from
the right-of-way. From any point along the east edge of Coors, the high point of the wall or berm
will ocbscure no more than 50% of the height of Sandia Crest, measured directly below Sandia
Crest.

® Al multi-story structures shall be built with the finish floor elevation at least 10 feet below the
roadway, measured along & 45-degree angle from the northbound direction of travel along Co-
ors.

® In no event will the building height be permitted to penetrate above the view of the ridge line of
the Sandia Mountains as seen from four feet above the east edge of Coors Boulevard. in no event
will more than 1/3 of the total building height cutside of the setback area for muiti-story bulldings
be permitted to penetrate through the view plane.

B As viewed from Coors Boulevard, no structure shatl obscure more than BO percent of the height
of Sandia Crest, measured directly helow Sandia Crest.

PEDESTRIAN and SITE AMENITIES

The creation of a pedestrian-friendly environment will depend on creative site design and will be a pri-
mary design objective for Andalucia at La Luz. Objectives to achieve this goal include rnaintaining a high
quaiity and consistency in style for site amenities including benches, plazas, walkways, lighting, etc.;
providing shaded walkways; and ¢reating separate vehicular and pedestrian circulation systems in order
to support the creation of a village-type charecter.

The use of alternative paving materials (brick, colored cancrete, decomposed granite, etc.) for pedestrian
pathways are encouraged. Public art is another site amenity that is strongly encouraged, and if proposed,



COORS CORRIDOR PLAN - VIEW and HEIGHT RESTRICTIONS
A primary design requirement of the Coors Corridor Plan is view preservation. Andalucia st La Luz ad-
dresses the Coors Corridor Plan as foliows:

W Coors Coridor Viewshed rules come into effect when a northbound vehicle passes Namaste
Road.

B Measurement of huilding heights shall be consistent with the Coors Corridor Plan.

® A combination of walls and berms shall bs built along Coors Boulavard, The high point of the
wall or berm will occur within the first 60 feet of the property, but not closer than 20 feet from
the right-of-way. From any point along the east edge of Coors, the high point of the wall of berm
will obscure no more than 50% of the height of Sandia Crest, measured directly below Sandia
Crest.

W All muiti-story structures shal! be built with the finish floor elevation at least 10 feet below the
roadway, measured along a 45-degree angle from the northbound direction of travel along Co-
ors.

® |n no event will the building height be permitted to penetrste above the view of the ridge line of
the Sandia Mountains 85 saen from four feet above the east edge of Coors Boulevard. in no event
will more than 1/3 of the total building height cutside of the setback area for multi-stery bulldings
be permitted to penetrate through the view plane.

B As viewed from Coors Boulevard, no structure shall obscure mere than 50 percent of the height
ot Sandla Crest, measured directly below Sandia Crest,

PEDESTRIAN and SITE AMENITIES

The creation of a padestrian-friandly environment wiil depend on ereative site design and will be a prl-
mary design objectlve for Andalucia at La Luz. Objectives to achleve this goal include maintaining a high
guality and consistency in style for site amanities including benches, plazas, walkways, lighting, etc.;
providing shaded walkways; and creating separate vehicular and pedestrian circulation systems in order
to support the creation of a village-type character.

The use of alternative paving meterials [brick, colored concrete, decomposed granite, etc.) for pedestrian
pathways are encouraged. Public art s another site amenity that Is strongly encouraged, and if proposed,
should be part of the subseqguent buliding plans.

TRAILS and SIDEWALKS

Public and private trails and sidewalk systems are a defining element to Andalucia at La Luz. Private
trails for use by residents are designed to lessen the nead for vehicular use and will provide pedestrian
connectivity throughout the project {see Landscape Section for more detall on trall landscaping).

M City Trails - All public multi-use tralls through Andalucia at La Luz shall be built to City standards,
per the City’s Trails and Blkeways Faciilty Plan.

W Al private trails end paths shali be soft surface, with & minimum width of 6 feet,

A All pedestrian paths shall be designed to be handicapped accessible {see Americans with Disabili-
ties Act Criteria tor Barrier-Free Design, except where topography makes this unfeasible {several
streets require grades over §%).

® The use of asphalt paving for pedestrian trails
is discouraged. Concrete of compacted de-
composed granite with stabilizer are acceptable
materials. .

B Pedestrian connections to buildings should be  —rfEk
provided in parking lots with greater than 50 <4—{' 4 .
spaces and should connect to adiacent road- - »
ways, sidewalks, and pathways. @ v (M- .
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Stacked soone towers

Non-Residential Buildings ; Aluminure srorefrome

Commoercial buiiding style will be a hybrid of New Mexico architectural styles, incorporating stucco
surfaces, stacked stone wainscot and tower elements, precast concrete posts, lintels, cap stones, and
ramadas, and clay tile roof elements. Materials will be natural rather than synthetic, in warm colors rang-
ing from light to dark tans, terracotta red to deep browns. Roof mounted mechanical equipment wiil be
screened from view by parapets or mechanical screens, Ground-mounted equipment will be screened
by building elements or landscaping. All sides of all buildings will be architecturally articulated with the
elements described and iliustrated above.

NON-RESIDENTIAL and MULT-FAMILY RESIDENTIAL STANDARDS

B All non-residential buildings shall comply with Section 14-16-3-18, General Building and Site Design
Reguiations for Non-Residentiat Uses of the Comprehensive City Zoning Code, as well as other
tocal building and fire codes.

B Finished building materials shall be apptlied to alt exteriot sides of buildings and structures and shatt
be consistent on all sides. Any accessory buildings and enclosures, whether attached or detached
from the main building, shall be of similar compatible design and materials.

B Generic franchise building elevations or canopies are prohibited.

B No plastic or vinyl building panels, awnings, or canoples are allowed. Awnings and canopies, if
used, shall be integrated with building architecture.

B Building heights shoufd be kept to a minimum. Maximurn height shall be limited to 45 feet for the
ridge of the huilding to correspond with the Coors Corridar Plan.

B Entry weys to non-residential and muiti-family buildings shall be clearly defined.

B No freestanding cell towers or antennas are allowed; rather antenna shall be integrated with the
building architecture.
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INDEX OF PHOTOS/ILLUSTRATIONS
Village Center Character, Mixed-Use Pedestrian Friendly

1.1 Proposed site Plan for “Big Box” Aerial View

1.2 Proposed site Plan for “Big Box” Aerial View

2.1 Site Pian for Riverside Plaza Development on Coors

2.2 North of Montano Plaza - showing street parking, site division into blocks

3. Aerial view of Walmart at Coors/Ouray showing Big Box large parking area similar to
orientation of proposed Big Box (although the proposed Walmart is a smaller Walmart
still proposes a Big Box and large use of parking).

4. ABQ Uptown Aerial view showing street and angled parking with “retail boxes”

5. Walmart at Wyoming and Academy showing Big Box with large parking area and
surrounding pad sites similar to proposed development.

6.1 through 6.5: Ground level pictures of Riverside Plaza showing street parking and a more
pedestrian friendly scale of development.



6 / -“f 1/ / / L ’-‘
PR JE:C:F - ] - :,’. |
f/ MAONL M;.“E;N by -
/ ! /

i ,‘} ! ‘H‘

Wity

” ff i i /
D‘.’f-

Iy j@(

!

PROI gb
8/FT. f,ﬁlD W,
I

!

f

b}
{
!

i
[
!

1.



ocm \,=~"J=

Y NON-PROTO-GCR-NO
UTILITY AND DIMENSION
CONTROL PLAN

i

N I i /"f/ ’,f. ;
1 //{f f /

\> NN

1.2




































TAB 3

The location of semi-truck loading and parking in the PRD/O-1 buffer zone (within 300
feet of Bosque School) violates the Andalucia Subdivision regulations and Tract 3°s O-1 zoning.

The proposed site plan proposes to use Tract 3 for the most intense C-2 use, that is, for
semi truck parking and loading for the Big Box and for an area for truck access to the large refail
facility loading docks and for center ingress/egress.

The creation of a separate tract for this area indicates that this area was not to be merged
into a C-2 retail development.

1.

The Andalucia Subdivision created a separate lot zoned for O-1 uses and provided
setbacks. The site plan update violates setback requirements. In addition to creating
a separately zoned lot, Condition No. 3 created a 300 foot buffer area. These dual
restrictions indicate an intent that the area not be merged into and made part of a tract
developed for C-2 uses. For this reason the attempt to amend the subdivision to
eliminate the separate lot but should be rejected.

Even assuming a re-subdivision and creation of a Tract 2A and 3A with the area
formerly in Tract A, O-1 uses do not include uses ancillary to C-2 uses. See also
§14-16-3-2(D)(2)(b)(1) (not permitting large retail in O-1 zone). The entire area is
one Shopping Center site (see West Bluff case) setbacks are violated. The application
for building permit should be denied.

The PRD/O-1 area furthered the mixed use requirements of the Andalucia Plan. The
PRD/0-1 restriction is violated by using this area for the retail facility particularly the
uses proposed which are not O-1 uses.

The restriction of a residential and office use to the buffer zone promoted the requirement
that future development be complimentary to Bosque School.



GENERAL NOTES

1 Tracts 6B and A {referred to on this Site Plan as Trecis 1-9), are part of a Stle Pian for Subdivision approved
by the Environmental Planning Commission on November 18, 2004 (Project 1000965 N4EPC-00855). This 8ite Plan
repiaces the previous Site Pian for Subdivision as & relates to Tracts 68 and A,

2. A portion of Learning Road at Coors Boulevard is public right-of-way. An additions! portion of Learning
fload within Tract 8 wil be granted to the Cily of Abucuerque ss & private access essement in
order to provide access to the Clty's Lift Slation #24, Tract B, via a 24 foot limiled sccess road within &

60 foot easement. The tina! portion of Lesrning Road wil become part of Bosque School, Truct 4A

3. The srea adjscent to Learning Road and the northern boundery of Boasgque School, Lot 4A
(& minimum of 30C feel) is restricted {o PRD and O-1 Uses.

4. Due io the exsling Montano Pueblo Archaeciogical Site and the two simaller siles, hiure apgrovals tor

Site Development Plans for Buiiding Permil on Tracts €8 and A shal require clearance and guidance from

the Btate Historic Preservation Office.

A cross access sassment wil be provided acroes Tracts 1, 2 and 3.

No fast food restaurants with drive through windlows or gas stations are allowed ai North Andaiucie.

When the fulure grade separation is constructed, access wil no longer be allowed to Montanc Roed trom

Winterhaven, conuistent with the Long Range Roacway System. o :

The design for the sign and gate at Tract 7 and Mirandela Foad shell be submitted with & Stte Plan for Buiding

Permit for daveicpment of Tract 7.
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AL § 14-16-2-15 O-1 OFFICE AND INSTITUTION ZONE.
This zone provides sites suitable for office, service, institutional, and dwelling uses.
(A) Permissive Uses.

(1) Antenna, up to 65 feet in height.

(2)  Beauty shop, barber shop.

(3) Church, or other place of worship, including the usual incidenta! facilities. Incidental uses
allowed include but are not limited to an emergency shelter operated by the church on the church's principal
premises which is used regularly for public worship, notwithstanding special limitations elsewhere in this
Zoning Code.

(4)  Club, provided there is no liquor license.

(5r Community residential program except not either Community residential corrections program
or Community residential program for substance abusers: up to 18 client residents, provided that the
standards of § 14-16-3-12 of this Zoning Code are met.

(60  Dwelling unit (house, townhouse, or apartment) constituting up to 25% of the gross floor area
on the premises, provided usable open space is provided on-site in an amount equal to 400 square feet for
each efficiency or one-bedroom dwelling unit, 500 square feet for each two-bedroom dwelling unit, and
600 square feet for each dwelling unit containing three or more bedrooms. If located in an area designated
by the master plan as "Developing” or "Semi-Urban,” the total open space requirement of the R-D or RA-1
zone, respectively, shall also be met.

{7y Incidental uses within a building, most of which is occupied by offices and/or dwelling units,
such as news, cigar or candy stand, restaurant, personal-service shop, and the like, provided the incidental
uses comply with the following:

{a) The use is intended primarily for the use of the occupants of the structure.

(b}  Atleast 10,000 square feet of floor area are contained in the structure.

(¢) The use is limited to a maximum of 10% of the tota! floor area.

{d) The use is so situated within the structure that it is not directly accessible from a public
right-ol-way.

(e) A sign or window display retating to the use is not discernible from a public right-of-way,
except that a portable sign shaii be allowed per small business pursuant to the General Signage Regulations.

(8) Institution, including library, museum, nursing or rest home, school, day care center, except not
hospital for human beings, sanatorium, or disciplinary or mental institutions.

(9) Medical supplies and services, such as drug prescription and supply shop, physical therapy
office, or shop for fabricating and fitting prosthetic or correcting devices, or medical or dental laboratory.

(1)  Office.

(}1y Park-and-ride temporary facilities,

(12)  Parking lot, providing it complies with the following:

{a) Paving, ali of which shall be maintained level and serviceable.

[. The lot must be graded and surfaced with one of the following:

a, Blacktop or equal: Two inches of asphalt concrete on a prime coat over a four inch
compacted subgrade, or a surface of equal or superior performance characteristics.

b.  For parking lots of 20 or fewer spaces, Gravel: A layer at least two inches thick of
gravel sized from 3/8 minimum to one inch maximum diameter, at least 2 inch of which shall be
maintained on the surface; gravel shall be kept off the right-of-way.

2. If street curbs and gutters exist adjacent to the parking lot property on a side where lot
egress is allowed, the surfacing shall be blacktop for the width of the egress drive(s) and shall extend
inward from the property line a minimum of 25 feet along alt normal lines of egress traffic flow from the
lot.

{by 'The lot shall have barriers which prevent vehicles from extending over the sidewalk or
abutting lots, or beyond the sides of a parking structure.

{c) A solid wall or fence at least six feet high shall be erected on sides which abut land, other
than public right-of-way land, in a residential zone. (See also § 14-16-3-10 of this Zoning Code.)
However:

L. Buch wall or fence shall be three feet high in the area within 11 feet of a public sidewalk
or planned public sidewalk location.



2. If the wall or fence plus retaining wall would have an effective height of over eight feet
on the residential side, the Zoning Hearing Examiner shall decide the required height; such decision shall
be made by the same process and criteria required for a conditional use.

(d) TIna parking structure there shall be a six-foot solid wall on every parking level wherc the
structure is within 19 feet of privately owned land in a residential zone.

{¢) TIngress or egress shall be designed to discourage parking lot traffic from using local
residential streets for more than 150 feet, unless no reasonable alternative is available.

{f) A parking lot hereafter developed shall include landscaping planted and maintained
according to a Landscaping Plan approved by the Planning Director; however, the Planning Commission
may waive this requirement where it is found not useful to achieving the intent of this Zoning Code.

(13)  Photocopy, photography studio, except adult photo studio,

{14y Public utility structure, provided its location is in accord with an adopted facility plan and a
site development plan for building permit purposes has been approved by the Planning Commission.

(15) Radio or television studio.

(16) Sign, on-premise, as provided in § 14-16-3-5 of this Zoning Code, and further provided:

{a) lLocation.

1. Only wall signs, canopy signs, and free-standing or projecting signs are permitted.

2. Asign may notoverhang into the public right-of-way, except a wall sign may protrude up
to one foot into the public right-of-way, (See also § 14-16-3-5(B)(2) of this Zoning Code.)

3. Projecting signs shall not project horizontally more than four feet.

(b} Number.

1. Nolimit on number of wall signs.

2. One canopy sign per entrance or exit shall be permitted.

3. Inthe Established or Redeveloping Areas, one free-standing or projecting sign structure
shall be permitted for each premises, or joint sign premises, providing the premises or joint sign premises is
at least 100 feet wide.

4. Inthe Developing or Semi- Urban Areas:

a. Free-standing or projecting sign not permitted on premises of under five acres.
b.  One free-standing or projecting sign on premises of five acres or more, provided the
street frontage is at least 100 feet wide.

() Size.

i. Size of Free-Standing or Projecting Signs. Sign area of a free-standing or projecting sign
shall not exceed 75 square feet.

2. Size of Building-Mounted Signs, Except Projecting Signs. Sign arca of a building-
mounted sign shall not exceed 15% of the area of the facade to which it is applied if there is no free-
standing or projecting on-premise sign on the premises or joint sign premises, or 7.5% of the area of the
facade if there i such a free-standing or projecting sign on the premises or joint sign premises.

(d) Height. Sign height shall not exceed 26 feet or the height of the walls of the taliest building
on the premises, whichever is lower.

{e) Motion. Signs or sign parts shall not move; there shall be ro wind devices. No sign shall
automatically change its message unless it is a time or temperature sign,

(f) Lettering. No lettering on a free-standing sign shall have any character exceeding nine
inches in height.

{17y  Storage structure or yard for equipment, material, or activity incidental to a specific
construction project, provided it is of a temporary nature and is moved after the specific construction
project is completed, or work on the project has been dormant for a period of six or more months, and
further provided that it is limited to a period of one year unless the time is extended by the Planning
Director.

(18) Wircless Telecommunications Facility, provided that the requirements of § 14-16-3-17 of this
Zoning Code are met, and as specifically allowed below:

{a) A concealed wireless telecommunications facility, up to 65 feet in height.

{b) A collocated free-standing wireless telecommunications facility, up to 75 feet in height.

(cy A face-mounted wireless telecommunications facility.

(d) A roof-mounted free-standing wireless telecommunications facility, up to 20 feet above the
parapel of the building on which it is placed.



{e) A wireless telecommunications facility, the antennas of which are all mounted on an
existing vertical structure.
(B) Conditional Uses.

(1) Antenna, over 65 feet in height.

(2) Community residential corrections program: up 15 client residents, provided that the standards
of § 14-16-3-12 of this Zoning Code are met.

(3) Community residential program for substance abuscrs with up to 15 client residents, provided
that the standards of § [4-16-3-12 of this Zoning Code are met.

(4 Dwelling units constituting more than 25% of the gross floor area on a premises, provided:

(a) No more than 60% of the gross floor area of the structures on the site shall be developed as
dwelling units, and

(b) Open space is provided as specified for permissive dwelling units in this zone.

{c) A dwelling unit constructed as a conditional use in an O-1 Zone shall permanently retain its
status as an approved conditional use even if the use of the property as a dwelling unit ceases for a
continyous period of more than one year. The provisions of § 14-16-4-2(D)(3) shall not apply to a
conditional use approved for a dwelling unit in an O-1 Zone.

(d) A dwelling unit constructed as a conditional use or a permissive use in an O-1 Zone under
any former ordinance shall not become a non- conforming use based on a failure to conform with (B)(4)(a).

(¢) The request for approval of a conditional use under § 14-16-2-15(B)4) shall be
accompanied by at least one copy of an accurate site development plan for building including a proposed
schedule for development, The failure to demonstrate that the non-residential uses will be developed
concurrently with the residential uses is evidence that the proposal will be injurious to the neighborhood
and the community.

(5) Instruction in music, dance, fine arts, or crafts.

(6) Public utility structure which is not permissive.

(7y  Office machines and equipment sales and repair.

{%) Printing, copying, blueprinting incidental to office uses.

(9) Retailing of food and drink, for consumption on premises or off, but not drive-in facility and
provided that alcoholic drink is not dispensed for off-premise consumption in broken packages or the
following packages within 500 feet of a pre-elementary, elementary or secondary school, a religious
institution, a residential zone, a designated Metropolitan Redevelopment Area (as defined in the State
Metropolitan Redevelopment Code), a city owned park or city owned major public open space:

(ay distilied spirits, as defined in the New Mexico Liquor Control Act, in any package that
comntains less than 750 milliliters;

(b)  beer, as defined in the New Mexico Liquor Control Act, in any single container labeled as
containing 16 or fewer ounces; and

{c) fortified wines with a volurne of alcohol of more than 13.5 percent, provided that retailing
alcoholic drink, for on or off premise consumption, within 500 feet of a community residential program or
hospital for treatment of substance abusers is prohibited pursuant to § 14-16-3-12(A)}11) ROA 1994,

(10) Wireless Telecommunications Facility, Roof-Mounted, up to 20 feet above the parapet of the
building on which it is placed, provided that the requirements of § 14-16-3-17 of this Zoning Code are met.

(C)  Heighe.

(1)  Structure height up to 26 feet is permitted at any legal location. The height and width of the
structure over 26 feet shatl fall within 45° angle planes drawn from the horizontal at the mean grade along
each iniernal boundary of the premises and each adjacent public right-of-way centerline. To profect solar
access, a structure over 26 feet may not exceed the northern boundary of these 45° planes, but may be sited
in any other dircction within planes drawn at a 60° angle from the same boundaries or centerline.
Exceptions to the above are provided in § 14-16-3-3 of this Zoning Code, and for sign and anienna height,
in division (A) of this section. Motwithstanding any of the above regulations, structures shall not exceed 24
feet in height within 85 feet of a lot zoned specifically for houses.

(2) Exceptions to division (1) above are providedin § 14-16-3-3 of this Zoning Code, and for
sign and antenna height, in division (A) of this section.

(Dy Lot Size. No requirements.
(E)  Setback. The following regulations appiy to structures other than signs except as provided in §§
14-16-3-1 and £4-16-3-3 of this Zoning Code:




(1)  There shall be a front and a corner side vard setback of not less than five feet and a setback of
11 feet from the junction of a driveway or alley and a public sidewalk or planned public sidewalk location.
(2)  Near residential zones, the following greater setback requirements shall apply:

(a) ‘There shall be a front or corner side setback of not less than ten feet where the [ot is across
the street from the front ot line of a facing lot in a residential zone. This setback applies to on- and off-
premtise signs,

(b} ‘There shall be a side or rear setback of not less than five feet where the site abuts the side of

a lot in a residential zone.
(¢) There shall be a side or rear setback of not less than 15 feet where the site abuts the rear of a
lot in a residential zone.
(3) The clear sight triangle shall not be infringed upon.

(F)  Off-Streer Parking. Off-street parking shall be as provided in § 14-16-3.] of this Zoning Code.
("74 Code, § 7-14-20) (Ord, 80-1975; Am. Ord, 40-1976; Am. Ord, 26-1977; Am. Ord. 38-1978; Am. Ord.
48-1980; Am. Ord. 61-1980; Am. Ord. 39-1983; Am, Ord. 40-1983; Am. Ord. 54-1983; Am. Ord. 11-
1986; Am. Ord. 41-1987; Am. Ord. 12-1990; Am. Ord, 47-1990; Am. Ord, 58-1995; Am. Ord. 9-1999;
Am. Ord. 11-2002; Am. Ord. 36-2002; Am. Ord. 4-2005; Am. Ord. 16-2005; Am. Ord. 5-2008; Am. Ord.
40-2008; Am. Ord. 6-2009; Am. Ord. 19-2010)



w.
m
;
;

:
:
:
s

i/

f//
I/// /







TAB 4

‘The Subdivision Amendment application constitutes a zone map amendment making Res.
270-1980 applicable. See Project 1003859, EPC 40074, 40075, 40076. Applicant has not met
its burden for a zone map amendment. The application amends the uses and tracts shown on the
zone map and increases the total C-2 uses beyond the subdivision maximum.



City of Albuquerque

Planning Department

Urban Design & Development Division
P.0. Box 1293

Albuquerque, New Mexico 87103

US New Mexico Federal Credit Union
P.O. Box 129
Albuquerque, NM, 87103

Date: December 8, 2011

AMENDED OFFICIAL NOTIFICATION OF
DECISION (change of case numbers and
order)

FILE: Project # 1003859

11EPC-40074 Site Development Plan for
Building Permit

11EPC-40075 Amend Site Development Plan for
Subdivision

11EPC-40076 Amend Zone Map (Zone Change)

LEGAL DESCRIPTION:

Consensus Planning, agent for US New Mexico
Federal Credit Union, requests the above actions
for all or a portion of Tract 5, Plat of North
Andalucia at La Luz, zoned SU-1 for C-2, O-1
and PRD to SU-1 for O-1 Including Bank &
Drive-in Facilities, located on Coors Blvd. NW
between Learning Rd. NW and Montano Rd.
NW, containing approximately 3.38 acres. (E-12)
Carrie Barkhurst, Staff Planner

On December 8, 2011 the Environmental Planning Commission voted to APPROVE Project 1003859 /
L1EPC-40076, a request for an Amendment to the Zone Map (Zone Change), 11EPC-40075, a request for
an Amendment to the Site Development Plan for Subdivision and 11EPC-40074, a request for a Site
Development Plan for Building Permit based on the following Findings and subject to the following

{Conditions:

FINDINGS:

FINDINGS - 1003859 — [ 1EPC-40076 — December 8, 2011 — Zone Map Amendment

1. This is a request for zone map amendment for Tract 5, Plat of North Andalucia at La Luz,
located on Coors Blvd., northeast of Learning Rd., and containing approximately 3.38 acres.

2. The applicant is proposing to subdivide and to develop a Credit Union branch office.
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3.

The subject site ts zoned SU-1 for C-2, O-1 and PRD. The proposed use is permissive under
the current zomng; however, the Site Plan for Subdivision designates this parcel for O-1 uses.
Therefore, a zone map amendment is requested to allow a use that is compatible with the O-1
zone, without opening the site to the full range of C-2 uses that are available elsewhere in the
subdivision.

The Environmental Planning Commission (EPC) has decision-making authority for a zone
map amendment, pursuant to §14-16-4-1(C)(10)(a) of the Zoning Code.

The site is located within the Established and Developing Urban Areas of the Comprehensive
Plan and within the boundaries of the West Side Strategic Plan and the Coors Corridor Plan.
Coors Blvd. is an Enhanced Transit Corridor, as designated in the Comprehensive Plan.

The Albuquerque/Bernalillo County Comprehensive Plan, West Side Strategic Plan, the Coors
Corridor Plan, and the City of Albuquerque Zoning Code are incorporated herein by reference
and made part of the record for all purposes.

The applicant provided a justification for the zone change per R-270-1980.

A. The proposed special use zoning is consistent with the health, safety, morals and general
welfare of the city. The zone change will not have an impact on public services and
facilities.

B. The applicant has provided an acceptable justification for the change and has demonstrated
that the requested zoning will not destabilize land use and zoning in the area, because it
will allow a compatible use and retain the overarching special use zone.

C. The applicant cited a preponderance of applicable goals and policies of the Comprehensive
Plan (CP), the West Side Strategic Plan (WSSP), and the Coors Corridor Plan (CCP), that
are furthered by this request, as described below:

i, CP Policy 11.B.5.d: With minor conditions, the location, intensity and design of the
new development generally further this policy. The proposed use respects
neighborhood values and provides a service appropriate for a mixed-use development.

ii. CP Policy I1.B.5.e: The subject site is contiguous to existing urban facilitics and is
designed to lessen any potential negative impacts of the proposed use.

iii. CP Policy I1.B.5.i: The requested zone is governed through the site development plan
for subdivision, which provides assurances about the form of development. The site
design effectively mitigates potentially adverse effects of the bank and drive-up
service. The zone map amendment will facilitate development of new employment and
services,

iv. CP_Policy 11.C.4.a: Noise considerations have been integrated into the site design
process and evaluation of the suitability of this site for a zone change.
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v. CP Policy I1.C.6.a: The request will provide additional employment opportunities in an
area that is underserved with jobs.

vi. WSSP Objective 8 and 10: The request provides opportunities for additional jobs to
locate on an undeveloped, commercially-zoned property. The request seeks to provide
a neighborhood-oriented service in a location that is well served by existing
infrastructure.

vii. CCP Policy 3: The request facilitates new development in the Coors corridor that was
carefully designed to be compatible with the natural landscape and environment in a
master planned subdivision with existing infrastructure improvements.

D. The applicant has adequately justified the request by demonstrating that the requested zone
change is more advantageous to the community per adopted city goals and policies cited
under Section C.

E. None of the uses specified in the proposal will be harmful to adjacent property, the
neighborhood or the community.

F. The request would not require unprogrammed capital expenditures by the City.

G. The cost of land or other economic considerations pertaining to the applicant are not the
determining factor for the zone change.

H. The property’s location on a major street is not the reason for this request.

I. This request constitutes a justified spot zone. It facilitates realization of the
Comprehensive Plan, the West Side Strategic Plan and the Coors Corridor Plan.

J.  The proposed zone change would not result in strip zoning.

8. The northern portion of the site is within the boundaries of the designated Montafio/Coors
Communiry Activity Center. The request furthers the goals for Activity Centers by providing
neighborhood-oriented services adjacent to the higher density residential and commercial uses
within the Activity Center to reduce auto trave] needs per Comprehensive Plan Policy a. In
addition, this use provides a transition area of moderately intense development between the
lower density residential uses and the higher intensity C-2 commercial uses closer to Montafio,
consistent with Comprehensive Plan Policy f. The West Side Strategic Plan Policy 1.13 is
furthered by the request by providing a neighborhood service at a location designated for a
“higher concentration and greater variety” of land uses.

9. Property-owners within 100°, La Luz del Sol N.A., La Luz Landowners Assoc., Taylor Ranch
N.A., the Northwest Alliance of Neighbors, and the Westside Coalition of Neighborhood
Associations were notified. A facilitated meeting was held on November 17, 2011, There is
general support for the project and the design.
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RECOMMENDATION - 1003859 — 11EPC-40076 —- December 8, 2011 — Zone Map Amendment
APPROVAL of 11EPC-40074, a request for a Zone Map Amendment for Tract 5, Plat of
North Andalucia at La Luz, based on the preceding Findings.

CONDITIONS OF APPROVAL ~ 1003859 — 11EPC-40076 — December 8, 2011 — Zone Map
Amendment

1.

Pursuant to Zoning Code §14-16-4-1(C)(11), a zone map amendment does not become official
until all Conditions/Requirements of Approval are met. If such requirements are not met
within six months afier the date of final City approval, the zone map amendment is void. The
Planning Director may extend this time limit up to an additional six months upon request by
the applicant.

FINDINGS - 1003859 — 1 1EPC-40075 — December 8, 2011 — Site Plan for Subdivision Amendment

1.

6.

This is a request for a Site Plan for Subdivision Amendment for Tract 5, Plat of North
Andalucia at 1.a Luz, located on Coors Blvd., northeast of Learning Rd., and containing
approximately 3.38 acres.

The applicant is proposing to subdivide and to develop a Credit Union branch office.

The subject site is zoned SU-1 for C-2, O-1 and PRD. The proposed use is permissive under
the current zoning; however, the Site Plan for Subdivision designates this parcel for O-1 uses.
Therefore, a Site Plan for Subdivision Amendment is requested to allow a use thatis
compatible with the O-1 zone, without opening the site to the full range of C-2 uses that are
available elsewhere in the subdivision. The amendment also seeks to clarify free-standing
signage regulations to allow one free-standing sign per parcel in the subdivision.

The Environmental Planning Commission (EPC) has decision-making authority for approving
Site Development Plans, pursuant to §14-16-2-22( A)(1) of the Zoning Code.

The site is located within the Established and Developing Urban Areas of the Comprehensive
Plan and within the boundaries of the West Side Strategic Plan and the Coors Corridor Plan.
Coors Blvd. is an Enhanced Transit Corridor, as designated in the Comprehensive Plan,

The Albuquerque/Bernalillo County Comprehensive Plan, West Side Strategic Plan, the Crocors
Corridor Plan, and the City of Albuquerque Zoning Code are incorporated herein by reference
and made part of the record for all purposes.
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7.

10.

i1

The Site Plan for Subdivision Amendment request furthers the following Comprehensive Plan
policies:

a. Policy 11.B.5.d: With minor conditions, the location, intensity and design of the new
development generally further this policy. The proposed use respects neighborhood values
and provides a service appropriate for a mixed-use development.

b. Policy IL.B.5.¢: The subject site is contiguous to existing urban facilities and is designed to
lessen any potential negative impacts of the proposed use.

¢. Policy 11.B.5.i: The requested zone is governed through the site development plan for
subdivision, which provides assurances about the form of development. The site design
effectively mitigates potentially adverse effects of the bank and drive-up service. The zone
map amendment will facilitate the development of new employment and services.

d. Policy IL.C.4.a: Noise considerations have been integrated into the site design process and
evaluation of the suitability of this site for a zone change.

e. Policy I1.D.6.a: The request will provide additional employment opportunities in an area
that is underserved with jobs.

Regarding the West Side Strategic Plan policies, the Site Plan for Subdivision Arendment
request furthers Objective 8 and 10 by providing opportunities for additional jobs to locate on
an undeveloped, commercially-zoned property. The request seeks to provide a neighborhood-
oriented service in a location that is well served by existing infrastructure.

Regarding the Coors Corridor Plan policies, the Site Plan for Subdivision Amendment request
furthers Policv 3 by facilitating new development in the Coors Corridor that was carefully
designed to be compatible with the natural landscape and environment in a Master Planned
subdivision with existing infrastructure improvements.

The northemn portion of the site is within the boundaries of the designated Montaiio/Coors
Community Activity Center. The request furthers the goals for Activity Centers by providing
neighborhood-oriented services adjacent to the higher density residential and commercial uses
within the Activity Center to reduce auto travel needs per Comprehensive Plan Policy a. In
addition, this use provides a transition arca of moderately intense development between the
lower density residential uses and the higher intensity C-2 commercial uses closer to Montafio,
consistent with Comprehensive Plan Policy f. The West Side Strategic Plan Policy 1.13 is
furthered by the request by providing a neighborhood service at a location designated for a
“higher concentration and greater variety” of land uses.

Property-owners within 100°, La Luz del Sol N.A_, La Luz. Landowners Assoc., Taylor Ranch
N.A., the Northwest Alliance of Neighbors, and the Westside Coalition of Neighborhood
Associations were notified. A facilitated meeting was held on November 17, 2011. There is
zeneral support for the project and the design.
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RECOMMENDATION - 1003859 — 11EPC-40075 — December 8, 2011 — Site Plan for Subdivision

Amendment
APPROVAL of 11EPC-40075, a request for a Site Plan for Subdivision Amendment for

Tract 5, Plat of North Andalucia at La Luz, based on the preceding Findings.

CONDITIONS OF APPROVAL — 1003859 — 11EPC-40075 — December 8, 2011 — Site Plan for
Subdivision Amendment

1.

The EPC delegates final sign-off authority of this site development plan to the Development
Review Board (DRB). The DRB is responsible for ensuring that all EPC Conditions have
been satisfied and that other applicable City requirements have been met. A letter shall
accompany the submittal, specifying all modifications that have been made to the site plan
since the FPC hearing, including how the site plan has been modified to meet each of the EPC
conditions. Unauthorized changes to this site plan, including before or after DRB final sign-
off, may result in forfeiture of approvals.

Prior to application submittal to the DRB, the applicant shall meet with the staff planner to
engsure that all conditions of approval are met.

Conditions of approval from the City Engineer, Municipal Development and NMDOT for the
proposed Site Development Plan for Building Permit shall include:

a. The Developer is responsible for permanent improvements to the transportation facilities
adjacent to the proposed site development plan, as may be required by the Development
Review Board (DRB).

b. All the reguirements of previous actions taken by the EPC and/or the DRB must be
completed and/or provided for.

Concurrent Plating Action required at Development Review Board (DRB).

B0

A cross access easement between the two new tracts is required.

e. All easements need to be shown and labeled on site plan.

The applicant proposed new text in the site plan for subdivision signage design guidelines to
clarify the signage regulations, which the EPC supports. The new text is underlined here, to
show what has changed; it is not required to be underlined in the site plan. The following
changes are approved on Sheet 3:

“Project Monument Signs
Three project monument signs are allowed at the entries along Coors Boulevard and one
miner eniry monument sign is allowed on Montano Road as landmarks identifying the
ptoject. These project monument signs shall be of similar design and materials as the
buildings.
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«  Project monument signs along Coors Boulevard shall have an overall maximum height of 9
feet and shall identify the tenants in a signage area not to exceed 75 square feet with a total

of 10 items of information. The minor monument sign along Montano Road shall have an
overall height of 9 fect and shall identify the tenants in a signage area not to exceed 30

square feet.
Individual Monument Signs

One individual monument sign is allowed for each parcel to be located along the internal
roadway system and shall not be located along Coors Boulevard or Montano Road.
Maximum height for individual monument signs shall not exceed 9 feet and shall have a
maximum signage area not to exceed 30 square feet.”

FINDINGS -- 1003859 — 11EPC-40074 — December 8, 2011 — Site Plan for Building Permit

i.

This is a request for a Site Plan for Building Permit for Tract 5, Plat of North Andalucia at La
Luz, located on Coors Blvd., northeast of Learning Rd., and containing approximately 3.38
acres.

The applicant is proposing to subdivide and to develop a Credit Union branch office.

This request is accompanied by a zone map amendment and site plan for subdivision request.

The Environmental Planning Commission (EPC) has decision-making authority for approving
Site Development Plans, pursuant to §14-16-2-22(A)(1) of the Zoning Code.

The site is located within the Established and Developing Urban Areas of the Comprehensive
Plan and within the boundaries of the West Side Strategic Plan and the Coors Corridor Plan.
Coors Blvd. is an Enhanced Transit Corridor, as designated in the Comprehensive Plan,

The Albuquerque/Bernalillo County Comprehensive Plan, West Side Strategic Plan, the Coors
Corridor Plan, and the City of Albuquerque Zoning Code are incorporated herein by reference
and made part of the record for all purposes.

The Coors Corridor Design Regulations and the North Andalucia at La Luz site plan for
subdivision design standards apply.

The Site Plan {or Building Permit request furthers the following Comprehensive Plan policies:

a. Policy I1.B.5.d: The request is consistent with the policies and design guidelines provided
in adopted area and sector plans, as well as the EPC approved Site Plan for Subdivision. In
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this manner, the request respects area values and resources. The site design buffers the
drive up service windows from adjacent residential development with a yard wall,
landscaping, and 120-foot distance, which will mitigate any potential adverse impacts of
the proposed use. The location, intensity and design of the new development generally
further this policy.

Policy I1.B.5.e: This request proposes new development in an area served by existing
urban facilities, infrastructure, and services. The subject site does not propose access from
the adjacent principal arterial, Coors Blvd., or the adjacent Major Local Street, Learning
Rd., which will minimize impacts on the adjacent neighborhood.

Policy II.B.5.g: The design and landscaping of the proposed development respect the site
topography. The development provides connections to existing trails in the area.

Policy I1.B.5.i: The site is designed to minimize potential noise and traffic impacts. The
proposed cut-off lighting and landscape buffers will also serve to minimize potential
adverse effects on the adjacent neighborhood.

Policy I1.B.5.k: The subject site is designed to minimize harmful effects of traffic by
limiting access to one driveway located on Antequera Rd, a local street, and by not
providing access to Coors Blvd. The livability of the adjacent neighborhood is respected
by providing extensive site landscaping which serve as a buffer between the uses.

Policy I1.B.5.1: The proposed building 1s well-articulated and designed to have no “back
side.” Area residents have indicated that the building is attractive and is compatible with
their vision for the area.

Policy 11.B.5.m: The architectural design is compliant with the design regulations included
in the Coors Corridor Plan and the Site Plan for Subdivision. The building respects unicue
vistas from Coors Blvd. and generally improves the quality of the visual environment by
adding variety and extensive landscaping.

Policy 11.C 4.a: Noise considerations have been integrated into the site design process and
evaluation of the suitability of this site for a zone change.

Policy 11.C.8.d: The request proposes extensive landscaping both on-site and in the
adjacent public rights-of-way. The development will help control erosion and dust, and
will also incorporate water harvesting and xeric plant specics.

Policy I1.D.6.a: The request will provide additional employment opportunities in an area
that is underserved with jobs.

9. Regarding the West Side Strategic Plan policies, the Site Plan for Building Permit request
furthers Objective § and 10 by providing opportunities for additional jobs to locate on an
undeveloped, commercially-zoned property. The request seeks to provide a neighborhood-
oriented service in a location that is well served by existing infrastructure. Tayior Ranch Avea
Policy 3.12 s furthered because the subject site is infill development that is within existing
transportation and utility service areas. The request furthers Policies 4.6 h and 4.10 by
providing a commercial development adjacent to public transit, and accessible by trails,
without providing an excess of parking.
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10. Regarding the Coors Corridor Plan “Design Guidelines,” Issue 4, Visual Impressions and
Design Overlay Zone, the building design is aesthetically integrated into the site in relation to
the visual impressions within the corridor, views within and from Coors Blvd., roadway,
landscaping, outdoor space, and adjacent buildings, furthering Policies A.1, A.2, B.2, B.10,
and C.1. Policies B.3, B4 and B.5 are furthered by the landscape design which is
complementary to the character of Coors Corridor and complies with the size, buffer area, and
parking requirements. Policies B.5, B.6, B.7. and B.8 are furthered by the building’s location
along Coors and Eagle Ranch, with parking behind the main street frontages and adequate
pedestrian access. The request does not conflict with any of the Coors Corridor Plan goals or
policies.

11. The northern portion of the site is within the boundaries of the designated Montafio/Coors
Community Activity Center. The request furthers the goals for Activity Centers by providing
neighborhood-oriented services adjacent to the higher density residential and commercial uses
within the Activity Center to reduce auto travel needs per Comprehensive Plan Policy a. In
addition, this use provides a transition area of moderately intense development between the
lower density residential uses and the higher intensity C-2 commercial uses closer to Montafio,
consistent with Comprehensive Plan Policy f. The West Side Strategic Plan Policy 1.13 is
furthered by the request by providing a neighborhood service at a location designated for a
“higher concentration and greater variety” of land uses.

12. The EPC supports the provision of one free-standing monument sign at the project entrance on
Antequera Rd. Signage for future tenants must comply with the Coors Corridor Plan design
guidelines and the zoning code general regulations.

13. The applicant has submitted a Coors View Analysis, which is consistent with the requirements
in the Coors Corridor Plan. The proposed building complies with the Coors Corridor Design
Regulations.

14. Property-owners within 100°, La Luz del Sol N.A., T.a Luz Landowners Assoc., Taylor Ranch
N.A., the Northwest Alliance of Neighbors, and the Westside Coalition of Neighborhood
Associations were notified. A facilitated meeting was held on November 17, 2011. There is
general support for the project and the design.

RECOMMENDATION - 1003859 ~ 11EPC-40074 — December 8, 2011 - Site Plan for Building Permit
APPROVAL of 11EPC-40076, a request for a Site Plan for Building Permit for Tract 5, Plat
of North Andalucia at La Luz, based on the preceding Findings.
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CONDITIONS OF APPROVAL - 1003859 — 11EPC-40074 — December 8, 2011 — Site Plan for
Building Permit

L.

The EPC delegates final sign-off authority of this site development plan to the Development
Review Board (DRB). The DRB is responsible for ensuring that all EPC Conditions have
been satisfied and that other applicable City requirements have been met. A leiter shall
accompany the submittal, specifying all modifications that have been made to the site plan
since the EPC hearing, including how the site plan has been modified to meet each of the EPC
conditions. Unauthorized changes to this site plan, including before or after DRB final sign-
off, may result in forfeiture of approvals.

Prior to application submittal to the DRB, the applicant shall meet with the staff planner to
ensure that all conditions of approval are met.

Lighting:
a. A note shall be provided on the Site Plan for Building Permit that indicates that all

lighting will comply with the standards of §14-16-3-9, Area Lighting Regulations of
the Zoning Code and the Coors Corridor Plan Lighting Regulations.

b. The Parking Lot Light Fixture Detail shall be modified to be consistent with the
Zoning Code Area §14-16-3-9 Area Lighting Regulations, which allow a maximum
height of 16-feet for light poles within 100 feet of a residential zone.

The following conditions from PNM shall be met:

a. As a condition, it is the applicant’s obligation to determine if existing utility easements
cross the property and to abide by any conditions or terms of those easements.

b. As a condition, it is necessary for the developer to contact PNM’s New Service Delivery
Department to coordinate electric service and options for the location of electric service
connection regarding this project. Any existing or proposed public utility easements are to
be indicated on the site plan utility sheet. PNM’s standard for public utility casements is 10
feet in width to ensure adequate, safe clearances.

Conditions of approval from the Transit Department:

a. Applicant shall provide 5 ft. wide x 20 fi. long easement for placement of bus shelter near
the location of existing bus stop on Coors. Transit requests that the applicant install a Type
C bus shelter as per the COA Design standard COA 2355, and associated bench and trash
can at the proposed bus stop. Applicant to consult the Transit department for the location
of the proposed casement.
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6. Conditions of approval from the City Engineer, Municipal Development and NMDOT for the
proposed Site Development Plan for Building Permit shall include:

a.

=R S S L

The Developer is responsible for permanent improvements to the transportation facilities
adjacent to the proposed site development plan, as may be required by the Development
Review Board (DRB).

All the requirements of previous actions taken by the EPC and/or the DRB must be
completed and/or provided for.

Concurrent Plating Action required at Development Review Board (DRB).

Sidewalk Easement will be required for meandering 6-foot sidewalk on Learning Road and
Coors Blvd.

A cross access easement between the two new tracts is required.
All easements need to be shown and labeled on site plan.
Provide/label/detail all dimensions and proposed infrastructure for Site.

Stairs are not allowed within City of Albuguerque ROW. Please relocate into private
property.
Site plan shall comply and be designed per DPM Standards.

7. The future Phase 2 expansion of the credit union building, as shown on the site plan for
building permit for the 2.42-acre tract may be delegated to DRB.

8. The landscape buffer wall along the northern property line may terminate at the toe of the
slope near Coors Blvd., as shown on the site plan, and may terminate at the eastern property
line of the 2.42-acre tract.

IF YOU WISH TO APPEAL/PROTEST THIS DECISION, YOU MUST DO SO BY DECEMBER 23,
2011 IN THE MANNER DESCRIBED BELOW. A NON-REFUNDABLE FILING FEE WILL BE
CALCULATED AT THE LAND DEVELOPMENT COORDINATION COUNTER AND IS
REQUIRED AT THE TIME THE APPEAL IS FILED. IT IS NOT POSSIBLE TO APPEAL EPC
RECOMMENDATIONS TO CITY COUNCIL; RATHER, A FORMAIL PROTEST OF THE EPC's
RECOMMENDATION CAN BE FILED WITHIN THE 15 DAY PERIOD FOLLOWING THE EPC's

DECISION.

Persons aggrieved with any determination of the Environmental Planning Commission (EPC) and who
have legal standing as defined in Section 14-16-4-4.B.2 of the City of Albuquerque Comprehensive
Zoning Code may file an appeal to the City Council by submitting written application on the Planning
Department form to the Planning Department within 15 days of the Planning Commission's decision.
The date of the EPC’s decision is not included in the 15-day period for filing an appeal, and if the
fifteenth day falls on a Saturday, Sunday or holiday, the next working day is considered as the
deadline for filing the appeal. Such appeal, if heard, shall be heard within 45 days of its filing.
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YOU WILL RECEIVE NOTIFICATION IF ANY PERSON FILES AN APPEAL. IF THERE IS NO
APPEAL, YOU CAN RECEIVE BUILDING PERMITS AT ANY TIME AFTER THE APPEAL
DEADLINE QUOTED ABOVE, PROVIDED ALL CONDITIONS IMPOSED AT THE TIME OF
APPROVAL HAVE BEEN MET. SUCCESSFUL APPLICANTS ARE REMINDED THAT OTHER
REGULATIONS OF THE CITY ZONING CODE MUST BE COMPLIED WITH, EVEN AFTER
APPROVAL OF THE REFERENCED APPLICATION(S).

ZONE MAP AMENDMENTS: Pursuant to Zoning Code Section 14-16-4-1(C)(11), a change to the
zone map does not become official until the Certification of Zoning is sent to the applicant and any
other person who requests it. Such certification shall be signed by the Planning Director after appeal
possibilities have been concluded and after all requirements prerequisite to this certification are met. If
such requirements are not met within six months after the date of final City approval, the approval is
void. The Planning Director may extend this time limit up to an additional six months.

SITE DEVELOPMENT PILANS: Pursuant to Zoning Code Section 14-16-3-11(C)(1), if less than
one-half of the approved square footage of a site development plan has been built or less than one-half
of the site has been developed, the plan for the undeveloped areas shall terminate automatically seven
years after adoption or major amendment of the plan: within six months prior to the seven-year
deadline, the property owners shall request in writing thorough the Planning Director that the Planning
Commission extend the plan’s life an additional five years.

DEFERRAL FEES: Pursuant to Zoning Code Section 14-16-4-1(B), deferral at the request of the
applicant is subject to a $110.00 fee.

Sincerely,

Deborah Stover
Planning Director

DS/CB/me

CC:

Consensus Planning, 302 8% Street NW, Albuquerque, NM 87102
Suzanne Fetsco, 23 Wind NW, Albuquerque, NM 87120

Art Woods, 33 Wind NW, Albuquerque, NM 87120

Heather Badal, 4 Tennis Ct. NW, Albuquerque, NM 87120

Rae Perls, 15 Tennis Ct. NW, Albuquerque, NM 87120

David Waters, 5601 La Colonia Dr. NW, Albuquerque, NM 87120
Rene’ Horvath, 5515 Palomino Dr. NW, Albuguergue, NM 87120
Dan Serrano, 4409 Atherton Way NW, Albuquerque, NM 87120
Gerald Worrall, 1039 Pinatubo PL. NW, Albuquerque, NM 87120
Candy Patterson, 7608 Elderwood NW, Albuguerque, NM 87120
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I. AREA CHARACTERISTICS AND ZONING HISTORY

IL INTRODUCTION

Proposal
The three-part request is for a Zone Map Amendment, Amendment to Site Development Pian for
Subdivision, and Site Development Plan for Building Permit for Tract 5, Plat of North Andalucia
at La Luz, on a 3.38-acre tract of land located on Coors Blvd. NW at the northeast comer of
Learning Rd. NW. The applicant secks to develop a Credit Union at the subject site.

The subject site is currently zoned SU-1 for C-2, O-1 Uses & PRD (20 DU/A), and designated
for O-1 uses by the Site Plan for Subdivision. The Site Plan for Subdivision also restricts the
property within 300-feet of Learning to O-1 and PRD uses; therefore, a zone change and Site
Plan for Subdivision amendment are required. The applicant seeks to change the zoning
designation to SU-1 for O-1 including Bank with Drive-up Service. The Amendment to Site Plan
for Subdivision will remove the use restriction from the subject site and subdivide Tract 5 into
two new Tracts. The Site Plan for Building Permit ensures that the proposed development is
compatible with surrounding uses and development context,

Development within the SU-1 zone may only occur in conformance with an approved Site
Development Plan. The Environmental Planning Commission (EPC) has decision-making
authority for the zone change request and site plan approval, per §14-16-2-22(A)(1) of the
Zoning Code.
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Context

The subject site is vacant, undeveloped land south of Montafio and east of Coors, To the west,
across Coors Blvd., are single family residences. The remainder of land adjacent to the
development is vacant. The La Luz cluster development subdivision is located south of the
subject site and the Bosque School is located south of the subject site. Multi-family residential
developments were approved by the EPC on Tracts 4 and 6; development on Tract 6 is tnoving
forward.

The area within 300-feet of Coors Blvd. is designated Established Urban while the remainder of
the site is designated Developing Urban per the Comprehensive Plan. The subject site is within
the boundaries of the Rank Il West Side Strategic Plan. It is also within the Coors Corridor Plan,
a Rank TIT Plan. The subject site is located adjacent to the Montafio/Coors Community Activity
Center, as designated pursuant to the Comprehensive Plan and the West Side Strategic Plan. The
plan boundaries differ somewhat, see attached maps,

History ,
The subject site was annexed in 1985 and zoned SU-1 for C-2, O-1 and PRD 10 du/acre max. In
August of 2003, the site was rezoned to SU-1 for C-2 (23.3 acres max.}), O-1 (11.7 acres max.),
and PRD (20 duw/acre max.). The EPC found that the increase in residential density was
appropriate given the proximity of the site to the Montafio/Coors Activity Center, north of the
site.

In May of 2005, the EPC approved a Site Plan for Subdivision to create Tracts | through 9,
North Andalucia at La Luz (Project 1003859, 04EPC-01845). The Site Plan for Subdivision
proposes residential uses on Tracts 4, 6, 7, and 9; office uses on Tracts 3 and 5; and commercial
uses on Tracts 1 and 2. The Site Plan for Subdivision was approved with design standards to
*achieve a vibrant, mixed-use community that fosters pedestrian accessibility and maintains a
village-type character.” Subsequent site plans for building permits within the subdivision require
EPC approval. The official Notification of Decision for this case is attached.

[n June of 2005, EPC approved a commercial development Site Plan for Building Permit for
Tract 2, which has not developed. In June of 2008, Bosque School consolidated Tracts 7, 8, and
% and removed them from the site plan (Project 1000901, 08EPC-40051).

Transportation System

The Long Range Roadway System (LRRS) map, produced by the Mid-Region Council of
Governments (MRCOG), identifies the functional classifications of roadways.

The Long Range Roadway System designates Coors Blvd. NW as an Urban Principal Arterial,
Montafio Rd. NW is classified as an Urban Minor Arterial. Learning Rd. is a Major Local Road.
Antequera Rd is a local road.

Comprehensive Plan Corvidor Designation & Transit

Coors Bivd. and Montafio Rd. are Enhanced Transit Corridors, which aim to “improve rransit
and pedestrian opportunities ... and develop adjacent land uses and intensities that promote the
use of transit.” Route #790, Rapid Ride Blue line, Route #1535, Coors route, and Route #96,
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Cross-town commuter route pass the site on Coors Blvd. Route #159 along Montafic will also
provide access to the larger subdivision.

Trails/Bikeways

There are existing bicycle lanes and trails near the subject site. Coors Blvd. and Montafio Rd.
have existing bicycle lanes. There is an existing bicycle path along Learning Rd. that connects to
the bosque; an existing bicycle lane connects to the open space trail head at Montafio Rd. There
is a proposed bicycle path along the Corrales Drain that will connect to the Pasco del Bosque
Trail on the cast side of the Rio Grande.

Public Facilities/Community Services
Sec attached Public Facilities Map for details.

I ANALYSIS

Albuquerque Comprehensive Zoning Code

The subject site is currently zoned SU-1 for C-2, O-1, and PRD. The zoning for the subdivision
establishes uses for each tract and maximum acreage for each use — 23.3 acres for C-2 uses, 11.7
acres for O-1 uses, and 20 acres for PRD. The Site Development Plan for Subdivision specifies
O-1 uses for Tract 5. It also indicates the jand use within 300-feet of Learning Rd. is restricted to
PRD and O-1 uses only. The purpose of this restriction is not explicitly stated on the sitc plan;
however, it was likely established to serve as a transition between the mixed uses in the
subdivision and the adjacent lower density residential uses.

Therefore, it is permissive under the current site zoning, but it is not consistent with the site plan
designated land uses. The Planning Department recommended requesting a zone change to allow
& bank, which is a use generally consistent with the O-1 zone. The SU-1 control will allow
review of the site design to ensure that it is appropriate for this location and that it will not
negatively impact adjacent residential development. A zone change also restricts the site from
developing with C-2 uses.

The O-1 zone, Office and Institutional, provides sites suitable for office, service, institutional,
and dwelling uses. The proposed use, a credit union bank, is first permissive under the C-1 zone.
The request is to allow a use that is essentially an office use, but which has some elements that
arc slightly more intense. A bank is not classified an O-1 use because it is a higher traffic
generator, with customers staying a relatively short time, Additionally, drive-up service is not a
use allowed in the O-1 zone.

The EPC has approved height, signage, landscaping, and parking regulations, per the Sire Plan
for Subdivision Design Guidelines. Development on an SU-1 zone may “only occur in
eonformance with an approved site development plan” that is subject to Environmental Planning
Commission (EPC) review. If approved, this request for a Site Plan for Building Permit, will
satisfy the requirement,
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V. ZONE MAP AMENDMENT — I 1EPC-40M74

Resolution 270-1980 (Policies for Zone Map Change Applications)
This Resolution outlines policies and requirements for deciding zone map change applications
pursuvant to the Comprehensive City Zoning Code. There are several tests that must be met and
the applicant must provide sound justification for the change. The burden is on the applicant to
show why a change should be made, not on the City to show why the change should not be
made,

The applicant must demonstrate that the existing zoning is inappropriate because of one of three
findings: there was an error when the existing zone map pattern was created; or changed
neighborhood or community conditions justify the change; or a different use category is more
advantageous to the community, as articulated in the Comprehensive Plan or other City master
plan.

Analysis of Applicant’s Justification

The applicant provided justification for the proposed zone change in the application submitted on
October 27, 2011, and in a supplemental memorandum submitted on November 21, 2011,

Note: Policy is in regular text; Applicant’s justification is in italics; staff’s analysis is in bold italics

A. A proposed zone change must be found to be consistent with the health, safety, morals, and
general welfare of the city.

The proposed zone change is consistent with the health, safety, morals, and general welfare of
the City. The zone change has been carefully crafted for this one parcel and adds a single
additional use to the existing office uses already allowed on this parcel. Commercial uses that
are permissive in the C-1 and C-2 zones are not allowed. There are no uses proposed that
conflict with the health, safety, morals, or general welfare. The development of this vacant infill
property will implement the goals and policies of the Comprehensive Plan, as cited in Section C
of this letter, and will benefit the surrounding neighborhoods by providing a needed service at a
time when more and more people are leaving banks and turning to the option of credit unions.
This will be the first development to occur in the 70+ acre mixed use area of North Andalucia,
which has long been vacant. US New Mexico Federal Credit Union has 800 customers that live
in Taylor Ranch, however, there are no branches currently existing on the West Side. Providing
an office with drive-in services at this convenient location along Coors Boulevard will serve the
current and future customers of the Credit Union. The drive-up area of the site has been
carefully located and extensively landscaped and screened to mitigate any impacts to adjacent
properties.

Staff agrees. The request seeks to establish a bank which is compatible with the adjacent
neighborhood and with the intent of the mixed-use subdivision. Development of the property
will promote the general welfare of the City by providing growth on an infill-site that has
existing City services. There are no uses proposed which would conflict with public health,
safety, morals and general welfare of the city.
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B. Stability of land use and zoning is desirable; therefore the applicant must provide a sound
justification for the change. The burden is on the applicant to show why the change should be
made, not on the city to show why the change should not be made.

The proposed zone change to SU-1 for O-1 Use including Bank with Drive-up Service provides
stability of land use and zoning desired for this location. The applicant’s request is more
beneficial than the existing zoning because of the service it will provide to the surrounding
community. The existing zoning allows any type of office use that may or may not directly serve
the Taylor Ranch area to the extent this use will serve. The zone map amendment is a relatively
small change since the Credit Union generally operates like a typical office with typical office
nours. The intent is not to open the site up to a plethora of commercial uses, which will be
allowed in Tracts 1, 2, and 3 of North Andalucia, but rather to limit this tract to primarily office
wse due to its adjacency to residential development. The bulk of the building will be dedicated to
morigage lending services, and a smaller portion dedicated to branch operations. There is a
need for the proposed use as evidenced by the number of unserved customers (800) in Taylor
Ranch and this use is not permitted in the O-1 zone. The SU-1 designation requires site plan
control, which will ensure a high quality development, and allow neighborhood input which to
date has been very supportive. The Credit Union is accessible to the surrounding neighborhood
and the larger Taylor Ranch area by vehicle, bicycle, and pedestrian.

Staff agrees that the request will not create instability of land use or zoning.

The Planning Department considers that the applicant has provided an acceptable
Justification for the change and has demonstrated that the requested zoning will not destabilize
land use and zoning in the area because it is generally consistent with the site’s existing
mixed-use zoning, which allows residential, office and commercial uses. In addition, although
the rezoning changes the specific uses designated on the tract, it would not affect the
procedures applicable to the overarching special use zome or the design regulations
established by the Site Plan for Subdivision.

As the applicant argues, a bank is essentially consistent with 0-1 Uses. However, two elements
of a bank’s operations that distinguish this use from the typical office use — the higher volume
of customers and drive-up service. The SU-1 designation and accompanying site development
plan demonstrate how these potential adverse effects are mitigated through the site design.
The drive through portion of the site is located to the rear of the building, away from the local
access roads. It is close to land that is planned for multi-family residential uses; however the
site provides adequate screening and landscape buffers.

This location is particularly well-suited for an anchor neighborhood service because it is
accessed from an intersection with a traffic light and it will meet the need of underserved
customers on the West Side of the city.

C. A proposed change shall not be in significant conflict with adopted clements of the
Comprehensive Plan or other city master plans and amendments thereto, including privately
developed arca plans which have been adopted by the city.

Albuquerque / Bernalillo County Comprehensive Plan
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The subject site is primarily located in the area designated Established Urban by the
Comprehensive Plan with a Goal to “to create a quality urban environment which perpetuates the
tradition of identifiable, individual but integrated communities within the metropolitan area and
which offers variety and maximum choice in housing, transportation, work areas, and life stytes,
while creating a visually pleasing built environment.”

The applicant discussed a plethora of policies that are applicable to the request, most pertaining
to the site development plan. The following policies are applicable to the zone map amendment:

Policy 11.B.5.d: The location, intensity and design of new development shall respect existing
neighborhood values, natural environmental conditions and carrying capacities, scenic resources,
and resources of other social, cultural, and recreational concern.

The location, intensity and design of the Credit Union respects neighborhood values, natural
environmental conditions and carrying capacities, and scenic resources as follows:

« The Credit Union will maintain typical office hours and will be closed in the evening,
creating a more compatible neighbor to the adjacent apartment development than other
commercial uses.

The request is consistent with the policies and design guidelines provided in adopted area and
sector plans, as well as the EPC approved Site Plan for Subdivision. In this manner, the
request respects area values and resources. The proposed bank is located at the corner of a
Jull-access intersection with a traffic control light, which is an appropriate location for a more
intense land use. Access to the site is proposed from local streets, so there will be no negative
impacts to traffic flow in the areqa. The proposed use will not have late hours of operation,
which could negatively impact adjacent residences. The zone change request and site plan
application are well supported by the neighbors. The location and intensity of the proposed use
Jurther Policy ILB.5.d,

Policy 1L.5.e: New growth shall be accommodated through development in areas where vecant
land is contiguous to existing or programmed urban facilities and services and where the
integrity of existing neighborhoods can be ensured.

This property is adjacent to existing and programmed urban facilities including the major
roadway sysiem, water and sanitary sewer systems, and transit service. It is within a master
planned area designated for mix of higher density residential, office, institutional, and
commercial uses. The project has been carefully designed to ensure the integrity of existing
neighborhoods by having one vehicular access point along Antequera Road, abundant
landscaping throughout the project and specifically between the drive-up service area and the
adjacent apariment site {o the north; and building signage which is intentionally smaller than
what is allowed by the Site Plan for Subdivision. By complying with the Site Plan for Subdivision
wvesign standards, this incrementally more intense use has no negative impact to the existing
neighborhood.

This request proposes new development in an area served by existing urban facilities,
infrastructure, and services. The applicant describes how the intent of the subdivision is for a
mixed use development, which is consistent with the request. The applicant cites specific
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elements of the site that are designed fo lessen any potential negative impacts of the more
intense use that is requested. The request furthers Policy ILB.5.e.

Policy ILB.5.i: Employment and service uses shall be located to complement residential areas
and shall be sited to minimize adverse effects of noise, lighting, pollution, and traffic on
residential environments,

The project will add an employment and service use on the West Side of Albuquerque. The use,
size, and design of the building will have no adverse impact on residential environments. The
Credit Union will maintain typical office hours and will be closed in the evening. There will be
no semi-truck deliveries associated with this use to disturb residents. This area was planned for
mixed use and the project’s design elements meet lighting and Night Sky, noise, and buffer
requirements. The closest teller speaker is located approximately 120 feet from a residentially
zoned property. The project provides landscaping in significant excess of the Cily’s minimum
requirement for 15% of the net site area. Access to the site is from Antequera Road, an interior
roadway designed to serve the North Andalucia development.

The request is to allow a bank with drive up service on a property that is currently zoned for
residential, office, and commercial uses. The Site Plan for Subdivision indicates that locations
within 300 feet of Learning Rd. shall be used for residential and office uses. This property is
within that area. The request is to allow a use that is essentially an office use, but which has
some elements that are slightly more intense. The applicant has demonstrated that site
elements were designed to minimize adverse effects of the proposed use on nearby residential
environments, The location of the service windows are sited away residential areas and with
extensive buffering between the drive-up area and the adjacent residential property. The only
access to the site is proposed off Antequera Rd, which should minimize traffic impacts on
Learning Rd. and Coors Blvd, Also, only one access point is propoesed for the two new tracts
being created through this request. The request furthers Policy I1.B. 5.1,

Policy ILC.4.a: (Noise) Noise considerations shall be integrated into the planning process so that
future noise/land use conflicts are prevented.

The project includes drive in banking facilities. The closest teller speaker to residentiol is
approximately 120 feet. A solid wall 6 foot with 10 feet of adjacent landscaping is proposed
along the north side of the site adjacent to the apartment site. Between this 10 feet of landscape
and wall, the design incorporates a 20 foot circulation road with a wide median of landscaping
and then the teller speakers. Noise conflicts are thereby adequately mitigated.

The propesed use, Bank with Drive-up Service, is potentially noisier than office uses. There
will be additional traffic, idling traffic in the drive through area, and teller speakers for the
drive-up service windows. However, as discussed, the applicant has demonstrated adequate
mitigation measures. Staff finds that noise considerations have been integrated into the site
design process and evaluation of the suitability of this site for a zone change. The request
Sfurthers Policy IL.C.4.a.



CITY OF ALBUQUERQUE ENVIRONMENTAL PLANNING COMMISSION

PLANNING DEPARTMENT Project #: 1003859 Case #: 11EPC-40074 - 76
CURRENT PLANNING SECTION December 8, 2011
Page 8

L

Policy 1l.D.6.a: (Economic Development) New employment opportunities which will
accommodate a wide range of occupational skills and salary levels shall be encouraged and new
Jjobs lfocated convenient to areas of most need.

The Credit Union anticipates 25-30 employees for this initial phase of development. The Credit
Union will provide a range of employment opportunities and skill and salary levels within this

Jacility.
The request will provide additional employment appartunmes in an area that is underserved

with jobs. The request furthers Policy 1LD.6.a.

West Side Strategic Plan (Rank I1)
The West Side Strategic Plan (WSSP) was adopted in 1997 and amended in 2009 to help
promote the development of Neighborhood and Community Centers. 1t encompasses over 150
square miles (specific boundaries are shown on page 2 in the WSSP). The WSSP identifies 13
communities, each with a unique identity and comprised of smaller neighborhood clusters. The
subject site is located in the Taylor Ranch Community, which is entirely east of the volcanic
escarpment. Discussion of this community begins on page 58 of the plan. This community has an
established pattern of residential neighborhoods and commercial, employment and
public/institutional uses. The subject site is not in a Community or Neighborhood Center; it is
located south of the Montaiio/Coors Village Community Center. Staff has reviewed this
application against relevant WSSP goals and policies. '

Objective 8: Promote job opportunitics and business growth in appropriate arcas of the West
Side.

This request will provide additional job opportunities and business growth in an area already
zoned for commercial and office use, The request furthers Objective 8 (WSSP).

Objective 10: The Plan should create a framework to build a community where its citizens can
live, work, shop, play, and learn together while protecting the unique quality of life and natural
and cultural resource for West Side residents.

The proposed zone map amendment and site plan provide an additional service for the
surrounding neighborhoods, while preserving views, providing appropriate landscaping, and
adding to the high quality built environment. As previously stated, the USNMFCU has 800
customers that live in Taylor Ranch with no branches located on the West Side to serve them.
Restricting this parcel to strictly office use in this location would not serve the general public as
well as morigage lending and bank use in an area lacking in these types of services. This is a
good location for this use and all measures of mitigating any negative impacis of this slightly
higher use than what is currently allowed have been utilized in the design and layout of the
building and vehicle and pedestrian circulation systems.

The request seeks to provide a neighborhood-oriented service in a location that is well served
by existing infrastructure. 1t is located within a mixed-use, Master Planned subdivision. The
site is governed by design guidelines that are intended to promote a high quality of life and
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respect the natural and cultural resources that can be found in close proximity. The request

furthers Objective 10 (WSSP),

Coors Corridor Plan (Rank IIT)

The site is within the boundaries of the Coors Corridor Plan, adopted in 1984 and revised in
1989. The Plan provides policy and guidelines for the design of Coors Boulevard and adjacent
properties from Central Avenue north to State Road 528 (Alameda Boulevard). The plan also
puts emphasis on Coors Boulevard as a transit and pedestrian corridor. The subject property is in
Segment 3 of the Coors Corridor Plan, which extends from Western Trail on the south to
Calabacillas Atroyo on the north. The plan recommends residential uses for the area of this
proposed site plan, and for new development to comply with design guidelines. There are
policies applicable to this request, including:

Policy 3: New development in the Coors Corridor should be designed to be compatible with the
natural landscape and the built environment in accordance with the design regulations and
guidelines.

Although not cited by the applicant, staff finds this policy relevant to the zone map
amendment. Staff finds that this request will facilitate new development in the Coors Corridor
that was carefully designed to be compatible with the natural landscape and environment. The
site is in a Master Planned subdivision which has existing infrastructure improvements, but
no development has occurred since 2005, when the site plan was approved. If approved, this
development will set a precedent of high quality architecture and site design. Area residents
have expressed support of the project and approval of the design, specifically mentioning that
future development within the subdivision should be consistent with this project. The request
complies with the design regulations and guidelines in the Coors Corridor Plan and the Site

Plan for Subdivision. This request furthers Policy 4. 4.3 (CCP).

D. The applicant must demonstrate that the existing zoning is inappropriate because:
1. There was an error when the existing zone map pattern was created; or
2. Changed neighborhood or community conditions justify the change; or

3, A different use category is more advantageous to the community, as articulated in the
Comprehensive Plan or other city master plan, even though (D)(1) or (D)(2) above do
not apply. _

The Zone Map Amendment is justified based upon the use being more advantageous to the
community. As previously stated, while the Credit Union operates as a typical office, banking is
not a permissive use in the O-1 zone. The applicant is requesting as much as needed for this
specific use and no greater. This use will add to the mix of uses proposed for Andalucia and can
serve adjacent residential neighborhoods.

Staff generally agrees with the justification that the proposed category is ntore advantageous
to the community (D.3). As analyzed in Section B, there are significant reasons that banking is
not a permissive O-1 use. However, the applicant adequately demonstrated how these potential
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adverse effects will be mitigated through site design (Section VII). The use is compatible with
the 0-1 tone and preposed future uses, and is more advantageous because it will facilitate the
development of neighborhood services in an appropriate location.

Further, staff finds that the applicant adequately justified that the proposed zoning and land
use are more advantageous to the community, according to adopted plans and policies cited in
Section C above. As demonstrated, the request is not only consistent with the policies, but it
also furthers the prependerance of relevant policies. Because the policies are furthered, this
request is generally a more advantageous land use for the community.

E. A change of zone shall not be approved where some of the permissive uses in the zone would be
harmful to adjacent property, the neighborhood, or the community.

The current zoning on this property is C-2, O-1, and PRD (20 du/ac). The Site Plan for
Subdivision restricted the land use to O-1, however, permissive uses in the underlying zoning,
particularly C-2 are far more intense than the proposal to change the underlying zoning to O-1
with Bank and Drive Up Service. All of the existing permissive uses in the O-1 zone remain with
this request; the zone change has been crafted to only allow one additional use of bank with
drive-up service. This additional use will not harm the adjacent property, the neighborhood, or
the community. As stated in response to item “C” above, the request furthers numerous city
goals and policies from the Comprehensive Plan, West Side Strategic Plan, and the Coors
Corridor Plan. Noise, lighting, and development intensity has been designed to minimize the
impact to the surrounding area.

Staff agrees. Staff finds that the proposed land use and permissive uses are compatible with
the surrounding properties and neighborhood. The site design minimizes any potential adverse
impacts to the adjacent properties. No new or potentially harmful uses would be added to the
neighborhood or subdivision.

F. A vroposed zone change which, to be utilized through land development, requires major and
unprogrammed capital expenditures by the city may be:

1 Denied due to lack of capital funds; or

2. (ranted with the implicit understanding that the city is not bound to provide the
capital improvements on any special schedule.

This zone change request will not require any (planned or unplanned) capital expenditures by
the city. The subject property is served by an existing transportation network that will be better
served with a low traffic generator. Public infrastructure is in place, as well as infrastruciure
designed and constructed by Silverleaf Ventures to serve this development. On-site infrastruciure
will be paid for by the US New Mexico Federal Credit Union. This project benefits the city and
will henefit the public by the Transit Department’s requirement for the developer to install a new
bus shelter, bench, and trash receptacle along the Coors Boulevard frontage at the location of
the existing bus stop, which currently does not contain any amenities.
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Staff generally agrees. However, the jone change will allow a higher traffic generator than
what is currently permissive at this location. The site is served with existing public
infrastructure. No capital expenditures are required at this location.

G. The cost of land or other economic considerations pertaining to the applicant shall not be the
determining factor for a change of zone,

Economic considerations pertaining fo the applicant are not being used to justify this request,

Staff agrees. The applicant has relied on adopted goals and policies to justify this request,

H. Location on a collector or major street is not in itself sufficient justification for apartment, office,
or commercial zoning.

The subject site is located adjacent to Coors Boulevard, but does not have access. The access is
from Antequera Road, which was planned, designed, and constructed to serve this development.

Staff agrees. The applicant is not using the location of the property as justification for the
zone change request.

I. A zone change request which would give a zone different from surrounding zoning to one small
area, especially when only one premise is involved, is generally called a “spot zone.” Such a
change of zone may be approved only when:

I. The change will clearly facilitate realization of the Comprehensive Plan and any
applicable adopted sector development plan or area development plan; or

2. The area of the proposed zone change is different from surrounding land because it
could function as a transition between adjacent zones; because the site is not suitable
for the uses allowed in any adjacent zone due to topography, traffic, or special
adverse land uses nearby, or because the nature of structures already on the premises
makes the site unsuitable for the uses allowed in any adjacent zone.

The proposed zone change does nof creafe a spot zone. Rather, it maintains the SU-1 zoning
designation and the primary underlying zone category of O-1 while removing C-2 and PRD. The
SU-1 zorming designation is common to all of the adjacent Andalucia development on the zast
side of Coors Boulevard from Montafio Road to Namaste Road. Zoning for office use has long
been established on this property.

This request will maintain the SU-1 zoning that already is designated for this site. However,
pursuant to the Site Plan for Subdivision, C-2 uses are not allowed on this site; it is restricted
to -1 and PRD. The request does create a spot zone, by adding a use that is first allowed in
the C-1 zone. It is a justifiable spot zone because it furthers goals and policies of the
Comprehensive Plan, West Side Strategic Plan, and the Coors Corridor Plan. In this manner,
it clearly fucilitates realization of adopted plans and policies.
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J.

A zone change request, which would give a zone different from surrounding zoning to a strip of
land along a street is generally called “strip zoning.” Strip commercial zoning will be approved
only where;

1. The change will clearly facilitate realization of the Comprehensive Plan and any
adopted sector development plan or area development plan; and

2. The area of the proposed zone change is different from surrounding land because it
could function as a transition between adjacent zones or because the site is not
suitable for the uses allowed in any adjacent zone due to traffic or special adverse
tand uses nearby.

The proposed zone change does not give this parcel zoming that is wholly different from
surrounding zoning of SU-1 for C-2, O-1 and PRD (20 du/ac). It also cannot be considered
“strip zoning” due to the size and location of the site. The site is rectangular in shape, only 3.38
acres in size, with 330 feet of frontage along Coors Boulevard and a site depth of 443 feet
between Coors Boulevard and Antequera Road, a frontage far short and a depth in excess of the
definition of strip zoning/development (see definitions below [in applicant’s justification letter]).
There is no direct access from Coors Boulevard, a principal arterial or Learning Road, a major
local street. The singular vehicular access to this parcel is from Antequera, a local street
internal to and designated to serve the Andalucia North development.

Staff agrees. Definitions provided by the applicant indicate that strip development has been
defined by other jurisdictions as being less than 250-feet in depth and taking access from the
principal arterial road. As described by the applicant, this site does not meet these criteria,

V. AMENDMENT TO SITE DEVELOPMENT PLAN FOR SUBDIVISION — 11EPC-40075

The purpose of the Amendment to the Site Development Plan for Subdivision is to subdivide two
lots and to develop a bank with drive up service on the western lot and future office on the
eastern lot. :

Zoning Code §14-16-1-5 defines a site development plan for subdivision as follows:

An accurate plan at a scale of at least 1 inch to 100 feet which covers at least one lot and
specifies the site, proposed use, pedestrian and vehicular ingress and egress, any internal
circulation requirements and, for each lot, maximum building height, minimum building
setback, and maximum total dwelling units and/or nonresidential uses’ maximum floor
areq ratio.
The amended Site Plan for Subdivision complies with this definition, The amendment adds the
two new lots as well as the zoning designation sought by this request (11EPC-40074). It
demonsirates vehicle and pedestrian access into the site. It also modifies the use restriction area
adjacent to Learning Rd. to terminate southeast of the subject site, so the Site Plan for
Subdivision will not conflict with the requested change in use.
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V1. SITE DEVELOPMENT PLAN FOR BUILDING PERMIT - 11EPC-40076

The purpose of the proposed Site Plan for Building Permit is to develop a bank with drive up
service. Zoning Code §14-16-1-5 defines a Site Plan for Building Permit as follows:

An accurate plan at a scale of at Ieast 1 inch to 100 feet which covers at least one lot and
provides all information required for the Site Development Plan for Subdivision...In
addition to information required for Subdivision, exact structure locations, structure
(including sign) elevations and dimensions, parking facilities, loading facilities, any
energy conservation features of the plan (e.g., appropriate landscaping, building heights
and siting for solar access, provision for non-auto transportation, or energy
conservational building construction), and proposed schedule for development.

§14-16-3-11 of the Zoning Code states, “...Site Development Plans are expected to meet the
requirements of adopted city policies and procedures.” As such, staff has reviewed the attached
site development plan for conformance with applicable goals and policies of the Comprehensive
Plan, the West Side Strategic Plan, and the Coors Corridor Plan. The applicant provided
extensive policy analysis that is applicable to the Site Plan for Subdivision in the project memo
dated November 21, 2011 that demonstrates consistency with the adopted plans and policies.

The Site Development Plan for Building Permit includes a site plan, site details, a landscaping
plan, a conceptual grading plan, conceptual utility plan, exterior building elevations, free-
standing signage details, and a view analysis. All building-mounted signage is shown on the
building elevations. The Site Plan for Building Permit also includes a view analysis, pursuant to
the Coors Corridor Plan. Staff notes that the application substantially complies with the Site Plan
for Subdivision Design Guidelines. However, there are some instances of non-compliance,
including the maximum allowable height of parking lot lights and the location of the proposed
free-standing monument sign. The conditions of approval address the inconsistencies.

There is one design standard that the request does not comply with regarding Screening / Walls
and Fences. The fourth bullet states: “No refuse collection areas shall be allowed between streets
and building fronts.” The proposed building has main entrances on the south and east sides; it is
not designed fo have a “back side.” The applicant modified the site plan to address concemns
raised by the Solid Waste Depattment, and agreed on the present location on the south side of the
building as the most suitable place for the collection area, The refuse container is screened with
landscaping and an architecturally integrated screen wall, which meets the intent of the design
guidelines.

Site Plan Layout / Configuration
The site is located between Coors and Antequera at Learning Rd. The Site Plan for Subdivision
will create two new tracts, one facing Coors Blvd. (2.42 acres) and the other facing Antequera
Rd. (0.96 acres). For discussion purposes, the larger lot to the northwest will be refeired to as
Tract 5A, and the smaller lot facing Antequera Rd. will be referred to as Tract 5B.

The subject site is graded at an elevation approximately 18-feet below Coors Blvd. Learning Rd.
slopes down from Coors Blvd. to match the approximate building pad elevation at Antequera Rd.
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Retaining walls are used adjacent to Coors Blvd. and Learning Rd. to transition between the two
elevations.

The proposed bank building is oriented in the center of Tract SB. The maximum building height
is 26-feet, which is consistent with the O-1 zone allowances. The one-story building will have a
minimal impact on the view plane from Coors Blvd. The FAR is 0.11, and 29% of the net lot
area is landscaped. The minimum building setback is 73-feet from the southeast internal lct line,
which is compliant with the governing O-1 regulations.

Vehicular Access and Circulation

The only vehicular access is from Antequera Rd. — no access is provided from Coors Blvd. or
Learning Rd. Antequera Rd. is a short local road in the subdivision that is parallel to Coors Blvd.

Access to Tract 5A will be provided via a private access easement across Tract SB. Internal
circulation on Tract 5A is shown all around the building. Parking is located primarily on the
south and east sides of the building. Drive-up service windows are located on the north side of
the building, with a looped traffic circulation pattern on the north side of the property.

A Traffic Impact Study (TIS) has been submitted and has been reviewed. The City Engineer has
required a cross-access easement between the two parcels being created and that all easements
are shown and labeled.

Parking

The parking is provided in small areas around three sides of the building, which avoids one large
parking field and improves pedestrian access. The applicant has provided 65 parking spaces.
Agccotding to both the West Side Strategic Plan (Policy 4.6.h) and the Site Plan for Subdivision
design guidelines, parking is limited to 10% over the minimum parking requirement. At full
build-cut, the proposed building will be 11,810 sF. Parking for a bank is calcnlated at the rate of
one space per 200 SF of building space, which results in a minimum of 60 parking spaces and a
maximum of 66 spaces. The parking provided is consistent with the Design Guidelines.

The parking is shown to directly abut the proposed lot line, without the required landscape
buffer. However, the applicant has indicated that the parking area on the east side of the building
will be developed as shared access and parking for Tract 5SB. Section 14-16-3-10(E)(3){c) of the
Zoning Code states: “The landscape buffer may be relocated if the lot line is within a common
access casement.” The cross-lot access casement will be provided through platting action at the
time of DRB approval, as shown in the notes on Sheet 1.

Pedestrian and Bicycle Access and Circulation

The pedestrian and bicycle circulation is consistent with the Design Guidelines. There are
existing bicycle lanes on all adjacent roads, and a multi-use trail along Learning Rd. Public
sidewalks are proposed to be constructed by the applicant along all adjacent roads at the
perimeter of the property. There is one pedestrian connection between the building’s main
entrance and the public sidewalk along Learning Rd. which includes stairs; ADA-compliant
aceess is provided from Antequera Rd. Due to the site topography, there is no accessible route
from Coors Blvd. and Learning Rd. There is also no direct connection between the building and
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the proposed transit shelter, due to the site topography. Pedestrian access is provided at the most
direct, feasible location.

Within the site, pedestrian access is primarily provided directly from the small parking arcas to
the pedestrian plaza and paved walkway in front of the building. Colored, textured crosswalks
are provided where main pedestrian routes cross the drive aisles.

Transit Access
The Transit Department has required an easement and installation of a bus shelter along Coors
Blvd. The location was not specified. The applicant must coordinate with Transit to determine
the most appropriate location for the bus stop and improvements. This is included as a
recommended condition of approval. Adequate pedestrian access has been provided to the site
and to adjacent parcels, as the site topography allows.

Public Outdoor Space
A 373 sF patio area has been provided at the northwest side of the building, with a low courtyard
wall, benches and a picnic table, a trash receptacle, and tree canopy shading. An entry plaza area
is provided on the southwest side of the building. No public open space is required for buildings
under 60,000 s¥. Zoning Code §14-16-3-8(D)(3) requires a minimum 300 SF outdoor gathering
space for employees, which is provided. The Design Guidelines only require usable open space
for residential uses.

Walls/Fences
The walls provided are consistent with the Design Guidelines. Two tetraced 2.5-foot retaining
walls are used on the north and south sides of the property, along Coors Blvd. and Learning Rd.
They are recessed below the level of the street network, and will not be visible from the roads.
The split-face masonry block wall will have a 3.5-foot tubular steel safety fence mounted on top.

The request proposes a 3-foot high courtyard wall around the plaza area. It is not specified if the
wall is split-face masonry, like the retaining walls, or if it will be stuccoed, like the refuse
enclosurc.

There is a side yard wall proposed along the length of the property line contiguous to Tract 4.
The maxiraum height is 6-feet tall, and it is colored to match the building. The wall will provide
privacy between the two properties as well as serving to terrace the subject site above Tract 4.
Per §14-16-3-3 {(A)(4)(b)}(2) of the Zoning Code, a wall abutting a residential zone may be up to
8-feet above the lowest grade on the residential side.

Lighting and Security
Eleven light poles are proposed at either 16 or 20-feet height, depending on the distance from a
residential zone. The site plan indicates that lights within 70-feet of residential will be a
maximum of 16-feet; also, it indicates that all lighting shall comply with §14-16-3-9, Arca
Lighting Regulations. The Area Lighting Regulations, Section F, allows a maximum height of
lo-feet for light poles within 100 feet of a residential zone, which is more restrictive than the site
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plan, The site plan note should be modified to be consistent with the Zoning Code Area Lighting
Regulations. This modification is recommended as a condition of approval.

Landscaping
The site proposes 28,291 SF of landscaping on-site and 6,017 SF of off-site landscaping. At 27%
of the net lot area, the landscaping provided is over and beyond the required 15%. The planting
density is approximately 75% coverage with live, vegetative material, which is consistent with
the zoning code and the Coors Corridor Plan landscape requirements. Gravel mulch, cobble, and
boulders are proposed as ground cover, which is consistent with the Design Guidelines.

There is a 35-foot front landscaped buffer along Coors Bivd.; a 22-foot buffer along Learning
Rd.; a 10-foot minimum buffer adjacent to Tract 4; and a zero-lot line at the new Tract 5B.
According to §14-16-3-10 (E)3)(b), the minimum landscape buffer is 6-feet, however, the
“landscape buffer may be relocated if the lot line is within a common access easement.” The
applicant has explained that the future development of Tract 5B will have a circulation pattern
that joins with Tract SA. The cross-lot access easement will be provided through platting action
at the time of DRB approval, and is included as a condition of approval.

The Design Guidelines require street trees at the rate of one tree per 25 linear feet. The landscape
plan is consistent with this requirement. Fourteen street trees are required along Coors Blvd., and
14 are provided within 20-feet of the right-of-way. The placement of the trees is clustered in
order to maintain views of the Sandia Mountains from Coors Blvd. Comments from the Police
Department also support clustered landscaping in order to preserve views into and out of the site
for safety and surveillance purposes. The Police Department also notes some locations where the
landscaping and lighting are in conflict with each other, which may become a problem when the
trees are fully mature.

Grading, Drainage, Utility Plans
Grading, drainage, utility plans are included in the submittal packet. The sife relies on culverts,
storm drains, and surface drainage to direct on-site drainage to an existing storm drain in the
public right of way. A gravel infiltration basin and swale is provided in a landscaped arez north
of the building and drive through. Other water harvesting is provided in the landscaped areas.
The utility plan indicates that the site has private utility lines connecting to existing service in the
public right-of-way. The utility plan is consistent with the Design Guidelines.

Architecture

The proposed buoilding design is a pueblo-influenced design with earth-tone stucco and stacked
stone vencer. The building is proposed to be 8,370 SF in the first phase and 11,810 SF at final
build-out. The structure has a variegated roofline that is gencrally between 18 and 21.5-feet tall,
including equipment screening walls. The building height is consistent with O-1 regulations,
which allow heights up to 26-feet and above if solar access is preserved. The building height is
also consistent with the Site Plan for Subdivision design guidelines which allow a maximum
height ot 45-feet, contingent on preservation of views of the Sandia Mountains,
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There arc two main entrances to the building, on the south and east sides of the building. The
entrances are covered by a portico. The building has a variety of fenestration, building materials,
and other architectural detailing.

Signage

The proposed signage is shown on the building elevations, Sheet 5 and the monument sign detail
is on Sheet 7. There are three building mounted signs, one facing each of the public rights-of-
way adjacent to the building. The signs are proposed to be internally-lit reverse channel letters.
The sign face area for each sign is approximately 92 SF, which is primarily an aluminum face
with the words and cagle image cut out. The sign has six words and one image. The building
mounted signs are consistent with the Coors Corridor Plan design guidelines, which limit signs
to 10 words or items per street frontage. The building mounted signs are also consistent with the
entire site plan for subdivision design guidelines.

One free-standing monument sign is proposed on Antequera. It has approximately 37.5 SF of sign
face area. This is inconsistent with the sign regulations of the site plan for subdivision design
standards. The design standards state: “The following standards were developed to regulate the
size, Jocation, type, and quality of sign elements within North Andalucia at La Luz.” Regarding
regulation of the location of signs, the standards indicate: “Three project monument signs are
allowed at the entries along Coors Boulevard and one minor entry monumernt sign is allowed on
Montano Road as landmarks identifying the project.” By specifying the total number of free-
standing sigus allowed, their location, and size, the design guidelines are interpreted to prohibit
additional free-standing signs. This interpretation is further supported by the fact that the three
project monument signs are allowed along Coors Blvd, within the Established Urban Area. One
monument sign is specifically allowed in the Developing Urban Area on Montafio Rd. which
conflicts with the Zoning Code general signage regulations. Staff does not find that it would be
appropriate to allow an additional, unspecified number of free-standing signs in the Developing
Urban Area. The EPC would have to modify the site plan for subdivision in order to allow the
monument sign as proposed. The Planning Department supports the provision of one multi-
tenant monument sign at the intersection of Coors and Learning. Signage for future tenants must
comply with the Coors Corridor Plan design guidelines and the zoning code general regulations.

View Preservation

The Site Plan for Building Permit includes a2 View Analysis on Sheet 6. This requirement of the
Coors Corridor Plan and the Site Plan for Subdivision Design Guidelines is satisfactorily
addressed. The View Diagram and View Window demonstrate that the building will have a
minor impact on views to the Sandia Mountains. The building height is compliant with the
requirements of Issue 4, Section C, View Preservation for Segments 3 and 4 of the Coors
Corridor Plan (pages 104-109). At a 45-degree sighting line from the Coors Blvd. centerline, the
building height does not penetrate above the view of the Sandia Crest ridgeline as seen from four
feet above the east edge of the roadway., Also, less than one-third of the total building height
penetrates through the view frame. Finally, significantly less than 50 percent of the view area is
sbscured by the bulk of the building. The proposed building is consistent with the Coors
Corridor Design Regulations.
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VI, AGENCY & NEIGHBORHOOD CONCERNS

Reviewing Agencies/Pre-Hearing Discussion
City departments and other agencies had the opportunity to review this application between
10/31/11 and 11/10/11. Agency comments used in the preparation of this report begin on page
29. The majority of comments were standard and informational comments.

"Fransportation Development Services requires additional dimensioning of transportation related
items and requires for all easements to be indicated on the site plan. The Transit Department
requires an easement to be dedicated and installation of a bus shelter. Public Service Company of
New Mexico had comments regarding easements and provision of service. Police provided
comments regarding safety and suggestions for improving the surveillance of the site.

Neighborhood/Public

Property-owners within 100°, La Luz del Sol N.A., La Luz Landowners Assoc., Taylor Ranch
N.A. the Northwest Alliance of Neighbors, and the Westside Coalition of Neighborhood
Associations were notified. A facilitated meeting was held on November 17, 2011. There was
general support for the project and the design, which “fit in well with their expectations and
desires for development on this site” according to the facilitator’s report. Verbal comments were
submitted by Dr. Perls expressing concern about the bright sign colors and requesting the lights
be dimmed at night. The applicant is unable to modify the Credit Union’s logo colors but is
evaluating if the lights could be dimmed.

Vill, CONCLUSION
The proposal is for a zone map amendment, a Site Plan for Subdivision amendment, and a Site
Development Plan for Building Permit for Tract 5, North Andalucia at La Luz, on a 3.38-acre
tract of land located on Coors Blvd. NW at the northeast corner of the intersection with Learning
Rd. NW. The subject site is zoned SU-1 for C-2, O-1 and PRD. The requested zone is SU-1 for
(>-1 and Bank with Drive-up Service. The requested zone will maintain the stability of land use
in the area and will not negatively impact the neighborhood or community.

The request furthers the preponderance of applicable City goals and policies as cited in the
Comprehensive Plan, the West Side Strategic Plan, the Coors Corridor Plan, and the City Zoning
Code. The zone change request is adequately justified as being more advantageous 1o the
community. With minor modifications, the site plan meets the requirements of a Site Plan for
Building Permit. The proposed Site Plan for Building Permit is generally consistent with
applicable design guidelines found in the Coors Corridor Plan and the Site Plan for Subdivision.
Staff recommends conditions of approval to remedy minor inconsistencies with the zoning code
and applicable plans.
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FINDINGS — 1003859 — LIEPC-40074 — December 8, 2011 — Zone Map Amendment

1.

This is a request for zone map amendment for Tract 5, Plat of North Andalucia at La Luz,
located on Coors Blvd., northeast of Learning Rd., and containing approximately 3.38 acres.

The applicant is proposing to subdivide and to develop a Credit Union branch office.

The subject site is zoned SU-1 for C-2, O-1 and PRD, The proposed use is permissive under
the current zoning; however, the Site Plan for Subdivision designates this parcel for O-1 uses.
Therefore, a zone map amendment is requested to allow a use that is compatible with the O-1
zone, without opening the site to the full range of C-2 uses that are available elsewhere in the
subdivision,

The Environmental Planning Commission (EPC) has decision-making authority for a zone
map amendment, pursuant to §14-16-4-1(C)(10)(a) of the Zoning Code.

The site is located within the Established and Developing Urban Areas of the Comprehensive
Plan and within the boundaries of the West Side Strategic Plan and the Coors Corridor Plan.
Coors Blvd. is an Enhanced Transit Corridor, as designated in the Comprehensive Plan.

The Albuquerque/Bernalillo County Comprehensive Plan, West Side Strategic Plan, the
Coors Corridor Plan, and the City of Albuquerque Zoning Code are incorporated herein by
reference and made part of the record for all purposes.

The zone map amendment request furthers the following Comprehensive Plan policies:

a. Policy 11.B.5.d: With minor conditions, the location, intensity and design of the new
development generally further this policy. The proposed use respects neighberhood
values and provides a service appropriate for a mixed-use development.

b. Policy ILB.5.¢: The subject site is contiguous to existing urban facilities and is
designed to lessen any potential negative impacts of the proposed use.

¢. Policy I1.B.5.i: The requested zone is governed through the site development plan for
subdivision, which provides assurances about the form of development. The site
design effectively mitigates potentially adverse effects of the bank and drive-up
service. The zone map amendment will facilitate the development of new
employment and services.

d. Policy I1.C.4.a: Noise considerations have been integrated into the site design proccss
and evaluation of the suirability of this site for a zone change.
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c. Policy 1I.C.6.a: The request will provide additional employment opportunities in an
area that is underserved with jobs.

8. Regarding the West Side Strategic Plan policies, the zone map amendment request furthers
Objective 8 and 10 by providing opportunities for additional jobs to locate on an
undeveloped, commercially-zoned property. The request seeks to provide a neighborhood-
oriented service in a location that is well served by existing infrastructure,

9. Regarding the Coors Corridor Plan policies, the zone map amendment request furthers Policy
3 by facilitating new development in the Coors Corridor that was carefully designed to be
compatible with the natural landscape and environment in a master planned subdivision with
existing infrastructure improvements.

10. Property-owners within 100°, La Luz del Sol N.A., La Luz Landowners Assoc., Taylor
Ranch N.A., the Northwest Alliance of Neighbors, and the Westside Coalition of
Neighborhood Associations were notified. A facilitated meeting was held on November 17,
20t 1. There was general support for the project and the design.

RECOMMENDATION -- 1003859 — 11EPC-40074 ~ December 8, 2011 — Zone Map Amendment

APPROVAL of 11 EPC-40074, a request for a Zone Map Amendment for Tract 5, Plat of
North Andalucia at La Luz, based on the preceding Findings.

CONDITIONS OF APPROVAL — 1003859 — 11EPC-40074 — December 8, 2011 — Zone Map
Amendment

1. Pursuant to Zoning Code §14-16-4-1(C)(11), a zone map amendment does not become
official until all Conditions/Requirements of Approval are met. If such requirements arz not
met within six months after the date of final City approval, the zone map amendment is void.
The Planning Director may extend this time limit up to an additional six months upon request
by the applicant.
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FINDINGS - 1003859 — 11EPC-40075 — December 8, 2011 — Site Plan for Subdivision Amendment

I

This is a request for zone map amendment for Tract 5, Plat of North Andalucia at La Luz,
located on Coors Blvd., northeast of Learning Rd., and containing approximately 3.38 acres.

The applicant is proposing to subdivide and to develop a Credit Union branch office.

The subject site is zoned SU-1 for C-2, O-1 and PRD. The proposed use is permissive under
the current zoning; however, the Site Plan for Subdivision designates this parcel for O-1 uses.
Therefore, a zone map amendment is requested to allow a use that is compatible with the O-1
zone, without opening the site to the full range of C-2 uses that are available elsewhere in the
subdivision. '

The Environmental Planning Commission (EPC) has decision-making authority for
approving Site Development Plans, pursuant to §14-16-2-22(A)(1) of the Zoning Code.

The site is located within the Established and Developing Urban Areas of the Comprehensive
Plan and within the boundaries of the West Side Strategic Plan and the Coors Corridor Plan.
Coors Blvd. is an Enhanced Transit Corridor, as designated in the Comprehensive Plan.

The Albuguerque/Bemalillo County Comprehensive Plan, West Side Strategic Plan, the
Coors Corridor Plan, and the City of Albuquerque Zoning Code are incorporated herein by
reference and made part of the record for all purposes.

The Site Plan for Subdivision Amendment request furthers the following Comprehensive
Plan policies:

a. Policy 1LB.5.d: With minor conditions, the location, intensity and design of the new
development generally further this policy. The proposed use respects neighborhood
values and provides a service appropriate for a mixed-use development.

b, Policy 11.B.5.e: The subject site is contiguous to existing urban facilities and is designed
to lessen any potential negative impacts of the proposed use.

c. Policy IL.B.5.i: The requested zone is governed through the site development plan for
subdivision, which provides assurances about the form of development. The site design
effectively mitigates potentially adverse effects of the bank and drive-up service. The
zone map amendment will facilitate the development of new employment and services.

evaluation of the suitability of this site for a zone change.
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¢. Policy [1.D.6.a: The request will provide additional employment opportunities in an area
that is underserved with jobs.

8. Regarding the West Side Strategic Plan policies, the Site Plan for Subdivision Amendment
request furthers Objective 8 and 10 by providing opportunities for additional jobs to locate on
an undeveloped, commercially-zoned property. The request seeks to provide a neighborhood-
oriented service in a location that is well served by existing infrastructure.

9. Regarding the Coors Corridor Plan policies, the Site Plan for Subdivision Amendment
request furthers Policy 3 by facilitating new development in the Coors Corridor that was
carefully designed to be compatible with the natural landscape and environment in a Master
Planned subdivision with existing infrastructure improvements.

10. Property-owners within 100°, La Luz del Sol N.A., La Luz Landowners Assoc., Taylor
Ranch N.A., the Northwest Alliance of Neighbors, and the Westside Coalition of
Neighborhood Associations were notified. A facilitated meeting was held on November 17,
2011. There was general support for the project and the design.

RECOMMENDATION - 1003859 - 11EPC-40075 — December 8, 2011 — Site Plan for Subdivision
Amendment

APPROVAL of 11EPC-4({75, a request for a Site Plan for Subdivision Amendment for
Tract §, Plat of North Andalucia at La Luz, based on the preceding Findings.

CONDITIONS OF APPROVAL — 1003859 — 11EPC-40075 — December 8, 2011 — Site Plan for
Subdivision Amendment

1. The EPC delegates final sign-off authority of this site development plan to the Development
Review Board (DRB). The DRB is responsible for ensuring that all EPC Conditions have
been satisfied and that other applicable City requirements have been met. A letter shall
accompany the submittal, specifying all modifications that have been made to the site plan
since the EPC hearing, including how the site plan has been modified to meet each of the
EPC conditions. Unauthorized changes to this site plan, including before or after DRB final
sign-ofT, may result in forfeiture of approvals.

2. Prior to application submittal to the DRB, the applicant shall meet with the staff planner to
ensure that all conditions of approval are met.
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3. Conditions of approval from the City Engineer, Municipal Development and NMDOT for the
proposed Site Development Plan for Building Permit shall include:

a.

= @ om0

The Developer is responsible for permanent improvements to the transportation facilitics
adjacent to the proposed site development plan, as may be required by the Development
Review Board (DRB).

All the requirements of previous actions taken by the EPC and/or the DRB must be
completed and/or provided for.

Concurrent Plating Action required at Development Review Board (DRB).

Sidewalk Easement will be required for meandering 6-foot sidewalk on Learning Road
and Coors Blvd.

A cross access easement between the two new tracts is required.
All easements need to be shown and labeled on site plan.
Provide/label/detail all dimensions and proposed infrastructure for Site.

Stairs are not allowed within City of Albuquerque ROW. Please relocate into private
property.
Site plan shall comply and be designed per DPM Standards.
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FINDINGS — 1003859 — 11EPC-40076 — December 8, 2011 — Site Plan for Building Permit

1. This is a request for zone map amendment for Tract 5, Plat of North Andalucia at La Luz,
located on Coors Blvd., northeast of Leaming Rd., and containing approximately 3.38 acres.

2. The applicant is proposing to subdivide and to develop a Credit Unicn branch office.

3. The subject site is zoned SU-1 for C-2, O-1 and PRD. The proposed use is permissive under
the current zoning; however, the Site Plan for Subdivision designates this parcel for O-1 uses.
Therefore, a zone map amendment is requested to allow a use that is compatible with the O-1
zone, without opening the site to the full range of C-2 uses that are available elsewhere in the
subdivision,

4. The Environmental Planning Commission (EPC) has decision-making authority for
approving Site Development Plans, pursuant to §14-16-2-22(A)1) of the Zoning Code.

The site is located within the Established and Developing Urban Areas of the Comprehensive
Plan and within the boundaries of the West Side Strategic Plan and the Coors Corridor Plan.
Coors Blvd. is an Enhanced Transit Corridor, as designated in the Comprehensive Plan.

LA

6. The Albuquerque/Bernalillo County Comprehensive Plan, West Side Strategic Plan, the
Coors Corridor Plan, and the City of Albuquerque Zoning Code are incorporated herein by
reference and made part of the record for all purposes.

7. The Coors Corridor Design Regulations and the North Andalucia at La Luz site plan for
subdivision design standards apply.

8. The Site Plan for Building Permit reguest furthers the following Comprehensive Plan
policies:

in adopted area and sector plans, as well as the EPC approved Site Plan for Subdivision.
fn this manner, the request respects area values and resources. The site design buffers the
drive up service windows from adjacent residential development with a yard wall,
landscaping, and 120-foot distance, which will mitigate any potential adverse impacts of
the proposed use. The location, intensity and design of the new development genzrally
further this policy.
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b.

Policy JLB.5.e: This request proposes new development in an area served by existing
urban facilities, infrastructure, and services. The subject site does not propose access
from the adjacent principal arterial, Coors Blvd., or the adjacent Major Local Street,
Learning Rd., which will minimize impacts on the adjacent neighborhood.

Policy IL.B.5.g: The design and landscaping of the proposed development respect the site
topography. The development provides connections to existing trails in the area.

Policy 11.B.5.i: The site is designed to minimize potential noise and traffic impacts. The
proposed cut-off lighting and landscape buffers will also serve to minimize potential
adverse effects on the adjacent neighborhood.

Policy IL.B.5.k: The subject site is designed to minimize harmful effects of traffic by
limiting access to one driveway located on Antequera Rd, a local street, and by not
providing access to Coors Blvd. The livability of the adjacent neighborhood is respected
by providing extensive site landscaping which serve as a buffer between the uses.

Policy I1.B.5.1: The proposed building is well-articulated and designed to have no “back
side.” Area residents have indicated that the building is attractive and is compatible with
their vision for the area.

Policy ILB.5.m: The architectural design is compliant with the design regulations
included in the Coors Corridor Plan and the Site Plan for Subdivision. The building
respects unique vistas from Coors Blvd. and generally improves the quality of the visual
environment by adding variety and extensive landscaping.

Policy I1.C.4.a: Noise considerations have been integrated into the site design process and
evaluation of the suitability of this site for a zone change.

Policy 11.C.8.d: The request proposes extensive landscaping both on-site and in the
adjacent public rights-of-way. The development will help control erosion and dust, and
will also incorporate water harvesting and xeric plant species.

Policy ILD.6.a: The request will provide additional employment opportunities in an area
that is underserved with jobs.

Regarding the West Side Strategic Plan policies, the Site Plan for Building Permit request
furthers Objective 8 and 10 by providing opportunities for additional jobs to locate on an
undeveloped, commercially-zoned property. The request seeks to provide a neighborhood-
oriented service in a location that is well served by existing infrastructure._Taylor Ranch
Area Policy 3.12 is furthered because the subject site is infill development that is within

existing transportation and utility service areas. The request furthers Policies 4.6 h and 4.10
by providing a commercial development adjacent to public transit, and accessible by trails,
without providing an excess of parking.

Regarding the Coors Corridor Plan “Design Guidelines,” Issue 4, Visual Impressions and
Design Overlay Zone, the building design is aesthetically integrated into the site in relation to
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11.

12.

the visual impressions within the corridor, views within and from Coors Blvd., roadway,
landscaping, outdoor space, and adjacent buildings, furthering Policies A.1, A.2, B.2, B.10,
and C.1. Policies B.3. B4 and B.5 are furthered by the landscape design which is
complementary to the character of Coors Corridor and complies with the size, buffer area,
and parking requirements. Policies B.5. B.6, B.7. and B.8 are furthered by the building’s
location along Coors and Eagle Ranch, with parking behind the main street frontages and
adequate pedestrian access. The request does not conflict with any of the Coors Corrider Plan
goals or policies.

The applicant has submitted a Coors View Analysis, which is consistent with the
requirements in the Coors Corridor Plan. The proposed building complies with the Coors
Corridor Design Regulations.

Property-owners within 100°, La Luz del Sol N.A., La Luz Landowners Assoc., Taylor
Ranch N.A., the Northwest Alliance of Neighbors, and the Westside Coalition of
Neighborhood Associations were notified. A facilitated meeting was held on November 17,
2011. There was general support for the project and the design.

RECOMMENDATION — 1003859 — 11EPC-40076 — December 8, 2011 — Site Plan for Building

Permit

APPROVAL: of 11EPC-40076, a request for a Site Plan for Building Permit for Tract §,
Plat of North Andalucia at La Luz, based on the preceding Findings.

CONDITIONS QOF APPROVAL — 1003859 — 11EPC-40076 - December 8, 2011 — Site Plan for
Building Permit

1.

3.

The EPC delegates final sign-off authority of this site development plan to the Development
Review Board (DRB). The DRB is responsible for ensuring that all EPC Conditions have
been satisfied and that other applicable City requirements have been met. A letter shall
accompany the submittal, specifying all modifications that have been made to the sitz plan
since the EPC hearing, including how the site plan has been modified to meet each of the
EPC conditions. Unauthorized changes to this site plan, including before or after DRB final
sign-off, may result in forfeiture of approvals.

Prior to application submittal to the DRB, the applicant shall meet with the staff planner to
ensure that all conditions of approval are met.

Lighting:
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a. A note shall be provided on the Site Plan for Building Permit that indicates that all
lighting will comply with the standards of §14-16-3-9, Area Lighting Regulations of
the Zoning Code and the Coors Corridor Plan Lighting Regulations.

b. The Parking Lot Light Fixture Detail shall be modified to be consistent with the
Zoning Code Area §14-16-3-9 Area Lighting Regulations, which allow a maximum
height of 16-feet for light poles within 100 feet of a residential zone.

4. The following conditions from PNM shall be met:

a.

As a condition, it is the applicant’s obligation to determine if existing utility easements
cross the property and to abide by any conditions or terms of those easements.

As a condition, it is necessary for the developer to contact PNM’s New Service Delivery
Department to coordinate electric service and options for the location of electric service
connection regarding this project. Any existing or proposed public utility easements are
to be indicated on the site plan utility sheet. PNM’s standard for public utility easements
is 10 feet in width to ensure adequate, safe clearances.

5. Conditions of approval from the Transit Department:

a.

Applicant shall provide 5 ft. wide x 20 ft. long easement for placement of bus shelter near
the location of existing bus stop on Coors. Transit requests that the applicant install a
Type C bus shelter as per the COA Design standard COA 2355, and associated bench and
trash can at the proposed bus stop. Applicant to consult the Transit department for the
location of the proposed easement.

6. Conditions of approval from the City Engineer, Municipal Development and NMDOT for the
proposed Site Development Plan for Building Permit shall include:

a.

The Daveloper is responsible for permanent improvements to the transportation facilities
adjacent to the proposed site development plan, as may be required by the Development
Review Board (DRB).

All the requirements of previous actions taken by the EPC and/or the DRB must be
completed and/or provided for.

Concwrent Plating Action required at Development Review Board (DRB).

Sidewalk Easement will be required for meandering 6-foot sidewalk on Learning Road
and Coors Blvd.

A cross access casement between the two new tracts is required.
Adl easements need to be shown and labeled on Site plan .

Provide/label/detail all dimensions and proposed infrastructure for Site,
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h. Stairs are not allowed within City of Albuquerque ROW. Please relocate imto private
property.
i. Site plan shall comply and be designed per DPM Standards.

K. Carrie Barkhurst
Planner

ot Consensus Planning, 302 8% Street NW, Albuquerque, NM 87102
Suzanne Fetsco, 23 Wind NW, Albuquerque, NM 87120
Art Woods, 33 Wind NW, Albuquerque, NM 87120
Heather Badal, 4 Tennis Ct. NW, Albuquerque, NM 87120
Rae Perls, 15 Tennis Ct. NW, Albuquerque, NM 87120
David Waters, 5601 La Colonia Dr. NW, Albuquerque, NM 87120
Rene’ Horvath, 5515 Palomino Pr. NW, Albuguerque, NM 87120
Dan Serrano, 4409 Atherton Way NW, Albuquerque, NM 87120
Gerald Worrall, 1039 Pinatubo PL. NW, Albuquerque, NM 87120
Candy Patterson, 7608 Elderwood NW, Albuquerque, NM 87120

Attachmenis
20035 Ofticial Notification of Decision for Site Plan for Subdivision, 1003859
Activity Center Boundary Maps — Comprehensive Plan & West Side Strategic Plan
Resolution 270-1980
SU-1 Zoning Regulations
Apptlication Form
TIS Form
Authorization Letters — Applicant & Property Owner
Revised R-270-1980 Justification Letter, November 21, 2011
Staft Project Review Memo, November 11, 2011
Applicant Project Letter, October 27, 2011
Supplemental images to demonstrate sign type
ONC Letter, Applicant’s Letter & Certified Receipts
La Luz Homeowner’s Association comment summary
Facilitated Meeting Report & Amendment
Site Plan Reductions
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CITY OF ALBUQUERQUE AGENCY COMMENTS

PLANNING DEPARTMENT
Zoning Enforcement

No comments.
Office of Neighborhood Coordination
La Luz Del Sol NA (R); La Luz Landowners Assoc. (R); Taylor Ranch NA (R); Rio Oeste HOA
Andalucia HOA; Northwest Alliance of Neighbors; Westside Coalition 0of NA’s
10/31/11 — Recommending Facilitation — siw
11/31/11 — Assigned to Diane Grover - sdb
Long Range Planning
Established Urban; Developing Urban; Coors Corridor, Westside Strategic Plan

Development on this site must comply with the height, design, setback, and view preservation
standards of the Coors Corridor Plan.

The proposed SU-1 zone will continue to offer the community a chance to have input on
development on the site.

Metropolitan Redevelopment

Amended Site Development Plan for Subdivision and for Building Permit. The subject
development site is not within a Redevelopment Area, and Metropolitan Redevelopment Section
staff have no comments on this application.

CITY ENGINEER

Transportation Development
Site Development Plan for Subdivision:

o The Developer is responsible for permanent improvements to the transportation facilities
adjacent to the proposed site development plan, as may be required by the Development
Review Board (DRB).

o All the requirements of previous actions taken by the EPC and/or the DRB must be
completed and/or provided for.

o A Traffic Jmpact Study (TIS) has been submitted and has been reviewed by
Transportation Staff,

o The Traffic Impact Study is available for review by any interested party, in the office of
the Traffic Enginecer.

o Show all pedestrian and vehicular access/connectivity (ingress and egress).

o Concurrent Plating Action required at Development Review Board (DRB).
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o A cross access easement with adjacent property owners is required.
o All easements need to be shown and labeled on Site plan .
Site Development Plan for Building Permit:

o The Developer is responsible for permanent improvements to the transportation facilities
adjacent to the proposed site development plan, as may be required by the Development
Review Board (DRB).

o All the requirements of previous actions taken by the EPC and/or the DRB must be
completed and/or provided for.

o A Traffic Impact Study (TIS) has been submitted and has been reviewed by
Transportation Staff.

o The Traffic Impact Study is available for review by any interested party, in the office of
the Traffic Engineer.

o {Concurrent Plating Action required at Development Review Board (DRB).

o Sidewalk Easement will be required for meandering 6-foot sidewalk on Learning Road
and Coors Blvd.

o A cross access easement with adjacent property (east tract) is required.
o All easements need to be shown and labeled on Site plan .
o Provide/label/detail all dimensions and proposed infrastructure for Site.

o A 6-foot wide, ADA accessible sidewalk connection needs to be provided from the
roadway to the site. Please identify on Site plan .

o Stairs are not allowed within City of Albuquerque ROW. Please relocate into private
property.

o Site plan shall comply and be designed per DPM Standards.
Hydrology Development

o A Conceptual Grading and Drainage Plan is required for DRB approval.

Transportation Planning (Department of Municipal Development):

o Coors Boulevard is a limited access facility; but since no additional access points are
requested as part of this application, there are no comments regarding on-street bikeways
or roadway system facilities.

DEPARTMENT of MUNICIPAL DEVELOPMENT
Traffic Engineering Operations

o Mo comments received.

Street Maintenance
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o No comments received.

RECOMMENDED CONDITIONS FROM CITY ENGINEER, MUNICIPAL DEVELOPMENT

and NMDOT:

Conditions of approval for the proposed Site Development Plan for Subdivision (Amendment)
and Building Permit and Subdivision shall include:

. The Deveioper is responsible for permanent improvements to the transportation facilities
adjacent to the proposed site development plan, as may be required by the Development
Review Board (DRB).

2. All the requirements of previous actions taken by the EPC and/or the DRB must be
completed and/or provided for.

3. Show all pedestrian and vehicular access/connectivity (ingress and egress).
4. Concurrent Plating Action required at Development Review Board (DRB}).

5. Sidewaltk Easement will be required for meandering 6-foot sidewalk on Learning Rozd and
Coors Blvd.

6. A cross access easement between the two new tracts is required.
7. All easements need to be shown and labeled on Site plan .
8. Provide/label/detail all dimensions and proposed infrastructure for Site.

9. A 6-foot wide, ADA accessible sidewalk connection needs to be provided from the roadway
to the site. Please identify on Site plan .

10. Stairs are not allowed within City of Albuquerque ROW. Please relocate into private
property.

11. Site plan shall comply and be designed per DPM Standards.

WATER UTILITY AUTHORITY
Utility Services

ENVIRONMENTAL HEALTH DEPARTMENT
Air Quality Division

Environmental Services Division

PARKS AND RECREATION
Planning and Design
Please clearly indicate 6° sidewalk within Coors 35° Landscape Easement area. [PROVIDED]

Open Space Division
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After review, Open Space Division has ‘No Adverse Comment’.

POLICE DEPARTMENT/Planning
This project is in the NW Area Command.

- It appears the proposed lighting and landscaping plan are in conflict with each other.
Recommend removing from the plan any large variety tree plantings from parking lot islands
occupied by a pole light. Also, proposed bush variety plantings should be kept to no more than
three feet high.

- All walkways, parking lots and driveways should be free of obstruction. These areas should
have clear lines-of-sight.

- The proposed landscaping along the north, south and west sides of the property will eventually
block visibility from these directions. Recommend reducing the number of linear plantings to
allow more natural or video surveillance opportunities in and away from the property.

- Video surveillance cameras should be installed to cover all driveways, parking lots, walkways,
building approaches, common areas and maintenance areas and dumpster location. Each camera
should have the ability to be monitored and recorded for real-time and historical use.

- Security personnel should be present during operational hours to detect and detour any non-
legitimate persons/activity entering the property from the surrounding proposed development. A
portion of the total project could increase in incidents of various types of crimes spilling into this
property. Crimes such as auto theft & burglary, robbery, assault, and shoplifting are examples of
possible crimes that could adversely impact this facility.

SOLID WASTE MANAGEMENT DEPARTMENT
Refuse Division

Approved must comply with SWMD Ordinances may need to relocate enclosure,
[RELOCATED]

FIRE DEPARTMENT/Planning
No Comments.
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TRANSIT DEPARTMENT

Project # 1003859
11EPC-40074 SITE
DEVELOPMENT - BLIG.
PRMT.

11EPC-40075 AMEND
SITE DEVELOPMENT
PLAN — SUBDVN.
11EPC-40076 AMENDT TO
ZONE MAP (ESTB
ZONING/ZONE CHG)

Adjacent and nearby routes

Routes #1535, Coors route, Route #96, Cross-town commuter,
Route #790, Rapid Ride Blue Line pass the sit¢ on Coors.

Adjacent bus stops

Bus stop located on Coors serves Route #96, Route #15% and i
Route #790 routes in the northbound direction..

Site plan requirements

Applicant to provide 5 wide x 20’ long easement for
placement of bus shelter near the lecation of existing bus stop
on Coors. Transit requests that the applicant install a Type C
bus shelter as per the COA Design standard COA 2355, and
associated bench and trash can at the proposed bus stop.
Applicant to consult the Transit department for the location of
the proposed easement.

Large site TDM suggestions

N/A

Other information

None.

COMMENTS FROM OTHER AGENCIES

BERNALILLO COUNTY

ALBUQUERQUE METROPOLITAN ARROYO FLOOD CONTROL AUTHORITY
Reviewed, no comment.

ALBUQUERQUE PUBLIC SCHOOLS
North Andalucia at La Luz, Tract 5, is located on Coors Blvd NW between Learning Rd NW and
Montano Rd NW. The owner of the above property requests a Site Development Plan for
Building Permit, an Amendment to the Site Development Plan for Subdivision, and an
Amendment to Zone Map for a Zone Change from SU-1 for C-2, O-1, and PRD to SU-1 for O-1
including Bank and Drive thru Facilities. This development will consist of US New Mexico
Federal Credit Union. This will have no adverse impacts to the APS district.

MID-REGION COUNCIL OF GOVERNMENTS

For informational purposes, Coors Blvd has been classified as a high capacity limited access
principal arterial. Right-in/right-out and driveway accesses are described in the Coors Cerridor
Plan. Additional restrictions may be imposed as per the adopted Coors Corridor Plan.

For informational purposes, Montano Rd has also been identified as a limited access principal
arterial. No access shall be permitted between Coors Blvd and just east of Rio Grande Blvl,

Lastly, see attachments (Coors Blvd and Montano Rd congestion profiles) for more inio.

MIDDLE RIC GRANDE CONSERVANCY DISTRICT

NEW MEXICO DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION
No comments received.
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PUBLIC SERVICE COMPANY OF NEW MEXICO

As a condition, it is the applicant’s obligation to determine if existing utility easements cross the
property and to abide by any conditions or terms of those easements.

As a condition, it is necessary for the developer to contact PNM's New Service Delivery
Department to coordinate electric service and options for the location of electric service
connection regarding this project. Any existing or proposed public utility easements are to be
indicated on the site plan utility sheet. PNM’s standard for public utility easements is 10 feet in
width to ensure adequate, safe clearances.






TAB 5

'The shopping center lacks effective and sufficient ingress/engress fail to recognize that
large trucks are restricted on Montano is Coors.

Truck Access. As a result of the Montano truck access restriction trucks cannot access
the site from Montano. See 2035 Metropolitan Transportation Plan adopted by MRCOG. For
truck traffic south bound on Coors there is no signalized access. Vehicles southbound on Coors
can turn left at Mirandela but the turning radii for trucks is uncertain. As discussed under Tab 1
the zoning code requires primary full access that does not go through a residential neighborhood
(Learning Road access requires traversing a residential neighborhood).

Trucks exiting the center therefore can only go north on Coors since all Coors exists are
“right only”. Trucks wanting to go south on Coors would have to go through the residential
neighborhood and use the signal at Learning Road. This funneling of traffic thorough a
residential neighborhood is exactly what the Big Box Ordinance sought to prevent by requiring
full access onto a four lane road.* See Z.C. §14-16-3-2(1D)(2).

The site’s inadequate access also means that passenger vehicles, SUVs and light trucks
wanting to go south on Coors will tend to use the Learning Road and drive through a residential
zone. There will also be conflicts with pedestrians and bicycles on Learning Road. These issues
are nol. addressed.

The application fails to demonstrate sufficient internal truck access to loading docks. Is
there sufficient turning radius for trucks entering from Coors? How can trucks access the
loading docks and exit back onto Coors? Applicant should be required submit a truck traffic
plan showing traffic flow by vehicle classification and turning radius because:

L. There is a limited turning radii on Coors.

2. Tracks will not be able to avoid driving over the traffic circles (This is inappropriate
since roundabouts are to be “focal points” and to include “a character defining
morument at the center of each circle.” Trucks have already destroyed the wall at the
roundabout on Learning Road.

3. Internal truck access is questionable.

*Promises by Applicant (Silver Leaf) will not protect the community nor will' promises by
Walmart. This is approval of a building and use not a particular user. Independent delivery
companies cannot be controlled. The Big Box Ordinance sought to avoid the potential of
problems by requiring full access - this site does not have full access.
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Design Controls and Criteria
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Tractor / trailer
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Turning radius—-The circular arc formed by the turning path radius of the front outside tire of a vehicle.
This radius is also described by vehicle manufacturers as the “tuming curb radius.”

CTR—-The tuming radius of the centerline of the front axle of a vehicle.

Offtracking—The difference in the paths of the front and rear wheels of a fractor/semitrailer as it
negotiates a tum. The path of the rear tires of a turning truck does not coincide with that of the
front tires, and this effect is shown in the drawing abhove.

Swept path width—The amount of roadway width that a truck covers in negotiating a tum and is equal
to the amount of offtracking plus the width of the tractor unit. The maost significant dimension
affecting the swept path width of a tractor/semitrailer is the distance from the kingpin to the rear
trailer axle or axles. The greater this distance is, the greater the swept path width.

Staering angle—The maximum angie of tum built into the steering mechanism of the front wheels of a
vehicle. This maximum angle controls the minimum tuming radius of the vehicle.

Tractorfiratler angle—The angle between adjoining units of a tractor/semitrailer when the combination
unit is placed info a turm; this angle is measured between the longitudinal axes of the tractor and
trailer as the vehicle turns. The maxitmum tractor/trailer angle occurs when a vehicle makes a 180°
turn at the minimum turning radius; this angle is reached slightly beyond the point where maximum
swept path width is achieved.

IExhibit 2-11. Turning Characteristics of a Typical Tractor-Semitrailer Combination Ti-uck
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a. Typical fong-haul fractors (Tractor + semitrailer configuration)

{CABOVER)

r“‘\[1§ﬁl

(CONVENTIONAL)

0.71m
“[2.33 fl

_A08m_

’ 35'_{4.:{2 R
st 371m
14.42 5}' M2 R

2.89!!1 -

{CONVENTIONAL)

T[S

D

751

53 m

>

0.71m

PE fﬂr

a4

Exhibit 2-12. Lengths of Commonly Used Truck Tractors




Design Controls and Criteria
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Exhibit 2-14, Minimum Turning Path for Intermediate Semitrailer (WB-15 [WB-501)
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32




Design Controls and Criteria

14.63 m{48 fij Trailer
12.34 m[40.5 fi]

Y

0 5i# 10f

. [4

18.90 m [62 ] Wheelbage

21 5o 17471

20.88m [68.51]

e

Path of left -
front wheel

Q 'G bid Pathofﬂ ht
M rear
0 Z5m

soale

= Assumed stearing angle is 28.4"
s Assumned fractorfteailer angle is 65°
¢ CTR = Centedine turning

radius at front axie

[iaal]
[

250m

]

e Srwe A Wi WU T . e A TMFEE EEUA SARN rAKHY A A SN S G e s S

Path of front
overhang

Crrepreyrapmpy SOl

Exhibit 2-15. Minimum Turning Path for Interstate Semitrailer (WB-19 [WB-62))

Design Vehicle



AASHTO-—Geometric Design of Highways and Streets

- 16.15 m{53 il Trailer ] _“
188m ) 13.26 m [43.6 ] , A57m
Te5] ]“ A
| o _5f 101
[ _
. U 1m 25m
f scals
_ 1. F : : 1.22m
! ' AR o828 se5m [TAW 4f
. _ 19.81 m [65 #f] Wheelbase [19.5 o
- _ L R2AIm[35 R -

Al Note: The WB-20 [WB-65] is shown.
- A longer wheefbase vehicie, the
WHB-26 [WB-87], can beé created
by moving the tahden wheel
assembly an the trailer back by
0.61m{2 &}

+ Assumed steering angle Is 264 °

« Assurned tractorfirailer angfe iz 68.5 ¢
| * CTR = Centerling tuming

radius at front axle

e e S i A Pl i T GO Y W T il Walle b s i bl s, S iiaie SV

|

BT

5.5 i)

Exhibit 2-16. Minimum Turning Path for Interstate Semitrailer
{WB-20 [WB-65 and WB-67]) Design Vehicle




Design Controls and Criterin
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TAB 6

The site plan for subdivision 1s incomplete because it does not address the entire site
included in the original subdivision and does not address the Andalucia regulations/standards.

Applicant proposes to amend Andalucia Subdivision but its submittal, except for page C-
1 depicts only the part of the subdivision north of Mirandelia. The amendment affects the entire
subdivision which should function as a whole and therefore the entire site should be addressed.
Applicant also ignores the recent approval of a residential subdivision south of Mirandela and a
drive up credit union bank (on Track 5, Project 1003859 EPC 40074, 40075, 40076) (3.38 acres).

Applicant does not address the Andalucia regulations and cniteria or demonstrate
compliance with these requirements for the entire site. The site 1s not pedestrian friendly,
applicant has not created separate vchicular and pedestrian circulation systems, provided
sufficient sidewalks systems and pedestrian connectivity. (See Design Standards: “Private trails
for use by residents are designed to lessen the need for vehicular use and will provide pedesirian
connectivity throughout the project. ”(Emphasis added). See also WSSP.






TAB 7

The proposed plan does not create separate vehicle and pedestrian circulation systems
supporting a village type character as required by Andalucia subdivision design guidelines and is
contrary to the WSSP.

Andalucia required pedestrian and site amenities (see attached) and separate pedestrian
circulation system or trails. These would contribute to a pedestrian friendly village character.
These are no genuine pedestrian and site amenities created and since the proposal for subdivision
amendment and building permit do not meet these criteria the plans should be rejected.

The applicant attempts to address pedestrian amenities and the plaza requirement by
installing a couple planter boxes with trees and benches along the entrance to the Walmart and
calling this a “pedestrian plaza.” A pedestrian plaza should be an area pedestrians would enjoy
congregating. A planter box adjacent to the shopping cart collection point or the entrance to the
Walmart and looking at the front of the Walmart or at surface parking is hardly the required
“high quality” separate circulation system or creative design and does not support the required
village character. Compare the one dimensional “plaza” at the entrance of the Walmart to the
outdoor area defined by the center of three buildings shown in the Andalucia Design Guidelines.
While there can be linkage between a plaza and building entrance linkage does not mean double
counting the large retail facility entrance as a pedestrian plaza. There should be an “active
pedestrian life” (§14-16-3-2(D)(5)). Under Andalucia Regulations the private common areas are
to be spread throughout the community. (A defining feature of Andalucia/l.a Luz is the private
commons areas that are spread throughout the community.”)

Applicant proposes sidewalks that are simply adjacent to the internal parking lot access
lanes. There is no separate pedestrian or bicycle circulation system. There are no streets with
parking like ABQ Uptown. There is no logical connection to the “future commercial” buildings
on lots 2B, 2C, 3A, 3B, 1A, 1C apd 1D. By definition a separate circulation system means
something other than the sidewalk adjacent to parking lot lanes. There is no reason to walk
between buildings. Indeed sidewalks do not connect buildings.



PEDESTRIAN and SITE AMENITIES
The creation of a pedestrian-friendly environment will depend on creative site design and will be & pri-
mary design objective for Andaiucia at La Luz. Objactives to gchieve this goal include maintaining a bigh
quality and consistency in style for site amenities including benches, plazas, walkwayg, lighting, etc.;
providing shaded walkways; and creating separate vebicular and pedastrian circulation systams in crder
1% support the creation of a village-type character.

The use of alternative paving materials (brick, colored concrete, decomposed granite, etc.) for pedestrian
pathways are encouraged. Public art is another aite amenity that {s strongly encouraged, and if praposed,
shouid be part of the subsequent building plans.

TRAILS and SIDEWALKS

Public and private tralls and sidewalk systems are a defining element to Andalucia at Le Luz. Private
tralls for usa by restdents are degigned to lessen the need for vehicular use and will provide padestrian
connactivity throughout the project [see Landscape Section for more datall on trail landscaping).

W City Trails - All public multi-use tralls through Andatucia at La Luz shail be buiit 1o City standards,
per the City’s Trails and Bikeways Facility Plan.

M Al private tralls and paths shall be soft surface, with a minlmum width of 6 feet.

Al pedestrian paths shell be designed to be handicspped accessible [see Americans with Digabili-
ties Act Criterig for Barrier-Frae Daslgn, except where topography makes this unfeasible (several
stroets require grades over 6%,

M The use of asphait paving for pedestrian trails
i5 discouraged. Concrete or compactad de- K
composed granite with stabllizer are aceeptable "
materials. .

¥ Pedestrian connections to bulidings should be - .
pravided in parking lots with greater than 50 : .
spacas and should conngct to adlacent rogd- e o . ;
ways, sidewslks, and pathways. @ v ity

# Pedestrian crossings shalibe clearly demarcated . L
with special paving treatment where they cross . : B K <
vehicular entrances and drive aislag and whare . ) -
City trails cross streets. ’ p .

u Freestanding restaurants, If proposed by sub-
gequent Site Plens for Buliding Permits, shal QUTDOOR AREAS - defined by tuslding adges,
provide outdaor patios and shall be shaded by Stterentietion of paving, vatiety of scales of landscaping
trees and/or a shade structure that is architeg-
turally Integrated with building architecture.

# Non-residential and multi-family development shal! provide secure bicycle storage racks that are
conveniantiy located near building entrances. The minimum number of bicycle racks shalt be de-
termined by the nurmber of parking spaces provided, congistent with the City Zoning Code.

PARKING

In order to support the goals for the property regarding pedestrian

accessibility, careful attention should be paid to the parking design. .
An affort should be made by site designers 14 iessen the impact of
parking facilities on the fand and to presarve views to the Bosque Buildings

and the Sandia and Manzano Mountains, in order to lessen the
visual impact of parking sreas, parking facilities should be broken
up into & series of smalier aress,

e

n

® Handicapped parking spaces shall be provided adjacent to
puitding entriss,

® The total maximum amount of parking provided shall meet
parking requirements in the City Zoning Code, plus 10 par-
cant. . 4

# Sgructures and on-site circulation systems should be located :
o minimize pedestrianfvehicle conflicts. Pedestrian access . "
shall b provided to link siructures to the public sidewalk. . ¥ L

g

7

- Enhancad Paving 3
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The ramtion of a p an-friendly environment will depend GN Graative siw wewng: —...
ary design objectivg for Ardalucia at La Luz. Objectives to achieve this goal include maimaining 8 high
guality and consistency in style far site amenities including benches, plazas, walkways, lighting, etc.;
providing shaded walkways, and greating separate vehicular and pedestrian circulation systems in order
fo support the ereation of a village-type character.

The uge af alternative paving matserlals (brick, colored concrete, decomposed granite, etc.) fc_r pedestrian
pathways &re encouraged. Public art Is anothar site amenity that is steongly encouraged, and if proposed,
should be part of the subsequent bullding plans,

TRAILS and SIDEWALKS

Public and private trails and sidawalk systems are a defining slement 10 Andalucia at La Luz. Private
trails for use by residents are designed to fessen the neeéd for vehicular ugs and w.:m provide pedestrian
connactivily throughout the projact (see Landscape Section for more detall on trail landscaping).

® City Trails - All public multi-use trails through Andalucia at La Luz shail be bullt to City standards,
par the City's Tralls and Blkeways Facility Plan. |

% Ail private trails and paths shall be soft surface, with a minimum width of 6 feet.

% Al pedestrian paths shall be designed to be handicapped accessible (see Amertgans with Disabili-
ties Act Criterta for Barrier-Free Dasign, axcept where topography makes this unfeasible (several
straets require grades over 6%},

® The use of asphalt paving for pedestrian trails
is discouraged. Concrate or compacted de- .
composed granite with stabilizer are acceptable o
materials, .

B Pedestrian connactions 1o bulldings should be e - "
provided in parking fots with greatar than 50 - .
spaces and should connsct 10 adjacent road- - - A
ways, sidewslks, and pathways, @ :

M Pedestrian crossings shell be clearly demarcated W o6 0 _ .o
with speclal paving treatmeist whera they cross - ik 1.
vehicular entrances and drive aisles and where '
City trail cross strests. ¢ )

B Freestanding restaurants, If proposed by sub-
sequent Sitg Plans for Bulld::tg pPermits? shait  OUTDOOR AREAS - defined by building edgss,
orovide outdoor patios and shall be shaded by S erentiation of paving, variety of sceles of landscaping
trens and/or a shatle structure that is architec-
turally integrated with building architecture.

¥ Non-restdential and multi-family development shall provide seciure bicycle storage racks that are
conveniently iocated neat bullding entrances. The minimum number of bicycle racks shall be de-
termined by the number of parking spaces provided, consistent with the City Zoning Code.

PARKING

In order to support the goals for the property regarding pedestrian
accassibility, careful attention should be paid ta the parking design.
An sffort should be made by site designers t4 lassen the impact of
parking facilities on the land and to preserve views to the Bpague
and the Sandls and Manzanc Mountaing, In order 1o lessan the
visual impact of patking areas, parking facilities should be broken
up info a series of smaller arsws.

B Handicapped parking spaces shall be provided adjacent to
building entries.

B The total maximum amount of parking provided shall meat
parking requirements in the City Zoning Code, plus 10 par-
cant.

W Structures and on-site circutation systems should be located
g minimize padestrian/vehicie conflicts. Pedestrian access
shali be provided to link structuras to the public sidewalk.

M Parking areas shall be desigried to include a pedestrisn link
1 bulldings.
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TARB 8

The proposed plan is not complimentary to La Luz and Bosque School as required by
Andalucia regulations/standards.

The large retail facility is auto oriented and provides a massive parking lot that dorminates
the site contrary to WSSP. Loading facilities (with truck turning and back up movements) are
closest to Bosque School and within the 300’ PRD/O-1 buffer. No effort has been made to make
the development complimentary — instead this is a typical suburban Big Box development with
drive through uses and an eight foot wall--required because the Big Box use is s0
uncomplimenting to other uses.

To illustrate the incompatibility of a large retail facility with Bosque, La Luz and a
mixed-use pedestrian village. Itook photos of what the backside of a big box looks like. See
attached pictures of the Walmart on Wyoming south of Menaul showing the “backside™ of a
Walmart. There were (On Decermber 4, 2011) 19 storage trailers (without wheels or tires)
several parked tractor trailers (without the truck cab) including one or two refrigerated trucks
with refrigerator compressors running. This kind of intense C-2 use and outside storage and
parking of semi trucks is totally antithetical to Bosque School, La Luz Neighborhood, as well as
to a pedestrian friendly village center. See also photo of motor camping on Walmart lots under
Tab 17.
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TAB 9

Site design. §14-16-3-2(D)(3) requires the site to be designed with a block/street design
to promote both pedestrian activity and ultimate evolution to a mixed use. This proposed plan
does not address any phasing or ultimate mixed use goal. The site lacks pedestrian connections
throughout the site and subdivision. The design does not create the required active pedestrian
street life. See WSSP. The site plan does not create an active pedestrian strect life.






TAB 10

Z.C §14-16-3(2)(D)(4) requires “pedestrian connections throughout the site by linking
structures, make pedestrian connections to external neighborhoods and other uses ....” The
objective is to create in an active pedestrian street life and replace large off-street parking with
parking structures and transit options ...” If there is surface parking it is to be distributed on the
site to minimize visual input from the adjoining street. The zoning code directs that “Parking
shall be placed on at least two sides of a building and shall not dominate the building or street
frontage.” Z.C. §14-16-3-2(D)5)b)(2).

In this plan:

There are no pedestrian connections linking structures.

The site plan does not create an active pedestrian street life.

Surface parking is not designed to have minimal visual impact.

While there is some parking on the north and south side of the building the parking
between the Walmart and Coors dominates.

There are no viable connections to neighborhoods






TAB 11
Building articulation does not meet the requirements of ZC 14-16-3(ZXD)(6)(b).

The front fagade does not have retail suite liners/adequate display windows or a recessed
patio. There 1s only-a typical entrance to the Walmart. To call the area fronting the Walmart a
plaza or patio ignores intent of the zoning code. Since the facility contains 98,000 square feet it
should appear as four separate building masses. (“Every 30,000 gross square feet of structure
shall be designed to appear as a minimum of one distinct building mass with difference
expressions.” The Walmart does not appear as four separate buildings but as one massive
building. Therc is no change in visible roof or parapet. Compare attached photos of the liners
surrounding the Century Theater Downtown.



Triave pedestrian scalc lipi. nzand pedestrian amenities such as trash receptacles,

k) Lighting. .
: 1. Omamental poles and lumir:a es, a maximum of 16 feet in height, shall be used as
pedestrian scale lighting. '

2. The maximum height of a1y 1t pole, other than those along pedestrian walkways, shall be
20 feet, measured from the finished grade to 1 10p of the pole.

3. All on-site lighting fixtures « all be fully shielded to prevent fugitive light from
encroaching into adjacent properties and/or ri; 1t-of- way.

() Quidoor Storage. Outdoor stor ge as part of a mixed use development or withina C-1 or C-
2 zoned site is not allowed, Outdoor uses suct as retail display shall not interfere with pedestrian
movemeni. ‘Where the zoning permits and wh re outdoor storage is proposed, it shall be screcned with the
same materials as the building.

(m)  Transir stops. If transit stops « xist or are planned adjacent to a large retail facility, they
shalj include a covered shelter with seating pre vided at the developer's expense. Either the interior of the
structures shall be lighted or the area surround ng the structures shall be lighted to the same standards as
pedestrian walkways. If the transit stop is witt . the public right-of-way, the city shall assume ownership
of the shelter and responsibility for maintenan e

(n)  Storm Water Facilities and Str «ctures. The following regulations apply to site hydrology:

1. Impervious surfaces shall be limited by installing perineable paving surfaces, such as
bricks and concrete lattice or such devices that are approved by the City Hydrologist, where possible.

2. Where possible, transport runoff to basins by using channels with landscaped pervious
surfaces, Landscaped strips may be converled into vegetative storm-water canals but must be shallow tc
avoid defensive fencing.

3. Ponds, retention and detention areas shall be shallow to prevent the need for
defensive/securily fencing yet have the capaci.y to manage storm waters in a 100 year event.

4, Trees, shrubs,and groundco /et shall be included in storm water basins.

5. Bare patches shall be re- vey etated as soon as possible to avoid erosion, according to a
landscaping and maintenance plan.

(o)  Energy efficient techniques skl be utilized to reduce energy and water consumption where
possible and as approved by the City Hydrologist or City Engineer.

(6)  Main Structure Design, The following subsections (a) through (d) apply 1o main structures:

(a) Sethack.

{. Main structures shall be scr< ened from the adjacent street by means of smaller buildings,
retail suite liners, or 20 foot wide landscape buffers with a double row of trees.,

2. Where the front facade of a retail suite liner is adjacent to a street, the maximum front
setback shall be ten feet for private drives anc 25 feet for public roadways.

3. Main structures abutting residentially zoned land shall be set back from the property line
at least 60 Teel.

() Articulation.

I, Facades that contain a primyry customer entrance and facades adjacent to a public street
or plaza or an internal driveway shall contain retail suite liners, disptay windows, or a recessed patio at a
minimum depth of 20 feet, or a combination of all three, along 50% of the length of the facade. Where
patios are provided, at least one of the recessed walls shall contain a window for ease of surveillance and
the patio shall contain shading and seating. “Where retail suite liners are provided, they shall be accessible
to the public from the outside. ‘

2. TBvery 30,000 gross square {eet of structure shall be designed to appear as a minimum of
one distinet building mass with different expressions. The varied building masses shall have a change in
visible roof plane or parapet height. Massing; and articulation are required to be developed so that no more
than 100 feet of a wall may occur without an offset vertically of at least 24 inches.

3. For the retail suite finer, the. vertical offset shall be a visible change (minimum 6 inches),
a change in material may be used for articulation at the same interval and the visible change in roof plane
or parapet height shall be a minimum of 18 i 1ches.













TAB 12

ZC §14-16-3-2(D)(5)(j)(2) requires that pedesirian plaza space pursuant to §14-16-3-
18(C)(4) which requires 400 square feet of public space area for every 30,000 square feet of
building space. Under this calculation over 1319 square feet of plaza area is required. The
original application, requested subdivision approval for an aggregate of over 125,000 square feet.
See C-1 original 10/26/2011 submittal Data Table requesting a total of 196,474 square feet.
Pursuant to Z.C. §14-16-3-18(B)(5) when more than 125,000 square feet is proposed the
pedestrian plaza requirement is 400 square feet for every 20,000 square feet. (“An aggregate of
buildings 125,000 square feet or greater shall provide pedestrian plaza space in the amount of
400 square feet for every 20,000 square feet of building space. A minimum of 50% of the
required public space shall be in the form of aggregate space that-encourages its use and that
serve as a focal point for the development.”) The applicant (1) does not create a focal point
and (2) seeks to evade the shopping center requirement for public space by piecemeal approval
requests. Note that the Credit Union which has been approved on Tract 5 and “future retail”
should be considered so that, when all development is complete, the intent of the code is met. I
the EPC allows this piecemeal approach there will be no aggregate focal point/public space
encouraging use. See also discussion under Tab 7.

In any case applicant seeks plaza and public space credit for the entrance of the Walmart.
This is a perversion of the concept of public space (see attached photo). This is not a plaza that
provides a focal point for the development. The above zoning code requirerents should be read
in conjunction with the Andalucia reguiations and WSSP which emphasize that a pedestrian
friendly environment is to be created and a village type character.

Instead of a village plaza or courtyard meeting the intent of the 14-16-3-18(C)(3) and
(C)(4) applicant proposes that the EPC accept the customer and shopping cart clogged entrance
sidewalks to the Walmart to be “a focal point for the development.” What is proposed is in fact
neither a pedestrian plaza nor a focal point for the development. Applicant has not met the basic
requirement. The Walmart entrance/sidewalk is not a “plaza.” The Walmart entrance does not
meet the intent of §14-16-3-18(C)(4) nor does it meet the village character of Andalucia and the
design regulations of Andalucia including but not limited to creation of a pedestrian-friendly
environment high quality site design and the other design guidelines. There is nothing “creative’
about the Walmart approach and nothing that contributes to a village character.

k






§ Ql4—16-3—18 0 GENERAL BUILDING AND SITE DESIGN REGULATIONS FOR NON-
RESIDENTIAL USES.

(A)  General Intent. The building and site design regulations in this section are intended to enhance
the visual appearance of non-residential development; to promote street and neighborhood character; and to
strengthen the pedestrian environment. Regulations for large-scale development are also provided to
mitigate the negative visual impacts arising from the scale, bulk and mass inherent to large commercial
buildings.

(B)  Applicability.

(13 Provisions of this section shall apply to all non-residential uses unless otherwise specified.

(2) Provisions of this section shall apply to the following:

(a) Construction of a new building.

{b} Construction of a building addition that increases the existing square footage by 50% or by
15,000 square feet, whichever is less. Application of the provisions shall be required of the building
addition and the existing building(s).

() Change of use. Where use changes from manufacturing or warehouse to office or
commercial, typical design requirements related to office/institutional or commercial retail/service uses
shall be required.

(3)  With the exception of public sidewalks, the area of all required sidewalks, seating areas, patio
or other usable outdoor areas may be applied in meeting up to 1/3 of the landscape requirements for the
overall site as required in § 14-16-3-10(E)(1).

(Cy  Design Standards -- Office/Institutional and Commercial Retail/ Service Uses. (Note: Sites 5
acres and greater will be required to comply with the following design standards in addition to any other
design requirements that the Ervironmental Planning Commission may deem necessary.)

(1) Sidewalks, Pedestrian sidewalks, a minimum of 8 feet in width, shall be provided along the
entire length of major facades containing primary entrances. The width of the sidewalk shall be increased
as follows:

(a) Ten feet in width for buildings 10,000 to 30,000 square feet;

(b} For buildings greater than 30,000 square feet, the width of the sidewalk shall increase at the
rate of one foot in width per 10,000 square feet of building size to a maximum required width of 15 feet.

{c) The width of the required sidewalk may vary along the entire length of the facade provided
the average required width is maintained and provided the width of the sidewalk aiong the facade does not
fall below 8 feet.

(d) A six-foot wide clear path shall be maintained along the sidewalk at all times. Site
amenities, cars, landscaping and other uses of the sidewalk may not encroach upon the six-foot clear width.

(e) The building's overall footprint will be considered the area for calculation of sidewalk
width. A collection of smaller buildings linked by common walls will be considered as one building,

(f)  Site amenities, landscaping, vending and customer pick-up may be incorporated into the
width of the sidewalk provided they do not encroach upon the clear width as stated above.

{g) Exceptions.

l.  Where primary entrances are located adjacent to a public sidewalk, the width of the public
sidewalk may be included in the calculation provided a pedestrian connection is provided to connect the
public sidewalk with the entrance(s).

2. Where a vestibule or other projecting entryway is provided, the depth of the vestibule or
entryway may be included in the sidewalk calculation, provided 6 feet of sidewalk is located in front of the
vestibule or projecting entryway in order io allow pedestrian connectivity along the entire length of the
facade.

(2) Pedestrian Features. Major facades shall incorporate at least one or a combination of the
following features along no less than 50% of the length of the facade. Such features shall be distributed
along the length of the facade in order to avoid creating a blank facade greater than 30 feet in length.

(a) Disptay windows, provided the sill height does not exceed 45 inches above the finished
floor and the cverall glass height is a minimum of 43 inches. Where windows are provided, they shall not
be mirrored or opaque along the ground floor.

(by Doors/Entrances.



{c) Portals, arcades, canopies, trellises, awnings associated with windows (windows do not have
to comply with dimensions specified in (a) above), or other three dimensional elements that provide shade
and/or weather protection.

(d) Raised planters a minimum of 12 inches and a maximum of 28 inches in height, located
adjacent to the facade, with living, vegetative materials such as ornamental grasses, vines, spreading
shrubs, flowers, or irees over at least 75% of the planter. Coverage shall be calculated from the mature
spread of the plants.

() A minimum 15-foot wide landscaped area planted adjacent to the facade. One shade tree
for every 50 linear feet of facade shall be provided in the landscaped area. Shrubs andfor groundcover shall
cover at least 753% of the landscaped area measured from the mature spread of the plants.

¢f) Shade trees, provided at one tree for every 30 linear feet of the entire facade, which may be
evenly spaced or clustered along the facade. Trees shall be placed within defined planting areas that have a
minimum interior dimension of 36 square feet and a minimum width of four feet. Provision of trees will
not fulfili off-street parking or strect tree requirements,

{g) Any other treatment that meets the intent of this section and that meets the approval of the
Planning Director or his designee.

(hy  Exception. Major facades containing service areas will not be required to provide pedestrian
features in front of the service area.

(3) Major Facades Greater Than 100 Feet In Length. In addition to the requirements set forth in
subsection (C)(2) above, buildings containing major facades greater than 100 feet in length shall
incorporate outdoor seating adjacent {o at least one of the facades, a minimum of one seat per 25 linear feet
of building facade. Fach seat shall be a minimum of 24 inches in width and 15 inches in height. Benches,
raised planters, ledges or similar seating features may be counted as seating space. If the outdoor seating is
located on the south or west side of the building, at least 25% of the seating area shail be shaded.

(4) Public Space. {Applicable to buildings 60,000 square feet or greater. A collection of smaller
buildings linked by common walls shall be considered one building.) One public space area, a minimum of
400 square feet, shall be provided for every 30,000 square feet of building space. The public space area
shall be privately owned and maintained and should typically contain seating and shade. Public space areas
are prioritized so that (a) below is required of the first 30,000 square feet. In addition to (a), public space
areas may contain one or a combination of the following (eatures:

(a)  OQutdoor plaza, patio, or courtyard with seating and shade covering a minimum of 25% of
the area, .
(b)  Pocket park with seating and shade covering a minimum of 25% of the area,

(c) Sculpture or other artwork.

(d) Fountain or some other water feature,

{e) Playground or other recreational amenity.

(fy Any other amenity that meets the intent of this section and that meets the approval of the
Planning Director or his designee.

(3} An aggregate of buildings 125,000 square feet or greater shall provide pedestrian plaza space
in the amount of 400 square feet for every 20,000 square feet of building space. A minimum of 50% of the
required public space shall be provided in the form of aggregate space that encourages its use and that
serves as the focal point for the development. The aggregate space shall:

(a) Be linked to the main entrance of the principal structure and the public sidewatk or internal
driveway;

(by Include adequate seating areas. Benches, steps, and planter ledges can be counted for
seating space;

(¢) Have a portion (generally at least 40%) of the square footage of the plaza area landscaped
with plant materials, including trees;

(d) Be designed for security and visible from the public right-of-way as much as possible;

{e) Have pedestrian scale lighting and pedestrian amenities such as irash receptacles, kiosks,
cte.

(6) Screening.

{a) Roof-mounted mechanical equipment shall be screened from the public right-of-way by
parapet walls or structural features. The minimum height of the parapet walls or structural features shall be
as follows:



[. 42" if the roof top equipment is within 10 feet of the building wall;
2. 30"if the roof top equipment is within 20 feet of the building wall;
3. 18" if the roof top equipment is beyond 20 feet of the building wall.

(b)  Wall-mounted mechanical and electrical equipment on major facades is discouraged. If
used, it shall be screened by dense evergreen foliage or by other acceptable screening devices. Wall-
mounted mechanical equipment on ron-major facades shall be painted to match the color of the subject
building or screened by other accepiable screening devices.

(¢) Ground-mounted mechanical and electrical equipment, excluding transformers, adjacent to a
major facade shall be screened through use of walls, earth berms, dense evergreen foliage or other
acceplable screening devices.

(dy Ioading areas which face a public street or residentially-zoned property and which are not
separated from the public street or a residentially-zoned property by intervening buildings, landscaping or
by a distance of at least 100 feet, shall be screened with solid walls which are a minimum of six feet in
height when measured from the finished grade exterior to the loading area. The distance of the screening
wall from the loading area shalf not exceed 100 feet.

(Y Design Standards — All Non-Residential Uses.

(1) Building Entrances. Primary entrances along major facades shall be ciearly defined with
tacade variations, porticos, roof variations, recesses or projections, or other integral building forms.

{2y  Break up the Mass. Major facades greater than 100 feet in length shall break up building mass
by including at least iwo of the following architectural features:

(a) Wall plane projections or recesses of at least 2 feet in depth, occurring at least every 100
feet and extending at least 25% of the length of the facade;

(b) A vertical change in color, texture, or material occurring every 50 linear feet and extending
at least 20% of the length of the facade;

{c) An offset, reveal , pilaster, or projecting element, no less than two feet in width and
projecting from: the facade by at least six inches and repeating at minimum intervals of 30 feet;

(dy Three dimensional cornice or base treatments;

(¢)  Artsuch as murals or sculpture 10 be coordinated through the City Arts Program;

() A change in visible roof plane or parapet height for every 100 feet in length, however, each
distinct roof plane does not have to equal 100 feet in length;

(g} Any other freatment that meets the intent of this section and that meets the approval of the
Planning Director or his designee.

(h)  Exception. In cases where the applicant has provided pedestrian amenities according to
subsection {C)(2) above, the applicant need only provide one of the above-listed treatments.

(3) Provisions for Employees. Buildings requiring six or more water closets, pursuant to the
Uniform Building Code, shall provide outdoor gathering space for employees. Such space shall be a
minimum of 300 square feet, with seating and shade covering a minimum of 25% of the area.

(ay Exeeption. The provision for employees will not be required if an outdeor plaza, patio,
courtvard or pocket park are provided as part of the development plan in accordance with subsection (C)(4)
above.

(4)  Accessory Buildings. All accessory buildings visible from a public street shall be similar in
color and material to the major building on a site.

(5} Drive-Up Service Windows. Drive-up service windows shall be oriented away from pedestrian
arcas, residentially-zoned areas and public streets where possible. In cases where drive-up service
windows face these areas, screening shall be provided. Screening may be in the form of walls, earth berms,
or evergreen landscaping, or a combination thereof and shall be a minimum of three feet in height. Where
walls are provided, a minimum 3-foot wide planting strip with live vegetation shall also be provided on the
pedestrian or residential or public street side.

(6) Gas Fueling Canopies. Gas fueling canopies and canopy fascia shall be similar in color and
texture 1o the smajor building on a site. All under-canopy lighting shall be recessed so that no light lens
projects below the canopy cetling. The canopy fascia shall not be internally illuminated.

(Ord. 10-2004; Am, Ord. 23-2007)
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Design Standards

Tha purpose of thesa Design Standards is to provide a framework to assist the architects, landscape ar-
chiteets, and designers in understanding the vision and development goals for the property, The primary
goal for this property is to achieve a vibrant, mixad-use community that fosters pedestrian accessibility
and maintains & village-type character.

The Design Standards should be used to facilitete the design of bulldings which respect the natural Con-
ditions of the site, maintain and highlight the spectaculer views of the Sandia and Manzano Mountains
and to leave significant areas dedicated to open space. Innovative technigues such as cluster housing,
water harvesting, and use of “green” building materials are strongly encouraged.

These standards address the issues of landscape, setbacks, pedestrian amenities, screening, lighting,
signage, and architecturs that will create the visual image desired for Andalucia at La Luz. They are
intended to be complementary to La Luz, Albuquerque’s first cluster housing project, and the Bosque
School. These standards primarlly address commercial, office, and multi-femlly projects. Where specifi-
cally applicable to single-family development, the standards are called out as such.

Subsequent Site Plans for Building Permits shall be consistent with the design standards established by
this Site Plan for Subdivision and shall be approved by the Environmental Planning Commission. Minor
amengments to this Site Plan for Subdivision shall be approved administratively by the Planning Director
in accordance with the Comprehensive City Zoning Code, Section 14-16-2-22 {A)}{6) Special Use Zone,
and major amendments shalf be approved by the Environmental Pianning Commission.

COORS CORRIDOR PLAN - VIEW and HEIGHT RESTRICTIONS
A primary design requirement of the Coors Corridor Plan is view preservation. Andalucla at La Luz ad-
dresses the Coors Corridor Plan as follows:

W Coors Corridar Viewshed rules come Into effect when a northbound vehicle passes Namaste
Roadl.

B Measurement of huilding heights shall be consistent with the Coors Carridor Plan,

® A combingtion of walls and berms shall be built along Coors Boulevard. The high point of the
wall or bermn will occur within the first 60 feet of the property, but not cloger than 20 feet from
the right-of-way. From any point along the east edge of Coors, the high point of the wali or berm
will obscure no more than 50% of the height of Sandla Crest, measured directly below Sandia
Crast.

m Al raulti-story structuras shall be bullt with the finish floor elevation at least 10 feet below the
roadway, measured along a 45-degree angle from the northbound direction of travel along Co-
ors.

B n no event will the bullding height be permitted to penetrate above the view of the ridge fine of
the Sandia Mountains as seen from four feet above the east edge of Coors Boulevard. In no event
will more than 1/3 of the total building height outside of the setback area fer multi-story bulldings
be permitted to penetrate through the view plane.

M As viewed from Coors Boulevard, no structure shall obscure more than BO percent of the helght
of Sandia Crest, measured directly below Sandia Crest.

PEDESTRIAN and SITE AMENITIES

The craation of & padestrian-friendly environment wili depend on creative site design and will be a pri-
mary design objective for Andalucia at La Luz. Oblectives to achisve this goal include maintaining & high
quality and consistency in style for site amanities including benches, plazas, walkways, lighting, atc.;
providing shaded walkways; and cteating separate vehicular and pedestrian circulation systems in order
to support the creation of a village-type character.

The use of alternative paving materials [brick, colored concrete, decomposed granite, etc.} for padestrian
pathways ere sncouraged. Public art is another site amenlty that is strongly encouraged, end if proposed,



COORS CORRIDOR PLAN - VIEW and HEIGHT RESTRICTIONS
A primary design requirement of the Coors Corridor Plan is view preservation. Andaludle at La Luz ad-
dresses the Coors Corridor Plan as follows:

B Coors Corridor Viewshed nules come Into effect wihien a northbound vehicle passes Namaste
Road.

B Measuremant of bullding heights shall be consistent with the Coors Corridor Pian.

B A combination of walls and berms shall be built along Coors Boulevard. The high point of the
wall or berm will oceur within the first B0 feet of the property, but not cleser than 20 feet from
the right-of-way. From any point slong the east edge of Coors, the high point of the wall or barm
will obscure no more thah 0% of the height of Sandia Crest, measurad directly below Sandia
Crest.

M AR multi-story structures shall be built with the finish floor elevation at least 10 feet below the
roadway, measured along a 45-degree angle from the northbound directlon of travel along Co-
ors.

® In no event will the building hielght be permitted to penetrate above the view of the ridge iine of
the Sandia Mountsine as seen from faur feet above the east edge of Coors Boulevard, In no event
will more than 1/3 of the total bullding helght outslde of the setback area for multi-story buildings
be permitted to penetrate through the view plane.

¥ As viewed from Coors Boulevard, no structure sheall obscure more than 80 percent of the height
of Sendia Crest, measured directly below Sandia Crest.

PEDESTRIAN and SITE AMENITIES

The creation of 8 pedestrian-friendly environment wiil depend on creative site design and will be a prl-
miary design objective for Andalucia at La Luz. Objectives to achieve this goal include maintaining a high
quality and consistency In styls for site amenities including benches, plazas, walkways, lighting, etc,;
providing shaded walkways; and creating separate vehicular and pedestrian circulation systems in arder
ta support the creation of a village-type character.

The use of slternative paving materials {brick, colerad concrete, decomposed granite, ete.} for pedestrian
pathways sre encouraged. Fublic art Is another site amenity that Is strongly encouraged, and if proposed,
should be part of the subsequent bullding plans,

TRAILS and SIDEWALKS

Public end privete trails and sidewalk systems are a defining element to Andslucia at La Luz. Private
trails for use by residents are designed to lessen the need for vehicular use and will provide pedestrian
connactivity throughout the project {see Landscape Sectlon for more detail on tralt landscaping}.

& City Traiis - All public mufti-use traffa through Andsiucia st La Luz shali be buitt t¢ City standards,
per the City’s Trails and Blkeways Facility Plan.,

B All private tralls and paths shall be soft surface, with a minimum widgth of 6 feet.

® Al peﬂestrlan paths shali be designed to be handicapped accessible [see Americans with Disabili-
tles Act Criteria for Barrler-Free Dasign, except where tapography makes this unfeasible {several

streets require grades over 8%).

B The use of asphait paving for pedestrian tralls

is discouraged. Concrete of compacted de- .
composed granite with stabllizer are acceptable .
materlals. -

® Pedestrian connections to buildings should be  ——— "
provided in parking lots with greater than 80 4+~ : .
spaces end should connect to adjacent road- @ N

ways, sidewalks, and pathways.
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TAB 13

The large retail facility with a drive through lane is not village type development. The
overall design is auto oriented. Drive through uses increase internal traffic and auto use and
inconsistent with pedestrian orientation and village character.






TAB 14

Andalucia Regulations limit the entire subdivision to 23.3 acres of SU-1 for C-2
development. There is no justification for increasing the C-2 uses eliminating office uses and
thereby reducing the original goal of mixed use.






From: Mike Cadigan
Sent: Friday, January 20, 2012 5:47 PM
To: 'cmarrone(@cabg.gov'
Cc: Mike Cadigan
Subject: Project 1003859 Walmart at Coors & Montano
Ms. Matrone,
I write in opposition to the proposed Walmart at Coors and Montano. The project cannot be approved for many reasons
including, but not limited to the following:
1. The drainage plan is inadequate and has not sufficiently been evaluated by city staff,
2. The drainage plan calls for 4 retention pond that will not drain to the MRGCD facilities, and will not
reach the Rio Grande. Retention ponds that do not drain to the River are prohibited by State Engineer Rules.
3. The current site plan omits the conveyance that was on the prior (2004) Site Plan that had a conveyance
to the Corrales drain in the event of a 100 year flood. The current plan has no contingency for 100 year
flood.
4, The project’s dramage plan is based on a finding that it is not in a flood plane. In fact, the new flood
plane that is proposed by the Corps of Engineers shows that the project will be, in part, within a flood
plane,
5. The applicant has only submitted a “conceptual” drainage plan. DPM requires that a final drainage plan
be submitted.
6. The project does not have legal rights to discharge into the Corrales Main Canal and MRGCD is not
likely to allow it.
7. The project lacks sign off from AMAFCA or its agent.
8. The project violates the Andalucia Regulations and City Plans and Ordinances.
9. The pmjéct does not meet minimurm access criterial under the Zoning Code.
10. The project will exacerbate traffic on Coors & Montano.
11. The circumstances under which the “left in” from Southbound Montano was obtained is the subject
of a federal grand jury investigation.
I plan to supplement these objections at a later time. Please place these objections in the record for this case. Thank you.
Michael |. Cadigan

Cadigan Law Firm, P.C.






TAB 16

The outdoor storage for a nursery is not permitted and the clutter associated with a
nursery is not compatible with Bosque School. See §14-16-3-2(D)(5)(1) (“Outdoor storage as
part of a mixed-use development or within a C-1 or C-2 zoned site is not allowed.”)



TIMOTHY V. FLYNN-O'BRIEN

Attorney at Law
817 Gold Avenue SW
Albuquerque, New Mexico 87102-3014
Phone: 505-242-4088 / Fax: 866-428-7568

May 21, 2012
Ms. Deborah Stover, Planning Director dstover@caba.gov
City of Albuquerque
Planning Department
600 2nd Street NW
Albuquerque, New Mexico 87102
Ms. Carmen Marrcone cmarrone@cabg. gov

Division Manager, Current Planning

City of Albuquerque Planning Department
600 2nd Street NW

Albuquerque, New Mexico 87102

Dora Henry dhenry@cabgq.gov
Administrative Assistant

City of Albuquerque Planning Department
600 2nd Street NW
Albuquerque, New Mexico 87102

Crystal Ortega, Council Services cortega@cabq.gov
Albuquerque City Council

City of Albuquerque

One Civic Plaza NW, 9th Floor

Albuquerque, New Mexico 87102

RE: AC-12-10
Dear Ms. Stover, Ms. Marone, Ms. Ortega and Ms. Henry:

The following neighborhood associations and coalitions join in the appeal of the
declaratory ruling:

Santa Fe Village Neighborhood Association (District 1)

La Luz Landowners Association (District 1)

Las Casitas Del Rio I Home Owners Association (District 1)
Las Casitas Del Rio II Home Owners Association (District 1)
Quaker Heights Neighborhood Association (District 1)

Wode =
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Dora Henry
May 21, 2012
Page 2 of 3

Alban Hills Neighborhood Association (District 1)
Windmill Manor Home Owners Association (District 1)
Ladera West Neighborhood Association (District 1)

9. Oxbow Village Home Owners Association (District 1)

10. Pat Hurley Neighborhood Association (District 1)

11. Vista Grande Neighborhood Association (District 1)

12. Grande Heights Neighborhood Association (District 1)

13. West Bluff Neighborhood Association (District 1)

14. San Blas Home Owners Association (District 1)

15. Laurelwood Neighborhood Association (District 1)

16. North Valley Coalition (Districts 2 and 4)

17. Los Griegos Neighborhood Association (District 2)

18. Greater Gardner Neighborhood Association (District 2}

19. Gavilan Addition Neighborhood Association (District 2)

20. Federation of University Neighborhoods (District 2)

21. North Campus Neighborhood Association (District 2)

22. Kirtland Community Association (District 2}

23. Alameda North Valley Neighborhood Association (District 4)
24. Stone Brooke Estates Home Owners Association (District 4)
25. Northeast Valley Neighborhood Association {District 4)

26. Vista Del Norte Alliance (District 4)

27. Vista Del Norte Home Owners Association (District 4)

28. Agave Home Owner Association (District 4)

29. Tuscany Neighborhood Association (District 5)

30. La Sala Grande Neighborhood Association (District 7)

31. Oso Grande Neighborhood Association (District 8)

32. Albuquerque Estates East Neighborhood Association (District 8)

Eada el

I spoke with Kevin Curran about whether it was necessary to file a new appeal and then
to combine the two or just to add these associations as additional parties to the appeal all
represented by me.

If you have any questions please call me. Copies of the Certification for each association
are attached.

Very truly yours,
/

=

Timothy V. Flynn-O’Brien
TVFOB/mlg
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Enclosures as stated

Xc: Bruce Thompson
Michelle Henrie
Anita Miller
Kevin Curran
Rene' Horvath
Jolene Wolfley
Bill Kreamer
Ron Bohannan



Certification

The Santa Fe Village Neighborhood Association joins in this appeal of the
Declaratory Ruling dated March 23, 2012 concerning Large Retail facilities as an
appellant.

Signed: Donna J. Rigano, President, SFVNA ( )'? L
Phone number: 505-899-0910

Email address: djrigano@swcp.com
Mailing address: 5601 Bogart St. NW, Albuquerque, NM 87120



CERTIFICATION

The (enter name of neighborhood association or coalition)
Lond oupers Assoc. joins in this appeal of the Declaratory
Ruling dated March 23, 2012, concerning Large Retail facilities as an

appeliant. 52 {
Si@éﬁﬁ&w 5Eesident/V ice President)
Phone number: _ 4 $8 (97 3

Email address: &4 _ Iz 5.

Mailing address: /S Poel Nu) ﬂﬂ%@@u@_m

Please return a scan of the signed certification to land@trna org, or mail to:
TRNA
P.O. Box 66288
Albuquerque, NM 87193-6288

Approved Apni 23, 2012
Planning Dept Case File:

Dec ruling LRF
AC-12-10



CERTIFICATION

The (epter name o 'ghkor oq association or coalition)

8 L co8 k- &> _joins in this appeal of the Declaratory
Ruling dated 012, concerning Large Retail facilities as an
appellant.” // /7 '

7, %‘ (President/Vice President)

Phone number: 39‘ l'— lg E’g .
Email address: ?@ﬁ)@{awm gz\@ﬂm’&& \‘COV‘/\

oh . ) Patrick A. Moore
Mailing address: _ 3512 Nolina Ct. NW

Albuquerque, NM 87120
Please return a scan o1 the sighea certification to {and@tma.org, or mail to:

TRNA
- P.O. Box 66288
Albuquerque, NM 87193-6288

Signed




CERTIFICATION

. The (enter name of pei ’ borhood association or coalition)
[55 D joins in this appeal of the Declaratory
Ruling dated March 23, 2012, concerning Large Retail facilities as an

T appettamt— o CTTTT
Signed_, (President/Vice President)

Phone numbex(édé }2&2 -7 18 [
Email address: é gj:@ ggm (07} it . Aé t

Mailing address: J ' A I’l}, 7

Please return a scan of the signed certification to land(@tma.org, or mail to:
TRNA
P.0O. Box 66288
Albuquerque, NM 87193-6288



CERTIFICATION

association or coalition)
! Hserjoins in this appeal of the Declaratory
uling date I 22012, concerning L.arge Retail facilities as an

Signe : / )ﬂ"" ce President)
~tthe

wkR. Bace~
Phone number: Se.s - 730 -’/‘72.

Email address: ﬂa;J:I:L::uICJnﬂQe Q;#‘Aa, CoNn

Mailing address: _¢T/> ¢ MQJZMA T MW 27/24

Please return a scan of the signed certification to land@trna.org, or mail to:
TRNA
P.O. Box 66288
Albuquerque, NM 87193-6288

The (enter name of nei




CERTIFICATION

The Alban Hills Neighborhood Association joins in this appeal of the
Declaratory Ruling dated March 23, 2012 | concerning Large Retail
facilities as an appellant.

) / ) —
Signed ’éﬁ;f/ VQM’7@@ ice President)

Phone number: 505-228-5087

FEmail address: patsycnelson{@msn.com
Mailing address: 3301 La Rambla St. NW, Albuquerque, NM 87120

Please return a scan of the signed certification to ' i i+ v+, or matl to:
TRNA
P.O. Box 66288
Albuquerque, NM 87193-6288



CERTIFICATION
The (enter name of neighborhood association or coalition)
Windmill Manor Home ers . joins in this appeal of the

Declaratory Ruling dated March 23, 2012, conceming Large Retail facilities
. &s an appellant, N

Signed ri/.f “(/Qd‘o’(k/ @Vme President)

Phone number: 505 897-7444

Email address: _woods7444(@msn.com

Mailing address: 5304 Tierra Amada St NW, Albuquerque, NM 87120

Please return a scan of the signed certification to land@trna.org, or mail to:
TRNA
P.O. Box 66288
Albuquerque, NM 87193-6288




Certification
The (enter name of neighborhood association or coalition)
LADERA WEST NA joins in this appeal of the Declaratory
Ruling dated March 23, 2012 concerning Large Retail facilities
as an appellant.
Signed: ROBERT MCCANNON (President/Vice president)
Phone number: 839-9702

Email address: mccannon@flash.net

Mailing address: 2808 El Tesoro Escondido, ABQ 87120



nigel@hoamco.com

Dear Mr. Flynn-Q'Brien:

On April 16, 2012, the Board of Directors of the Oxbow Village Homeowners
Association unanimously voted to join the Taylor Ranch Neighborhood Association in
the appeal of the Walmart-related Declaratory Ruling of March 23, 2012. We would
appreciate it if you could take the appropriate steps to note our appeal. We understand
and agree that the Taylor Ranch Neighborhood Association is your only client in this
matter.

The Board has also voted to contribute $500 toward your ongoing legal fees for this
appeal by depositing a check in that amount to your trust fund.

Thank you for your efforts on behalf of the Albuquerque community.
Hichavd Shin

President
Ovbows Village Homreows nees Assoeiation



rage 5> 01 3

The (enter name of neighborhood assoclation or coalition)
HUALEY Nz suadeoon fsscjoins in this appeal of the Declaratory Ruling dated
March 23, 2012 concerning Large Retail facilities as an appellant.

Signed: Lﬁ#g é %Joﬁé’;L (Presiden

Phone number: _ S0 5. 85/~ /5L D

ce presnden

Email address: Qn [ C&y 497

Mailing address: L__gjé_é_g_jﬁﬂﬁ_ 2ad., M. . | K718

Please return signed certification enjoining the Appeal or a brief Statement of Support
for the Appeal to land @trna.org, or mail to TRNA, P.O. Box66288, Albuquerque NM
87193-6288

Thank youl

{1] Influential commerclal land holders who want to maximize their ownership rights, and residents slso with land-
use rights that protect the general welfare and maintain the integrity of thelr property-related investments.

[2] Historically, majority decislon-makers from one side of the river have dictated dublous land-use poiicy
declsions upon the other side.

Repiy to sender | Reply to group | Start a New Topic

RECENT ACTIVITY:
Visit Your Group

YA¥IOO!, GrROUPS Switch to: Text-Only, Daily Digest + Unsubscribs « Terms of Use

Monday, April 16, 2012 AOL: genaly40



Certification

The VISTA GRANDE NEIGHBORHOOD ASSOCIATION joins in this appeal
of the Declaratory Ruling dated March 23, 2012 concerning Large Retail facilities as
an appellant.

Signed: M; /:i Berent Groth (President))

Phone number:'2/66 6700

Email address: berentgroth@mac.com
Mailing address: 3546 Sequoia Place NW ,
Albuquerque, NM 87120

Please return signed certification enjoining the Appeal or a brief Statement of
Support for the Appeal to @tr , or mail to TRNA, P.O. Box66288, Al-
buquerque NM 87193-6288

Thank you!

(1] Influendal commercial land holders who want to maximize their ownership rights, and
residents also with land-use rights that protect the general welfare and maintain the integrity
of their property-telated investients.

[2] Historically, majonity decision-makers from one side of the tiver have dictated dubious

land-use policy decisions upon the other side.



May 1, 2012

Tim Flynn-O'Brien

Re: Project # 1003859

(Sreetings,

This is to certify that Grande Heights Neighborhood Association, at its Annual Meeting held
April 30, 2012, voted unanimously to join the Taylor Ranch Neighbothood and the West Side
Coalition of Neighborhood Associations in their Appeal of Declaratory Rulings issued by

the City of Albuquerque in March 2012.

The GRHNA remains in strong opposition to the proposed development project at
Coors/Montano, which includes a Large Retail Facility—in this case a large Walmart.

Respectfully submitted,

Dr. Joe L. Valles, President: GHNA



APPELLANT CERTIFICATION

The GRANDE HEIGHTS NEIGHBORHOOD ASSOCIATION at it’s
Annual Meeting held April 30, 2012 Voted Unanimously to Join the Taylor
Ranch Neighborhood Association and the West Side Coalition of
Neighborhood Associations in appeal of the Declaratory Ruling dated
March 23, 2012, concerning Large Retail facilities as an Appellant.

Signed_“%z?% |

s

(Dr1. Joe L. Valles, President: GHNA)

Phone: Home: 505-836-1847 Cell: 505-720-0253

Email: joevalles@aol.com

Address: 5020 Grande Vista Ct. NW



e T———

e e

Certification
(ke (enter name of neighborhood association or coalition) - ~joins in this appesl of the Declaratory Ruling dated
March 23, 2012 conceening Large Retzil facilities o5 an appellant. hove/ R g
Signed: _ (President/Vice president)

ver_ MBI - TO04T

Email address:

LTC 1204 & Lasniat %2
Maling addeess Jlﬂ_&g_az/ﬁ,_ﬂi_,_&%?o

Plegac renum signed certification cnjeining the Appeal or » brief Statement of Suppart for the Appeal to land@Lma.org, or meil 1o TRNA, P.O.
Box66288, Athuguerque NM £7193-6288
Thasnk yout

3] Influential commercisl land holders who want bo maximize their ownership gghty, and residents alse with land-use dghts that protect the general welfare
anrd mainrain the integrity of theu property-related investments.
2] Historieally, majority decision-makess from one side of the iver have dictated dubious land-use policy decisions upon the other side.

!y, BlgBox{Welmart)Appesl-CalltoAction.dac
‘@ 39xB




__ CERTIFICATION

The :Jxll/\/ /éMS /<1ZD7)1Z m,)/\f 72N ASSOQAT /C‘D/\/f(name of

association) joins in this appeal of the Declaratory Ruling dated March 23, 2012,
concerning Large Retail Facilities as an appellant.

Signed @Z% s Jé'?’ A Vice President, please

circle one)

Print Name /) A7~ /) o7 A GUL

Phone number: (p] S 009 ‘/

Email Address: % OMTA%L)L‘C —F @& APS . TDU
SAN BLASHOMEO

Mailing address: _331-R COORSRD. NW PMBI72

Please return a scan of the signed certification to land@tra.org, or mail to:
TRNA
P.O. Box 66288
Albuquerque, NM 87193-6288




CERTIFICATION

TMW MUJIWZ( aﬁw;ﬂwmname of

association) joins in this appeal of the Declaratory Ruling dated March 23, 2012,
concerning Large Retail Facilities as an appeilant.

Phone sumber: 3 3/” 1 7L ]
Email Address: Qﬁhdgﬁ'ﬂ'f S

Mailing address: BODalﬁwW‘? W @M%

Please return a scan of the signed certification to land@trna.org, or mail to:
TRNA
P.O. Box 66288
Albuquerque, NM 87193-6288




CERTIFICATION

The {(enter name of neighborhood association or coalition)

Aoc+h Va {lew Coalifjoanr joins in this appeal of the Declaratory
Ruling dated Marth 23, 2012, concerning Large Retail facilities as an
appellant.

Signed M ) @' (President/Vice President)

Phone number: So0% -~ 2{-1876

Email address: _ca+t€ el s @ Mg com

Mailing address: £93% 3 éméal«pe TCarl, ow. Aﬁq M 220 )

Please return a scan of the signed certification to land@tma.org, or mail to:
TRNA
P.O. Box 66288
Albuquerque, NM 87193-6288




CERTIFICATION

The - QLN / h P “ SOC,(name of
association) joins in thigd ppeal of the Peclaratory Ruhng dated March 23, 2012,
concerning Large Retail Facilities as an appellant.

Vice President, please
circle one)

Print Name

Phone number: 509 - Y44 -£2589Y

Email Address: ( Mﬂﬁ‘/ai_&&@_ﬁba@if co Yru

Mailing address:

Please return a scan of the signed certification to land@tma.org, or mail to:
TRNA
P.0O. Box 66288
Albuquerque, NM 87193-6288



CERTIFICATION

The GREATER GARDNER NEIGHBORHOOD ASSOCIATION
joins in this appeal of the Declaratory Ruling dated March 23, 2012, concerning

Large Retail l"acﬂht;es as gn llant.
/ @Vlce President, please

Signed £ LU.L
circle one)

Print Name David Wood, C.P.A.

Phone number 250-0421

Email Address: wood_cpa@msn.com

Mailing address: 158 Pleasant NW, Albuquerque, NM 87107

Plcasc return a scan of the signed certification to land{@trna.org, or mail to:
TRNA

P.O. Box 66288
Albuquerque, NM 87193-6288




CERTIFICATION

The AVILAN ADDIMION N & (name of
association) joins in this appeal of the Declaratory Ruling dated March 23, 2012,

concerning Large Retail Facilities as an appellant.

Signed ( )!) ) '! ’S _ [S Q é} Q]' ice President, please

circle one)

Print Name oL

Phone number: _ S (0342 94335

Email Address: g Q“Q ba b“'&,é ) Coyn st aat. It
Mailing address: 9273 Y uluas Auve A) ﬁgq AM 3117

Please return a scan of the signed certification to land@trna.org, or mail to:
TRNA
P.O. Box 66288
Albuquerque, NM 87193-6288



CERTIFICATION

L . S o) s

The wafych’;m_. fﬂ,{ Q-,)ng/’!f.&,é(g; SECE Lé‘z?ﬁ(b’éﬁgu (name of
association) joins in this-ippeal of the Dgclaratoty Ruling dated March 23, 2012,
concerning Large Retail Facilities as an appellant.

. / k) e e ) )
Signed 7/%4@&}; Yﬁ/(/{//a_ gp?eszd@’v ice President, please

circle one)
a 1. f-‘j g v
Print Name /’ /(\d“f'/ w . (Dave/es) / .

Phone pumber: §65-5¥5 ~C /5%

Email Address: >74//( < . ¢ ram
7

Mailing address: <7// &7/ /a_/,;,_/_.e,/é P 547: WE SH06

Please return a scan of the signed certification to , or mail to:
TRNA
P.O. Box 66288
Albuquerque, NM 87193-6288



CERTIFICATION

The (name of
association) joins in this appeal of the Declaratory Ruling dated March 23, 2012,
concerning Large Retail Facilities as an appellant.

Signed Vi @w«.

Vice President, North Campus Neighborhood Association

Print Name: Tim Davis

Phone number: 505-264-3524

Email Address: tdavis@pcs-nm.com

Mailing address: 2404 Hannett NE, Alb. NM 87106

Please return a scan of the signed certification to land(@trna,org, or mail to:
TRNA

P.O. Box 66288
Albuguerque, NM 87193-6288



CERTIFICATION

The - rr>  (neme of
association) joins in this appeal of the Declayatory Rulmg dated March 23, 2012,
concerning Lar: tall Facilities as an appellant.

%ﬂw o Prech
Signed - _){‘/ -~ wcmkuﬁ (President/Vice President, please

circle one§

Print Name K1 ml@ Prover
Phone number: 505 2472 -9 4%&‘1
Email Address: / (JLMC iIS @ Llﬁ fqm L6y

Mailing address: |5 3% (Q,d/hiff Alng, . Nim $1104
Please return a scan of the signed certification to land@trna.org, or mail to:
TRNA

P.O. Box 66288
Albuquerque, NM 87193-6288




CERTIFICATION

The (enter name of neighborhood association or coalition)

, Hameds 8 4 L 4 Loy JOTns in this appeal of the Declaratory
Ruling dated March 23,2012 , concerning Large Retail factlities as an
appellant.

Signedfjéz @Z’% B (Prrg:_s__ideng\/ice President)

Phone number: 525~ §P7-To5.a

Emait address: Qv 8 w@u.5 @) Qofcpmy

Mailing address: _§’ 319 Bor Lopws %ﬁ/, /MM&_’&?/{Z

Please return a scan of the signed certification to lundi trna.pry, or mail to:
TRNA
P.O. Box 66288
Albuquerque, NM 87193-6288




CERTIFICATION
The (enter name of neighborhood association or coalition)

r ~___joins in this appeal of the Declaratory
Ruling dated March 23, 2012, concerning Large Retail facilities as an

M ice President)

Phone number Q_Q éfia .E o) Zé

Bl address: Cd Seager @ Notrrai].com
Mailing address: m&&m&n&_&a‘&mww i3

Please return a scan of the signed certification to lgm_i_@;mg,_gxg, or mail to:
TRNA
P.O. Box 66288
Albuquerque, NM 87193-6288



W E/IO/W

CERTIFICATION

The 720&( HEAST 1/4'!.45‘1 /\/£!G HBOK HooD ASSOCIAT/oN  (name of
association) joins in this appeal of the Declaratory Ruling dated March 23, 2012,
concerning Large Retail Facilities as an appellant.

Signed 2 &W(ﬂ/lmﬂxy’ (President/Vice President, please

circle one) /
Print Name ? :I—MP:R NEY

Phone number: 3¢5 - /205

Email Address: BIMBLLBAVM Y Sﬁ@e@m%‘f: NeT
Mailing address: &6 T08 BEAR CAN'Yon tane NE, ALB 57113

Please return a scan of the signed certification to land@trna.org, or mail to:
TRNA
P.O. Box 66288
Albuquerque, NM 87193-6288




CERTIFICATION

The (enter name of neighborhood association or coalition)

Visrn Der lsers [fwiages  joins in this appeal of the Declaratory
Ruling dated March 23, 2012, concemning Large Retail facilities as an
appellant.

o

o400 —
Signc%ﬂf% @lgg@y ice President)

I

Phone number: 505 -3%9- /45

Email address: _gueesn é Mc_@

Mailing address: 733/ S1DERmiDeR LRI E ,(/ £

Please return a scan of the signed certification to [andtrna.org, or mail to:
TRNA
P.O. Box 66288
Albuquerque, NM 87193-6288




CERTIFICATION

The (enter name of neighborhood association or coalition)
e joins in this appeal of the Declaratory
Rullng dated March 23, 2012, concerning Large Retail facilities as an

appellan
Signed 4 Z :_3 ::Z 2({ _@we President)

Phone number; J 05> § A |~/ /55

Email address: -/QHI' X 5@ (%0 meesY- N el

Mailing address; 705~ BRas ?ftéc‘:’ Ie& AE %@ N 57113
Please ;;Nturz a scan of the mgned certification to land@trna.org, or mail to:

P.O. Box 66288 ‘
Albuquergue, NM 87193-6288




CERTIFICATION

The (enter name of neighborhood association or coalition)

Ja A - joins in this appeal of the Declaratory
Ruling dated March 23, 2012, concernmg Large Retail facilities as an
appellant, -

Signed Ao. L\.‘ Q L-cf’ @:@l ice President)

Phone number: s‘u.. A% -pday

Bmail address:  Coe'==T £ sty oV

Mailing address: &S (L Pocus Juda Weny e g0y

Please return a scan of the signed certification to land@tmma.org, or mail to:
TRNA
P.O. Box 662388
Albuguerque, NM 87193-6288



CERTIFICATION

The (enter name of neighborhood association or coalition)

~TUsaar A vooriood. Agoins in this appeal of the Declaratory
Ruling dated Marth 23, 2012 , concerning Large Retail facilities as an

appellant.
Signed %MA//MW 1172 — (President/Vice President)
Phone number: P50 2R

Email address: }’P—/Cfé‘{)[/??ﬁ]‘@/ ﬂ‘b?z@ dﬂ}’ﬂﬂd N
Mailing address: JODA ] SV 11D Hr. /UJ(?/ $7/( 9[

Please return a scan of the signed certification to land@trna.org, or mail to:
TRNA
P.0O. Box 66288
Albuquerque, NM 87193-6288




CERTIFICATION

The La ﬁ/w é’f'ﬁ A//e ﬂ/@tﬁ‘/léﬂf 600/ /?.)'SOMOIJ (name of

association) joins in this appeal of the Declaratory Ruling dated March 23, 2012,
concerning Large Retail Facilities as an appellant.

Signed W . ice President, please

circle one)

-~

Print Name N&’&g A
Phone number: %2/ - 43R ('2

Email Address: _K%A&/@_Zif_/éém_&;ﬂ____
Mailing address: Mﬁz A

Please return a scan of the signed certification to land@trna.org, or mail to:
TRNA
P.O. Box 66288
Albuquerque, NM 87193-6288

%//69/ auféﬂm/ *

y | o
N e




CERTIFICATION

I ' : (name of
association) joins in this appeal of the Declaratory Ruling dated March 23, 2012,
concerning Large Retall Facilities as an appellant

circle oné)
Print Name_

Phone number: \Z 7&: "3) 7é gZ

Email Address: L

Mailing address: \/;@// 4é;ﬁ€ﬂ (G A%

01BN 2 o e, () -

Please return a scan of the signed certification to land@trna.org, or mail to:
TRNA
P.O. Box 66288
Albuquerque, NM 87193-6288

: : “
o ___{./, \/1 Du :(\/ f(’l \(I S (0 ( el ,N f/) D conet n’h@"-\'fj‘"{'/ ? SE0-5356

VA ; ‘ ,
x&g pa iﬁgc L,( 5. £ ,%L"% /,a' x-?@l’/:( <
| 259444

% £rD Suke€ - N / ) S0 74O
U%BM guv-gu; C‘rc.forytjfuc'c.ﬁc-‘u[-:o ( '

CM&/“, % Ca poLy A KELLy te

I I ’\ :J‘:}. 557— (;'/ém 7&

' 24455



CERTIFICATION

The Albuquerque Estates East Neighborhood Association (AEENA) (name of
association) joins in this appeal of the Declaratory Ruling dated March 23, 2012,

concerning Large Retai?}iti has an appellant.
/
S.igned PACIA A s aaV

Print Name _Larry E. Pope
Phone number: _(505) 821-3077
Email Address lepope@msn.com

Mailing address: __ 9000 Galaxia Way NE, Albuquerque, NM 87111 _

Please return a scan of the signed certification to land@ira.grg, or mail to:
TRNA
P.O. Box 66288
Albuquerque, NM 87193-6288

o




TIMOTHY V. FLYNN-O’BRIEN
Attorney at Law
817 Gold Avenue SW
Albuquerque, New Mexico 87102-3014
Phone: 505-242-4088 / Fax: 866-428-7568

February 24, 2012

Ms. Deborah Stover, Planning Director dstover @caba.cov
City of Albuquerque

Planning Department

600 2nd Street NW

Albuquerque, New Mexico 87102

Ms. Juanita Garcia juanitagarcia@cabq.gov
Juanita Garcia, [uterim Division Manager

City of Albuquerque Planning Department

600 2nd Street NW

Albuquerque, New Mexico 87102

RE: Project No. 1003859

Dear My, Swover and Ms. Garcia:

[ represent Taylor Ranch Neighborhood Association. Please consider the
following request for a Declaratory Ruling pursuant to §14-16-4-8 concerning the above
Project No. 1003859.

The purpose of this letter is to request a declaratory ruling(s) pursuant to Section
14-16-4-8 of the Zone Code regarding the applicability of the Large Retail Facility
regulations contained in Section 14-16-3-2 Shopping Center Regulations. 'T'he threshold
question is whether the site for the LRF as presented in Project No. 1003859 11 EPC
40067/40068, is permitted at this site, specifically whether it meets the requirements LRF
access regulations. I have not included the proposed site plan for building permit or other
records from the voluminous record showing, for example, approval by the EPC of
apartments for subdivision areas south of the proposed LRF. Since you testified
conceming the LRF T assume you are familiar with the record.

On its face the site plan for building permit presents a LRF of 98,901 sq. ft. on a
proposed future tract 2-A of 11.6 acres. Section 14-16-3-2(b)(2) requires the LRF itself
to be located adjacent to and have primary and full access to a street designated as at least
a collector in the Mid-Region Council of Governments Metropolitan Transportation Plan
and having at least four through traffic lanes.



Deborah Stover
Juanita Garcia
February 24, 2012
Page 2 of 2

[ have reviewed an email exchange between staff and the applicant as well as the
testimony before the EPC by Juanita Garcia, the Acting Code Compliance Manager for
the Code Enforcement Division. Because it appcars that Ms. Garcia may not have had
complete information, I am requesting a formal declaratory ruling.

The determination of access for the LRF proposed in this case should be limited
to the confines of the arca included in the site development plan for building permit. The
larger area which is the subject of the Site Development Plan for Subdivision is not a
Shopping Center Site, nor a ILRF facility. The larger ares is subject to site development
plan requirements solely because it is zoned SU-1. The Shopping Center designation is a
mechanism to impose site plan requirements on propetties otherwise exempt.

A LRF is a structure. The purpose of the access restrictions is to guarantee the
structure has the required access. LRF regulations cannol be expanded to cover the entire
shopping center site. Furthermore, there is nothing in the definition of Site Plan for
Subdivision that allows the entire subdivision to be treated as a LRF for purpose of
meeting the access requirements.

I believe it is appropriate to request a declaratory ruling with regard to a specific
proposed development pursuant to Section 14-16-4-8(A). [ also request that you make a
general ruling under Section 14-16-4-8(B) on the following question:

Does a LRF meet the access requirements of Section 14-16-3-2(D)2)b) if (1) the
site plan for building permit for the LRF (98,901 sq. ft.) does not have the
required access and; (2) the subdivision in which the LRF is proposed is zoned
SU-1 and the local road access to a collector street is through residential zones?

Very truly yours,

e
=

Timothy V. Flynn-O’Brien

TVEFOB/mlg
XC: Ron Bohannan
Michelic Henric

Kevin Curran
Rene' Horvath
Jolene Woltley
Bill Kreamer



TIMOTHY V. FLYNN-O’BRIEN

Attorney at Law
817 Gold Avenue SW
Albuquerque, New Mexico 87102-3014
Phone: 505-242-4088 / Fax: 866-428-7568

April 24, 2012

Hugh Floyd, Chair

Environmental Planning Commission
City of Albuquerque

P.O. Box 1293

Albuguerque, N.M. 87103

Re: Project#1003859; 11EPC-4067/11EPC-40068
Amendment to Site Plan For Subdivision;
Site Plan For Building Permit;

Dear Chairman Floyd,

Taylor Ranch Neighborhood Association requests a 60-day deferral of the hearing in this
matter. This deferral is requested to allow sufficient time for the City Council to decide AC-12-
10. AC-12-10 is an appeal of the March 23, 2012 “Declaratory Ruling Regarding Large Retail
Facilities” by the Taylor Ranch Neighborhood Association and other associations and coalitions.
The appeal concerns issues central to this case, that is, the proper interpretation of 14-16-3-
2(D)(2)(b), including whether the Big Box/LRF ordinance requires that the LRF meet the access
criteria or only that the subdivision in which the LRF is located meet the ordinance criteria and
whether the EPC can approve a LRF that does not meet access criteria. Since these issues are
critical and fundamental to the decisions the EPC must make in this case it makes sense that the
City Council clarify the intent of the Ordinance prior to the EPC hearing.

Very truly yours, .
e

Timothy Flynn-O’Brien

cc. Carmone Marrone, Planning Manager
Catalina Lehner, AICP
Joe Valles
Rene’ Horvath
Bill Kracmer
Ron Bohannan



TIMOTHY V. FLYNN-O’BRIEN

Attorney at Law
817 Gold Avenue SW
Albuquerque, New Mexico 87102-3014
Phone: 505-242-4088 / Fax: 866-428-7568

February 24, 2012

Ms. Deborah Stover, Planning Director dstover@caba.gov
City of Albuquerque

Pianning Departinent

600 2nd Street NW

Albuquerque, New Mexico 87102

Ms. Juanita Garcia luanitagarcian@cabg.gov
Juanita Gareia. Interim Division Manager

City of Albuquerque Planning Department

600 2nd Street NW

Albuquerque, New Mexico 87102

RE: Project No, 1003859

Dear Ms. Stover and Ms. Garcia:

[ represent Taylor Ranch Neighborhood Association. Please consider the
following request for a Declaratory Ruling pursuant to §14-16-4-8 concerning the above
Project No. 1003859.

The purpose of this letter is to request a declaratory ruling(s) pursuant to Section
14-16-4-8 of the Zone Code regarding the applicability of the Large Retail Facility
regulations contained in Section 14-16-3-2 Shopping Center Regulations. ‘The threshold
question is whether the site for the LRF as presented in Project No. 1003859 11 EPC
40067/40068, is permitted at this site, specifically whether it meets the requirements LRI
access regulations. 1 have not included the proposed site plan for building permit or other
records from the voluminous record showing, for example, approval by the EPC of
apartments for subdivision areas south of the proposed LRF. Since you testified
concerning the LRF T assume you are familiar with the record.

On its face the site plan for building permit presents a LRF of 98,901 sq. ft.ona
proposed future tract 2-A of 11.6 acres. Section 14-16-3-2(b)(2) requires the LRF itself
to be located adjacent to and have primary and fy]l access to a street designated as at least
a collector 1n the Mid-Region Council of Governments Metropolitan Transportation Plan
and having at least four through traffic lanes.



Deborah Stover
Juanita Garcia
February 24, 2012
Page 2 0of 2

[ have reviewed an email exchange between staff and the applicant as well as the
testimony before the EPC by Juanita Garcia, the Acting Code Compliance Manager for
the Code Enforcement Division. Becausc it appcars that Ms. Garcia may not have had
complete information, I am requesting a formal declaratory ruling.

The determination of access for the LRF proposed in this case should be limited
to the confines of the arca included in the site development plan for building permit. The
larger area which is the subject of the Site Development Plan for Subdivision is not a
Shopping Center Site, nor a LRF facility. The larger area is subject to site development
plan requircments solely because it is zoned S1J-1. The Shopping Center designation is a
mechanism to impose site plan requirements on properties otherwise exempt.

A LRF is a structure. The purpose of the access restrictions is to guarantee the
structure has the required access. LRF regulations cannot be expanded to cover the entire
shopping center site. Furthermore, there is nothing in the definition of Site Plan for
Subdivision that allows the entire subdivision to be treated as a LRF for purpose of
meeting the access requirements.

[ believe it is appropriate to request a declaratory ruling with regard to a specific
proposed development pursuant to Section 14-16-4-8(A). 1 also request that you make a
general ruling under Section 14-16-4-8(B) on the following question:

Does a LRY meet the access requirements of Section 14-16-3-2(D)(2)(b) if (1) the
site plan for building permit for the LRF (98,901 sq. ft.) does not have the
required access and; (2) the subdivision in which the LRF is proposed is zoned
SU-1 and the local road access to a collector street is through residential Zones?

Very truly yours,

—

Timothy V. Fiynn-O’ Brien

TVFOB/mlg
Xc: Ron Bohannan
Michelle Henrie

Kevin Curran
Rene’ Horvath
Jolene Wolfley
Bill Kreamer



TIMOTHY V. FLYNN-O’BRIEN

Attorney at Law
817 Gold Avenue SW
Albuquerque, New Mexico 87102-3014
Phone: 505-242-4088 / Fax: 866-428-7568

April 24, 2012

Hugh Floyd, Chair

Environmental Planning Commission
City of Albuquerque

P.O. Box 1293

Albuquerque, N.M. 87103

Re: Project#1003859; 11EPC-4067/11EPC-40068
Amendment to Site Plan For Subdivision;
Site Plan For Building Permit;

Dear Chairman Floyd,

Taylor Ranch Neighborhood Association requests a 60-day deferral of the hearing in this
matter. This deferral is requested to allow sufficient time for the City Council to decide AC-12-
10. AC-12-10 is an appeal of the March 23, 2012 “Declaratory Ruling Regarding Large Retail
Facilities” by the Taylor Ranch Neighborhood Association and other associations and coalitions.
The appeal concerns issues central to this case, that is, the proper interpretation of 14-16-3-
2(D)(2)(b), including whether the Big Box/LRF ordinance requires that the LRF meet the access
criteria or only that the subdivision in which the L RF is located meet the ordinance criteria and
whether the EPC can approve a LRF that does not meet access criteria. Since these issues are
critical and fundamental to the decisions the EPC must make in this case it makes sense that the
City Council clarify the intent of the Ordinance prior to the EPC hearing,

Very tI'llly y()uri,.
;’/:,.“
Timothy Flynn-O’Brien

cc. Carmone Marrone, Planning Manager
Catalina Lehner, AICP
Joe Valles
Rene’ Horvath
Bill Kraemer
Ron Bohannan



