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Mayor Timothy M. Keller 

CITY OF ALBUQUERQUE 

Albuquerque, New Mexico 

Planning Department 

INTER-OFFICE MEMORANDUM August 16, 2024 

TO: Dan Lewis, President, City Council 

FROM: Alan Varela, Planning Director Alan Varela (Aug 16, 2024 09:32 MDT) 

SUBJECT: AC-24-18, PR-2024-009765, RZ-2024-00001: Santa Barbara/Martineztown 

Neighborhood Association and Loretta Naranjo Lopez, President of Santa 

Barbara/Martineztown Neighborhood Association, appeal the Environmental Planning 

Commission (EPC) decision to Approve a Zoning Map Amendment from MX-M to MX-H for 

all or a portion of Tract A, Plat of Gateway Subdivision, located at 1100 Woodward Pl NE, 

between Mountain Rd, and Lomas Blvd, approximately 3.0 acres (the “Subject Site”) (J-15-Z). 

REQUEST 

This is an appeal of the EPC’s decision to approve a zoning map amendment (i.e., zone change) from 

MX-M to MX-H on an approximately 3.0-acre subject site located between Mountain Road and

Lomas Boulevard. The subject site is currently vacant and is located within the boundary of a site

plan approved by the EPC prior to the adoption of the Integrated Development Ordinance (IDO)

(DRB-97-466, Gateway Center Site Development Plan for Subdivision). The applicant requested a

zoning map amendment to facilitate future development of a hospital use.

In a previous appeal (AC-24-11), the request was remanded by the Land Use Hearing Officer 
(LUHO) and heard de novo (“anew”). The LUHO’s remand included the following six 
instructions: 

1) Required that the EPC review the request for reconsideration anew due to an insufficient record.

The request was heard anew at the July 18, 2024 EPC hearing.

2) Allowed the parties and Planning staff to supplement the record with additional evidence so that

the EPC could make a decision based on accurate information. Planning staff supplemented the

record with information about the Gateway Center Site Development Plan for Subdivision, along

with additional evidence submitted by the applicant, neighborhood associations, and the public.
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3) Required that the applicant meet notice requirements in IDO §14-16-6-4(K) for the request to be 

reconsidered. The applicant re-notified property owners within 100-feet of the subject site and 

affected Neighborhood associations with the remand hearing date and requested information. 

4) Required that the EPC offer the opportunity for cross examination under procedural due process 

for New Mexico State law. The EPC announced the opportunity for cross examination and 

facilitated cross examination during the hearing. 

5) Required that Planning staff accept all evidence submitted by applicants whether staff believes it 

is relevant or not. Staff accepted all information received by applicants, neighborhood 

associations, and members of the public and included the information as part of the record for 

this case. 

6) States that the EPC should make its own independent findings and conclusions. Planning staff 

prepared recommended findings as part of the staff report for the EPC’s review. The EPC 

deliberated as to whether to accept, revise, remove, or add new Findings that were included in 

the Official Notice of Decision. 

 
The EPC approved the zoning map amendment in a Notice of Decision dated July 18, 2024 based 
on Findings #1-17. The Appellant timely filed an appeal of the EPC’s decision prior to the appeal 
deadline of August 2, 2024. The Appellant has standing to appeal this zoning map amendment 
decision as a Neighborhood Association within 330 feet [§14-16-6-4(V)(2)(a)5 and Table 6-4-2.]. 

APPELLANTS 

The appeal was filed by Hessel E. Yntema III, Yntema Law Firm P.A., on behalf of the Santa Barbara 

Martineztown Neighborhood Association. 

APPEAL CRITERIA AND RESPONSE 

Appeal procedures are found in IDO §14-16-6-4(V). 

The IDO’s Criteria for Decision of an appeal [§14-16-6-4(V)(4)] is whether the decision-making 

body or the prior appeal body made 1 of the following mistakes: 

a) The decision-making body or the prior appeal body acted fraudulently, arbitrarily, or 

capriciously. 

b) The decision being appealed is not supported by substantial evidence. 

c) The decision-making body or the prior appeal body erred in applying the requirements of this 

IDO (or a plan, policy, or regulation referenced in the review and decision-making criteria for the 

type of decision being appealed). 

In a July 23, 2024 appeal justification letter, the appellant alleges that the EPC erred in applying the 

requirements of the IDO, but concludes the letter by generally stating that all three appeal criteria 

apply. Appellant’s arguments have been summarized and responded to by Planning staff below. Staff 

responses appear in bold italics. 

1. Insufficient time to review and respond to the published staff report. 

Appellants assert that the SBMTNA did not have adequate time to review and respond to the 

002



staff report published on the Planning Department’s webpage on July 12, 2024. 

The staff report was published one week in advance of the regularly scheduled EPC public 

hearing, which is standard practice for all EPC staff reports. Members of the public are 

welcomed to contact the assigned staff planner(s) for assistance in reviewing and 

understanding the staff analysis outlined in the report. Appellant did not contact the 

assigned planners for this case for assistance. 

2. Staff report is an advocacy submission. 

Appellant argues that the staff report is not a paginated record for public review. 

Staff reports recommend approval, denial, or deferral of applications based on compliance 

with relevant City plans, policies, and regulations. The staff report includes attachments 

containing the application materials, public notice, public comments, agency comments, 

and other case materials. In this case, the staff report and recommendation presented to the 

EPC was based on staff analysis of a requested zoning map amendment according to the 

review and decision criteria established by IDO §14-16-6-7(G)(3)(a)–(h). 

3. EPC erred in adopting Finding 7. 

Appellant states that Finding 7 is in error because the request violates CPO-7 height 

restrictions. 

Finding 7 refers to IDO §14-16-1-10(A)(2), which states: “Any use standards or 

development standards associated with any pre-IDO approval or zoning designation 

establish rights and limitations and are exclusive of and prevail over any other provision of 

this IDO. Where those approvals are silent, provisions in this IDO shall apply…” 

The Pre-IDO approval of the Gateway Center Site Development Plan for Subdivision is still 

valid and prevails over any other provision of the IDO, including CPO-7. 

4. Validity of the Pre-IDO approved Gateway Center Site Development Plan for Subdivision. 

Appellant argues it is unclear whether the controlling Pre-IDO Gateway Center Site 

Development Plan for Subdivision is currently in effect or has expired. 

IDO §14-16-6-4(X)(3)(b)(1) states: 

Any permit or approval of a type listed in Table 6-4-3 that was approved by the City 

before the effective date of this IDO, shall expire on 1 of the following dates, 

whichever occurs sooner: 

1. The date listed on that permit or approval in any regulation of the City establishing 

an expiration of the permit or approval that was applicable before the effective date 

of this IDO. 

2. The date on which that type of permit or approval would expire if it were approved 

by the City on the effective date of this IDO. 
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For this case, the relevant subsection of the Pre-IDO Comprehensive City Zoning Code 

would be §14-16-3-11(C)(1) Possible Termination of Site Development Plans for Sites 

Which Have Not Been Fully Developed. This section of the Comprehensive City Zoning 

code states that the plan will terminate if less than one-half of the approved square footage 

has been built or less than one-half of the site has been developed. In this case, more than 

one-half of the site has been developed. 

Had the site plan been approved after the adoption of the IDO, it would expire within 7 years 

of approval pursuant to Table 6-4-3. IDO §14-16-6-4(X)(3)(a)2 provides two exceptions that 

would further extend the validity of a partially developed site. 

Given either criterion, the Pre-IDO Gateway Center Site Development Plan for Subdivision 

would still be valid and in effect. 

5. Vested Rights I. 

Appellant argues that the applicant does not have vested rights in the prior “site development 

plan” for a hospital use under New Mexico law or the IDO. 

This argument was asserted in the Santa Barbara Martineztown Neighborhood 

Association's letter to the EPC dated July 15, 2024. This argument is not relevant because 

the EPC's July 18, 2024 decision did not rely upon any theories of vested rights. 

Neither the Staff Report nor the decision issued by the EPC refer to vested rights. Moreover, 

the topic of vested rights was not discussed at the July 18, 2024, EPC hearing, and there is 

no indication that the EPC relied upon any theories of vested rights when making its 

decision; therefore, the Appellant's allegation that the EPC made a mistake in approving 

the Zoning Map Amendment by relying on the applicant having vested rights to its proposed 

hospital use is incorrect, because there was no such reliance in the EPC's decision. 

6. Vested Rights II. 

Appellant once again states that the applicant does not have vested development rights for the 

subject site. 

See response to item #5 above. 

7. Vested Rights III. 

Appellant states that the Zoning Map Amendment is unnecessary if the applicant has vested 

rights to its requested hospital use under the MX-H zoning designation. 

As noted above, the EPC did not rely on vested rights in its decision. 

The existing zoning on the site allows the hospital use permissively in Table 4-2-1 but limits 

the number of beds to 20 in the MX-M zone district in IDO §14-16-4-3(C)(4). MX-M also 

requires a conditional use approval within 330 feet of a Residential zone district. The MX- 

H zone district allows the use permissively without a limit on the number of beds or 

requirement for a conditional use approval if within 330 feet of a Residential zone district. 
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The EPC found that the applicant adequately justified the review and decision criteria in 

IDO §14-16-6-7(G) for a zoning map amendment on less than 20 acres in an Area of 

Change based on 17 findings. 

8. IDO Zoning Map Amendment Criterion 14-16-6-7(G)(3)(c) Area of Change 

Appellant argues that there have been no substantial changes in the area since 2018 and 

therefore the decision criterion in IDO §14-16-6-7(G)(3)(c) Area of Change has not been 

satisfied. Appellant argues that the applicant "has not demonstrated that the applicable IDO 

criteria and state law criteria for the zoning map amendment have been satisfied," and 

Appellant specifically argues that the applicant "failed to satisfy the 'more advantageous to the 

community” criteria. 

Findings 10-12 include applicable goals and policies from the Comprehensive Plan that 

are clearly facilitated by the proposed rezoning. Finding 13 states how the request meets 

the review and decision criteria for a zoning map amendment established by IDO §14-16- 

6-7(G)(3)(a)–(h). 

 

Finding 13C states, "the applicant's policy-based analysis does demonstrate that the 

request would clearly facilitate a preponderance of applicable Comprehensive Plan Goals 

and policies and therefore would be more advantageous to the community than the current 

zoning." 

9. Spot Zone Determination 

Appellant argues that the zoning map amendment request constitutes a spot zone and that MX- 

H zoning for the site is not a transition zone. 

The EPC determined that the zoning map amendment request does not constitute a spot 

zone. Finding 13H, revised after EPC deliberation, states: 

The request would not result in a spot zone because it would not apply a zone 

different from surrounding zone districts as evidenced by the existing MX-H zoned 

parcel directly east of the subject site, on the other side of Interstate 25, as well as 

south of Lomas Blvd. The record also reflects several similar medical and hospital 

uses in the surrounding area. The applicant has shown how the request would 

clearly facilitate a preponderance of applicable Comprehensive Plan goals and 

policies as shown in the response to Criterion A. The response to Criterion H is 

sufficient. 

 

10. Traffic Impact Study 

Appellant argues that the EPC should have required a complete traffic study, subject to 

reasonable public review and comment, for this application. 

While a traffic scoping form with a stated proposed use for the subject site is required as 

part of the Development Review Application, a full traffic impact study was not required by 

the City’s Transportation Planning Division. Traffic impact study requirements are not 

within the EPC’s purview for zoning map amendment requests. Additionally, a zoning map 

amendment request cannot be conditioned. Given the historical crash data near the subject 
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site, the applicant did prepare and submit a crash analysis as part of the record for the case. 

The analysis found that many of the mitigation measures that NMDOT performed in the 

area have significantly reduced the number of crashes at the three nearest intersections to 

the subject site. 

11. Traffic Impacts 

Appellant argues that in the Santa Barbara Martineztown Neighborhood Association's view, 

the proposed development would be highly destructive to the neighborhood by worsening the 

already dangerous and overcrowded traffic situation. The applicant and the City have not 

considered other possible locations for the new intense hospital use. 

As noted above, traffic impact studies are not required as part of a zoning map amendment 

request; however, the crash analysis provided by the applicant showed reduced crashes near 

the subject site and includes recommendations to address crash trends. 

The EPC found that the applicant adequately justified the review and decision criteria for 

a zoning map amendment on less than 20 acres in an Area of Change in IDO §14-16-6- 

7(G) in Finding 13. 

12. Development Review Process 

Appellant argues that the City’s development process is inadequate and does not fairly protect 

neighborhood interests. 

IDO §14-16-6-7(G)(3)(a)–(h) establishes the review and decision criteria for a zoning map 

amendment. Criterion A requires consistency with the City’s health, safety, morals and 

general welfare by furthering applicable Comprehensive Plan Goals and Policies. 

EPC Findings 10-12 include applicable goals and policies from the Comprehensive Plan 

that are clearly facilitated by the proposed rezoning. 

EPC Finding 13 states how the request meets the Review and Decision Criteria for a zoning 

map amendment established by IDO §14-16-6-7(G)(3)(a)–(h). 

EPC Finding 13A states: 

The applicant’s policy-based responses adequately demonstrate that the request clearly 

facilitates a preponderance of applicable Goals and policies in the Comprehensive Plan. 

Therefore, the request is consistent with the City’s health, safety, morals and general 

welfare. The response to Criterion A is sufficient. 

13. The LUHO erred in remanding AC-24-11 for a de novo hearing. 

Appellant argues that a re-do for the applicant was not justified under the circumstances. 

IDO §14-16-6-4(V)(3)(d)(6) states: “If the LUHO determines that the matter should be 

remanded, the LUHO shall set forth the reason(s) for the remand and the matters to be 

reconsidered and may order such a remand without approval by City Council. The LUHO 

shall notify the parties and the Planning Department staff of the remand.” 
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The LUHO issued the remand regarding AC-24-11 on May 17, 2024 in accordance with the 

requirements of the IDO. 

14. EPC Finding 10 is in error. 

Appellant argues that Interstate 40 defines the eastern border to the surrounding neighborhood 

and that the remaining boundaries are defined by the area’s MX-M zoning and CPO-7 zoning. 

EPC Finding 10 does not discuss the definition of neighborhood boundaries; instead, it 

states: 

The request clearly facilitates the following applicable Policy from the 

Comprehensive Plan Chapter 4 – Community Identity 

 

POLICY 4.1.2 – IDENTITY AND DESIGN: Protect the identity and cohesiveness 

of neighborhoods by ensuring the appropriate scale and location of development, 

mix of uses, and character of building design. 

 

The request would protect the cohesiveness of the surrounding neighborhood by 

ensuring that the scale and location of any future development is not located in any 

residentially zoned parcels as articulated by the controlling Gateway Center Site 

Development Plan. Additionally, the mix of uses on and around the subject site are 

of appropriate scale for any future development resulting from an approval of the 

zone map amendment request. 

15. Findings 11 & 12 are in error. 

Appellant argues that development of higher intensity than MX-M was not contemplated by 

the City Council in 2017 when the IDO was enacted. 

When the IDO was adopted, the City Council converted all existing zone categories to the 

closest matching zone districts. For the subject site, the closest matching zone district was 

MX-M. 

IDO §14-16-6-7(G)(3)(a)–(h) establishes the review and decision criteria for a zoning map 

amendment. The EPC approved the requested zoning map amendment for the subject site 

from MX-M to MX-H based on 17 findings. 

16. Finding 13 is in error. 

Appellant argues that Finding 13A notes that the ZMA is a spot zone, but that the ZMA is not 

consistent with the health, safety and general welfare of the City. 

Finding 13A, drafted prior to the hearing by Planning staff for EPC’s consideration, states 

that the ZMA is a spot zone, so the applicant must justify the request by showing the goals 

and policies that are clearly facilitated by the change. Finding 13A states that the applicant 

adequately demonstrated that the request clearly facilitates a preponderance of applicable 

Goals and policies in the Comprehensive Plan. 

As noted in Finding 17, EPC revised Finding 13H after deliberation at the hearing. Finding 

13H states that the request would not result in a spot zone, given surrounding zoning and 
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similar medical and hospital uses in the surrounding area. 

The EPC did not revise Finding 13A after revising 13H. Finding 4 should also have been 

revised subsequent to the EPC’s deliberation. 

17. Applicant did not demonstrate that the existing MX-M zoning is inappropriate. 

Appellant argues that the existing MX-M zoning is inappropriate because the same Comp Plan 

policies were in effect in 2018 when the MX-M zoning was applied. 

IDO decision criterion §14-16-6-7(G)(3)(c) requires the applicant to demonstrate that the 

existing zoning is inappropriate because a different zone district is more advantageous to 

the community as articulated by the Comprehensive Plan. 

Findings 10-12 include applicable Comprehensive Plan Goals and Policies that the request 

clearly facilitates. Finding 13C states that the applicant’s policy-based analysis does 

demonstrate that the request would clearly facilitate a preponderance of applicable 

Comprehensive Plan Goals and Policies. 

18. Mitigation of harmful impacts. 

Appellant argues that the applicant and City staff did not fulfill the requirements of IDO zoning 

map amendment criterion §14-16-6-7(G)(3)(d) – Mitigation of harmful impacts. 

Appellant incorrectly states that IDO §14-16-6-7(G)(3)(d) requires an analysis of all 

potential uses with regard to harmful impacts. 14-16-6-7(G)(3)(d) requires an analysis of 

permissive uses that would be harmful unless use-specific standards associated with that 

use will adequately mitigate those harmful impacts. 

As noted in Finding 13D, the requested zoning map amendment from MX-M to MX-H 

would result in two new permissive uses – Adult Retail and Self-storage. The Adult Retail 

use would be mitigated because it would not be allowed due to the site’s proximity to schools 

to the north. Any harmful impacts resulting from the Self-storage use would be mitigated 

because access to individual storage units would be required to be indoor only and only 

allowed within fully enclosed portions of a building. 

19. EPC did not take adequate note of infrastructure inadequacies of the area. 

Appellant argues that the EPC did not take adequate note of the infrastructure inadequacies of 

the are in connection with all potential MX-H uses. 

The EPC deliberated about infrastructure during the hearing. EPC Finding 13E states that 

the City’s existing infrastructure and public improvements will have adequate capacity 

when the City and the applicant have fulfilled their respective obligations under a City- 

approved Development Agreement between the City and the applicant. The subject site is 

currently served by infrastructure, which will have adequate capacity once the applicant 

fulfills its obligations under the IDO, DPM, and/or an Infrastructure Improvement 

Agreement. 
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 / Vicente Quevedo / 

20. The zoning map amendment is an improper spot zone. 

Appellant argues that the ZMA is an up-zone to allow a specific proposed intense hospital 

zone development of a vacant lot. The subject property does not reasonably function as a 

transition between adjacent zone districts. 

See response to #9 and #16 in this memo. 

 

21. The zoning map amendment does not adhere to the standards associated with CPO-7. 

Appellant argues that the ZMA does not adhere to the standards associated with CPO-7 with 

regard to building height. 

The review and decision criteria for a zoning map amendment is established in IDO §14- 

16-6-7(G)(3)(a)–(h). The EPC approved the requested zoning map amendment for the 

subject site from MX-M to MX-H based on 17 findings. 

Development standards, such as those included in CPO-7 or the controlling site plan, would be 

applied during a site plan review. Because there is a controlling site plan for this site, development 

standards in that pre-IDO approval would prevail over any conflicting development standards in 

the CPO-7. Where the controlling site plan is silent, the CPO-7 development standards, and all 

other IDO standards, would apply. See response to #3 in this memo. 

CONCLUSION 

As indicated in the July 18, 2024 Official Notification of Decision and in accordance with the 
Land Use Hearing Officer’s remand instructions for the case, the EPC found that the applicant 
adequately justified the Zoning Map Amendment request based on 17 findings of fact. The 
EPC acted within its authority and voted to approve the request. The EPC carefully 
considered all relevant factors in arriving at its decision based on substantial evidence in the 
record. The appellant believes that the EPC decision was made in error and that the zoning 
should remain MX-M; however, the record contains substantial evidence that the EPC’s 
decision was neither arbitrary nor capricious and that the IDO regulations were applied 
correctly to the request. 

 

 

Vicente Quevedo, Senior Planner 
Urban Design & Development Division 
City of Albuquerque Planning Department 
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BASIS OF STANDING 

 

 Appellant Santa Barbara Martineztown Neighborhood Association (“SBMTNA”) has 

standing under IDO Section 6-4(V)(2)(a)(4) because SBMTNA has legal rights under the IDO to 

protect neighborhood interests in neighborhood land use decisions such as for quality of life 

including stability of zoning, avoiding potential inappropriate adverse uses, excessive traffic, and 

building size, and also concerning land use decision process issues such as whether IDO 

requirements for zone changes and site plan approvals should be applied by the Environmental 

Planning Commission (“EPC”). The proposed upzone and site plan amendment for the subject 

property will specially and adversely affect SBMTNA and its members due to destabilizing the 

area’s zoning and allowing inappropriate adverse uses including possible excess traffic and 

building size.  SBMTNA is entitled to rely on the existing zoning and the procedures for 

changing existing zoning and approving related site plans.  

 Appellant SBMTNA has standing under IDO Section 6-4(V)(2)(a)(5) because SBMTNA 

is a proximate Neighborhood Association under the IDO.  SBMTNA through its President wrote 

to the EPC and appeared at the EPC’s July 18, 2024, hearings in opposition to the zone change 

and site plan approval. 
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REASONS FOR THE APPEAL 

 

 Under IDO Section 6-4(V)(4), the criteria for review for this appeal shall be whether the 

Environmental Planning Commission (“EPC”) made 1 of the following mistakes: 

  (a)  the EPC acted fraudulently, arbitrarily or capriciously.  

  (b)  the decision is not supported by substantial evidence. 

  (c)  the EPC erred in applying the requirements of the IDO (or a plan, policy or  

  regulation referenced in the applicable review and decision-making criteria).  

 In this case the EPC approved a Zone Map Amendment (“ZMA”) for the subject property at 

1100 Woodward NE from MX-M to MX-H on July 18, 2024.  Appellant requests that this ZMA appeal 

be heard with the related appeal by Appellant of the approval by the EPC of a Site Plan-EPC (Major 

Amendment) (“SPA”) for a 48-bed hospital on the same property also on July 18, 2024.  

 IDO Section 2-4(C)(1) states the purpose of the MX-M zone to be: 

  2-4(C)(1) Purpose 

  The purpose of the MX-M zone district is to provide for a wide array of moderate-

  intensity retail, commercial, institutional and moderate-density residential uses, with 

  taller, multi-story buildings encouraged in Centers and Corridors.  Allowable uses are 

  shown in Table 4-2-1. 

 

 IDO Section 2-4(D)(1) states the purpose of the MX-H zone to be: 

  2-4(D)(1) Purpose  

  The purpose of the MX-H zone district is to provide for large-scale destination retail 

  and high-intensity commercial, residential, light industrial, and institutional uses, as 

  well as high-density residential uses, particularly along Transit Corridors and in Urban 

  Centers.  The MX-H zone is intended to allow higher-density infill development in 

  appropriate locations.  Allowable uses are shown in Table 4-2-1. 

 

 The subject property is within the CPO-7 Character Protection Overlay Zone for 

Martineztown/Santa Barbara, under IDO Section 3-4(H).  

 The EPC made the following mistakes in approving the ZMA: 
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 1. The Staff Report for the July 18, 2024, hearing was released on the morning of July 12, 

2024.  SBMTNA did not have adequate time to review and respond completely to the amended Staff 

Report which appears to be based on a revised application negotiated between the Planning 

Department and the applicant.  The applicant and the Planning Department appear to be under 

tremendous pressure to obtain approval for this project as soon as possible. The Planning Department 

and the EPC rushed approval of this project.   

 2. The EPC should maintain, but does not maintain, a website docket of what has been 

filed for this case, for reference by the public and to maintain a paginated record of the submissions. 

The July 12, 2024, Staff Report is an advocacy submission, not a paginated record for public review 

and perhaps appellate review based on what has been submitted over time. The record should include 

all records relating to communications and negotiations between the Planning Department and the 

applicant concerning the ZMA application and the related SPA application.  

 3.  The EPC erred in finding (Finding 7) that the “Gateway Center Site Development Plan 

for Subdivision” (sic) design guidelines prevail over the “CPO-7” character protection overlay area 

restrictions for the neighborhood.  A hospital, within established limits, is contemplated within CPO-7.  

However, the hospital proposed by the applicant violates the height limitations of CPO-7. CPO-7 does 

not contemplate MX-H uses.   

 4. It is not clear whether the final Development Review Board (“DRB”) 1998 Site Plan for 

Subdivision (in Page H to the July 12, 2024, Staff Report) which Staff misleadingly labels a “Site 

Development Plan” (apparently DRB-92-466) is currently in effect or has expired as to the subject site 

as to site development. The applicant or the Planning Department should have introduced into evidence 

all applicable prior approvals or enactments that are relevant to the ZMA.  The site currently is vacant 

(although there is irregular parking and overflow use) and apparently there is no pre-IDO approved site 

development plan or post-IDO approved site plan for a hospital or any other use on the subject site. 
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 5. The applicant does not have vested rights in the prior “site development plan” for 

hospital use under New Mexico law or the IDO. The 1998 Site Plan for Subdivision contemplates only 

some undefined future office use. The 1998 Site Plan for Subdivision contemplates a later “site 

development plan”: “The above infrastructure needs to be financially guaranteed or constructed with 

the replatting, site development plan, or development of any one of these sites” and “The internal 

circulation network will be reviewed on an individual site development plan basis.” The applicant 

apparently did not obtain final site development plan approval for the site nor has the applicant taken 

any active development in reliance on the 1998 approval other than presumably recording a 

subdivision plat.  New Mexico case law imposes “retroactive” application of legislation to pending 

development applications, and a developer obtains “vested rights” in a project sufficient to avoid 

application of subsequent legislation only when the project has been finally approved and the 

developer has relied substantially on that approval, under Brazos Land, Inc. v. Board of County 

Commissioners of Rio Arriba County, 1993-NMCA-013, 115 N.M. 168.  The 2018 MX-M zoning with 

IDO Section 4-3(C)(4) places explicit limitations on hospital use. The CPO-7 overlay zoning limits 

height.  Both the 2018 MX-M zoning and the 2018 CPO-7 overlay zoning prevail over the 

indeterminate and unrealized 1998 Site Plan for Subdivision. 

 6. The applicant does not have vested development rights other than for the lot subdivision 

under New Mexico law or the IDO in any prior approval for this site.  

 7.  If the applicant has vested rights to its proposed intense hospital use from the 1998 Site 

Plan for Subdivision or other prior approval, then enacting the ZMA is unnecessary because the MX-M 

zoning and the CPO-7 zoning do not apply and do not have to be amended to allow the applicant’s 

hospital.  The applicant’s justification is based on the argument that its proposed hospital use is 

allowed because the 1998 Site Plan for Subdivision entitles the applicant to its intended hospital use 

contrary to MX-M and CPO-7 zoning limitations.  The applicant does not argue that preclusion of MX-
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L zoning and CPO-7 zoning is justified for all potential uses based on general area zoning 

considerations.  The ZMA is overbroad and opens the site to more intense MX-L uses including much 

higher buildings than are permitted under the existing MX-M zoning and CPO-7.  It appears that the 

EPC lacks authority to limit the uses allowed by the ZMA to the applicant’s current hospital proposal, 

for example allowing the applicant’s hospital but prohibiting other even more intense development (see 

EPC Finding 7, which describes the proposed development for which the EPC granted approval). 

 8.  The applicant has not demonstrated that the applicable IDO criteria and state law 

criteria for the ZMA have been satisfied.  There have been no substantial changes in the area since 

imposition of the MX-M zoning in 2018 (although there has been a continued decline in traffic safety); 

and the applicant has failed to satisfy the “more advantageous to the community” criteria. 

 9. The ZMA constitutes a spot zone and MX-H zoning for the site is not a “transition” 

zone for the area.  Upon information and belief, the City Council recently amended the IDO definition 

of “adjacent” to state: “Properties that are on opposite of an intersection diagonally (e.g. “kitty-corner” 

or “catty corner” or “caddy corner”) are not considered”.  The CPO-7 area or the local MX-M zoned 

area appear to be the appropriate areas for determining a spot zone or a transition zone.  Both those 

areas are bounded on the west by the I-40 Freeway and thus reference to properties east of the I-40 

Freeway is not appropriate to determine spot zoning west of the I-40 Freeway. The CPO-7 zoning area 

does not contemplate MX-H development and particularly MX-H heights. 

 10. The EPC should have required a complete traffic impact study, subject to reasonable 

public review and comment, for this application. The draft crash report submitted by the applicant, and 

apparently acceptable to Staff, describes improvements that should have been made as requested by the 

neighborhood over the last years.  To require approval of the applicant’s intense hospital as a condition 

of making needed traffic safety improvements is extortionate to the neighborhood.  The City should be 

making the improvements with or without the applicant’s promises. 
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 11. In SBMTNA’s view, the proposed development would be highly destructive to the 

SBMTNA neighborhood by worsening the already dangerous and overcrowded traffic situation. The 

ZMA will encourage urban blight by placing an intense hospital use or worse use within 330 ft. of 

residences. SBMTNA disputes that the IDO calls for “much needed high density, infill development” 

at the subject location (p. 6 of the applicant’s June 4, 2024, application) or that the community needs 

the intense hospital development or other MX-H development at the subject location. The applicant 

and the City have not considered other possible locations for the new intense hospital use. 

 12. In SBMTNA’s view, the process for this project reveals the bias and inadequacy of the 

City’s development process as to fairly protecting neighborhood interests. SBMTNA disputes that the 

EPC under the influence of the Planning Department can provide an unbiased quasi-judicial hearing on 

this application.  The Planning Department and the EPC ignored basic requirements of the IDO and 

rushed to approve the ZMA on remand in AC-24-11. 

 13.  In SBMTNA’s view, the LUHO erred in remanding AC-24-11 for a de novo hearing.  

The applicant failed to establish its case for the ZMA in the initial EPC hearing and a re-do for the 

applicant was not justified under the circumstances.  The burden to prove its ZMA case was on the 

applicant. 

 14. EPC Finding 10 is in error because the cohesive area for the surrounding neighborhood 

is defined by the area’s MX-M or lower zoning and its CPO-7 zoning.  The I-40 Freeway defines the 

eastern border to the surrounding neighborhood area for MX-M zoning and CPO-7 zoning. 

 15. EPC Finding 11 and 12 are in error because development of higher intensity than MX-

M was not contemplated by the City Council in 2017 when the IDO was enacted (became effective in 

2018).  The EPC lacks authority to reinterpret the Comp Plan provisions which led to the 2018 IDO.  

Finding 11.K concerning “Locally Unwanted Land Uses” ignores that there are many hospitals and 

medical facilities within the neighborhood area. 
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 16. Finding 13.A correctly notes that the ZMA is a spot zone; however, otherwise Finding 

13 is in error: the ZMA is not consistent with the health, safety and general welfare of the City and 

does not further or clearly facilitate implementation of applicable Comp Plan Goals and Policies 

because the ZMA constitutes an upzone of an area that recently was zoned MX-M in 2018 with the 

IDO, and there have not been changes in the area or community sufficient to justify the higher intensity 

zoning, and there is no showing that the ZMA addresses a public need and the need for change is best 

addressed by the requested zone change for the particular property in comparison with other available 

properties. The ZMA relies upon a reinterpretation of the 2018 Comp Plan provisions to benefit a 

particular development proposal. 

 The applicant did not demonstrate that the existing MX-M zoning is inappropriate under IDO 

Section 6-7(G)(3)(c)(3) due to the proposed MX-H zone being more advantageous to the community 

as articulated in the Comp Plan. The alleged policy-based analysis of the applicant, City staff, and the 

EPC is not applicable because the same Comp Plan policies were in effect in 2018 when the MX-M 

zoning was applied.  The EPC improperly reinterpreted the 2018 policies which the City Council 

interpreted to justify MX-M zoning for the property in 2018. The approach of picking and choosing 

among general Comp Plan policies to justify a zone change lacks adequate standards and is contrary to 

the requirements of New Mexico law set out in the Albuquerque Commons and Fairway Village 

(unreported) cases for zone changes based on being more advantageous to the community: there must 

be a public need for the change of the kind in question, and that need for change will be best served by 

changing the classification of the particular piece of property in question as compared with other 

available property. Further, as apparently found by the EPC, the applicant did not demonstrate that the 

existing MX-M zoning is inappropriate under IDO Section 6-7(G)(3)(c)(1) because of a typographical 

or clerical error when the existing MX-M zoning was applied to the subject property; and the applicant 

did not demonstrate that the existing MX-M zoning is inappropriate under IDO Section 6-7(G)(3)(c)(2) 
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due to a significant change in neighborhood or community conditions. There have not been any 

significant changes in neighborhood or community conditions justifying the zone change since the 

existing MX-M zoning was applied with the IDO in 2018. 

 16. Concerning IDO Section 6-7(G)(3)(d), the applicant, City staff and the applicant did not 

adequately establish that the use-specific standards in IDO Section 4-3 including IDO Section 4-

3(C)(4) associated with all potential uses (including allowed heights) under the MX-H zone will 

adequately mitigate harmful impacts.  The entire point of the ZMA is to cut out the MX-M including  

IDO Section 4-3(C)(4) and CPO-7 restrictions which are designed to mitigate the adverse impacts of 

intense hospital use, so that the applicant’s more intense hospital may proceed. 

 17. Concerning IDO Section 6-7(G)(3)(e), the applicant, City staff and the EPC did not take 

adequate note of the infrastructure inadequacies of the area in connection with all potential MX-H 

uses.  For example, a 68 ft. high building (apparently allowed under MX-H) likely would add traffic to 

the neighborhood area which is already overstressed with traffic. 

 18. Concerning Finding 13.H, the ZMA is an improper “spot zone” under IDO Section 6-

7(G)(3)(h). The ZMA is a broad-brush upzone to allow a specific proposed intense hospital 

development of a vacant lot in an area where such intense hospital use is prohibited by both the MX-M 

and CPO-7 area layers of zoning enacted in 2018.  MX-H zoning will not be a “transition” between 

surrounding or adjacent zones.  The subject property does not reasonably function as a transition 

between adjacent zone districts. The EPC’s reasoning on the “transition” zone issue is not apparent. 

 19. The ZMA does not adhere to the standards associated with CPO-7.  IDO Section 3-4(H) 

for CPO-7 does not contemplate intense MX-H zoning in the overlay zone area.  MX-M is mentioned 

by MX-H is not mentioned for CPO-7 regulations. CPO-7 imposes a maximum height of 26 ft., while 

MX-H zoning appears to allow a building height of up to 68 ft.  It appears that the applicant has not 

sought to amend the CPO-7 map area or text to allow the intense hospital use.  
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 In sum, the EPC acted fraudulently, arbitrarily, or capriciously; the EPC’s decision is not 

supported by substantial evidence; and the EPC erred in applying the requirements of the IDO. 

 Appellant does not have the full record of the EPC proceedings at this time and reserves the 

right to amend or supplement its Reasons for the Appeal after review of the record. 
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OFFICIAL NOTIFICATION OF DECISION 
 

July 18, 2024 

Cross Development  

4317 Marsh Ridge Rd 

Carrolton Texas, 75010 

Project # PR 2024-009765 

RZ-2024-00001 – Zoning Map Amendment (Zone Change) 

 

 

Tierra West, LLC, Inc., agent for Cross Development, requests a 

zoning map amendment from MX-M to MX-H, for all or a portion 

of Tract A, Plat of Gateway Subdivision, located at 1100 

Woodward Pl NE, between Mountain Rd, and Lomas Blvd, 

approximately 3.0 acres. (J-15-Z) 

Staff Planners: Megan Jones and Vicente Quevedo 

 

On July 18, 2024, the Environmental Planning Commission (EPC) voted to APPROVE PR-2024-009765                         

RZ-2024-00001 – Zoning Map Amendment (Zone Change), based on the following findings: 

 

FINDINGS – RZ-2024-00001 – Zoning Map Amendment (Zone Change) 

1. This is a request for a zoning map amendment for all or a portion of Tract A, Plat of Gateway 
Subdivision located at 1100 Woodward Place NE, between Mountain Rd. and Lomas Blvd. and 
containing approximately 3 acres.   

2. The request was originally heard and approved by the EPC on February 15, 2024. It was appealed by 
the Santa Barbara Martineztown Neighborhood Association (NA) and was heard by the Land Use 
Hearing Officer (LUHO) on May, 15, 2024 (AC-24-11). The LUHO decision resulted in a remand back to 
the EPC to be heard de novo (“anew”). 

3. The request is now before the EPC on remand pursuant to six remand instructions specified by the 
LUHO: 

• INSTRUCTION #1 requires that the EPC review the request for reconsideration anew due to an 
insufficient record. The request is being heard anew at the July 18, 2024 EPC hearing. 

• INSTRUCTION #2 allows the parties and planning staff to supplement the record with additional 
evidence so that the EPC can make a decision based on accurate information.  Planning staff has 
supplemented the record with information about the 1994 Gateway Center Site Development Plan 
for Subdivision. 

• INSTRUCTION #3 requires that the applicant meet notice requirements in IDO §14-16-6-4(K) for the 
request to be reconsidered. The applicant has re-notified property owners within 100-feet of the 
subject site and affected Neighborhood associations with the new hearing date and request 
information. 
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• INSTRUCTION #4 requires that the EPC offer the opportunity for cross examination under 
procedural due process for NM State law. Planning staff has prepared online forms and instructions 
for the public to access and will announce the opportunity for cross examination during the hearing. 

• INSTRUCTION #5 required that Planning staff accept all evidence submitted by applicants whether 
staff believes it is relevant or not. Staff will ensure to accept all information received in application 
packets to be included in the EPC record for this case. 

• INSTRUCTION #6 states that the EPC should make its own independent findings and conclusions. 
Planning staff prepares recommended findings as part of the staff report for the commissions 
review. It is up to the commission to accept, revise, remove, or add new Findings to be included in 
the Official Notice of decision.  

4. The subject site is zoned MX-M (Mixed-use - Medium Intensity). The applicant is requesting a zone 
change to MX-H (Mixed use – High Intensity) which would result in a spot zone. The applicant proposes 
to change the zoning to facilitate the proposed future development of a hospital use on the subject 
site. 

5. The subject site is currently vacant and undeveloped. On 3/24/1994 the EPC voted to approve the 
Gateway Center Site Development Plan (SDP) for Subdivision SDP for the 23-acre area that the subject 
site is within (Z-93-46). The SDP for Subdivision was signed off for approval by the (former) DRB on 
7/12/1994 (DRB-94-183). 

6. The subject site is located within the Santa Barbara Martineztown Character Protection Overlay Zone 
(CPO-7). 

7. The Pre-IDO approved Gateway Center Site Development Site Development Plan for Subdivision 
design guidelines prevail over the majority of the requirements of the CPO-7 pursuant to IDO §14-16-
1-10(A) which states that “Any use standards or development standards associated with any pre-IDO 
approval or zoning designation establish rights and limitations and are exclusive of and prevail over 
any other provision of this IDO. Where those approvals are silent, provisions in this IDO shall apply…” 

8. The Albuquerque/Bernalillo County Comprehensive Plan and the City of Albuquerque Integrated 
Development Ordinance (IDO) are incorporated herein by reference and made part of the record for 
all purposes. 

9. The subject site is located within an Area of Change as designated by the Comprehensive Plan. 

10. The request clearly facilitates the following applicable Policy from the Comprehensive Plan Chapter 4 
– Community Identity 

A. POLICY 4.1.2 – IDENTITY AND DESIGN: Protect the identity and cohesiveness of neighborhoods by 
ensuring the appropriate scale and location of development, mix of uses, and character of building 
design. 

The request would protect the cohesiveness of the surrounding neighborhood by ensuring that 
the scale and location of any future development is not located in any residentially zoned parcels 
as articulated by the controlling Gateway Center Site Development Plan. Additionally, the mix of 
uses on and around the subject site are of appropriate scale for any future development resulting 
from an approval of the zone map amendment request. 
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11. The request clearly facilitates the following applicable Goals and Policies from the Comprehensive Plan 
Chapter 5 – Land Use 

A. GOAL 5.1 CENTERS AND CORRIDORS: Grow as a community of strong Centers connected by a multi-
modal network of Corridors. 

The request would allow a broader range of higher-intensity land uses on the subject site, which 
is located along the I-25 Frontage and Mountain Rd. Major Transit Corridors and within 660’ of the 
Lomas Blvd. Major Transit Corridor. Any development made possible by the request could result 
in growth on the subject site, which is currently vacant, and located along and within the 
aforementioned Corridors. 

B. POLICY 5.1.1 DESIRED GROWTH: Capture regional growth in Centers and Corridors to help shape 
the built environment into a sustainable development pattern. 

The request could capture regional growth along and within three Major Transit Corridors - the I-
25 Frontage, Mountain Rd., and Lomas Blvd. Any development made possible by the request would 
result in growth on the subject site, which is 3.0-acres in size and located within these 
aforementioned Corridors, and also abutting Interstate 25. Locating growth within Corridors 
promotes sustainable development patterns, according to the ABC Comp Plan. 

C. POLICY 5.1.1 c): Encourage employment density, compact development, redevelopment, and infill 
in Centers and Corridors as the most appropriate areas to accommodate growth over time and 
discourage the need for development at the urban edge. 

The subject site is part of the approved / controlling Gateway Site Development Plan for 
Subdivision which has served to encourage and accommodate growth over time that includes infill 
development and additional employment density. The request would continue to encourage 
development on the subject site and along a designated Major Transit Corridor.  

D. POLICY 5.1.2 DEVELOPMENT AREAS: Direct more intense growth to Centers and Corridors and use 
Development Areas to establish and maintain appropriate density and scale of development within 
areas.  

The request would allow a broader range of higher-intensity land uses on the subject site, which 
is located along Major Transit Corridors. The subject site is also located in a designated Area of 
Change, where growth is both expected and desired, according to the ABC Comp Plan. The density 
and scale of any future development made possible by approval of the request would be subject 
to the controlling site development plan and any IDO development standards where the site plan 
is silent. 

E. POLICY 5.2.1 LAND USES: Create healthy, sustainable, and distinct communities with a mix of uses 
that are conveniently accessible from surrounding neighborhoods. 

The request would allow for a broader mix of higher-intensity land uses on the subject site, which 
is located in a distinct mixed-use area and community (Santa Barbara/Martineztown), and in close 
proximity to other surrounding communities, conveniently accessible via public transit service. 

F. POLICY 5.2.1 h): Encourage infill development that adds complementary uses and is compatible in 
form and scale to the immediately surrounding development. 
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The requested zone map amendment would encourage infill development of a Rehabilitation 
Hospital being heard subsequent to this request by the EPC as a Site Plan EPC – Major Amendment. 
It would add a complementary use that is compatible in form and scale to the immediately 
surrounding development because the subject site and surrounding sites are all controlled by the 
design standards approved Gateway Site Development for Subdivision. The SDP design standards 
would ensure that any future development of the site would be compatible in form and scale to 
the immediately surrounding development. 

G. POLICY 5.2.1 n): Encourage more productive use of vacant lots and under-utilized lots, including 
surface parking. 

The subject site is currently vacant and is being used as an unpaved overflow parking lot. If 
approved, the request would result in more productive use of the vacant lot by expanding the 
available number of permissive uses on the subject site. Any future development would still be 
subject to the controlling Site Development Plan for Subdivision. 

H. GOAL 5.3 EFFICIENT DEVELOPMENT PATTERNS: Promote development patterns that maximize the 
utility of existing infrastructure and public facilities and the efficient use of land to support the 
public good.  

Any development made possible by the request will promote efficient development patterns and 
use of land because subject site is already served by existing infrastructure and public facilities, 
and is subject to the requirements of the controlling Site Development Plan for Subdivision. Future 
development on the subject site featuring uses allowed in the MX-H Zone District could support 
the public good in the form of economic development, job creation, and an expansion to the tax 
base. 

I. POLICY 5.3.1 INFILL DEVELOPMENT: Support additional growth in areas with existing infrastructure 
and public facilities. 

The subject site is a vacant infill site located in an area already served by existing infrastructure 
and public facilities. Any future growth and development on the subject site would occur in an area 
that has adequate existing infrastructure and access to a range of public facilities. 

J. POLICY 5.3.2 Leapfrog Development: Discourage growth in areas without existing infrastructure 
and public facilities. 

The request will not result in Leapfrog Development as the hospital use will be developed in an 
area with existing infrastructure and public facilities. 

K. POLICY 5.3.7 – Locally Unwanted Uses: Ensure that land uses that are objectionable to immediate 
neighbors but may be useful to society are located carefully and equitably to ensure that social 
assets are distributed evenly and social responsibilities are borne fairly across the Albuquerque 
area. 

There is known opposition from the Santa Barbara/Martineztown (SB/MT) Neighborhood 
Association for the Hospital Use. The applicant has demonstrated that the proposed use would 
serve a community need for healthcare services for an aging population and chronic illnesses 
pursuant to healthcare and census data studies for NM that have been referenced. The request 
will result in a rehabilitation hospital that will add to the non-emergency medical services network 
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in the greater Albuquerque Metropolitan area. These services are useful to society by easing 
pressure on local hospitals by providing an avenue for outpatient care. 

L. POLICY 5.3.7(b) – Ensure appropriate setbacks, buffers, and/or design standards to minimize 
offsite impacts. 

Although the request is for a zone map amendment, the controlling Gateway Center Site 
Development Plan includes setback requirements and other design standards intended to 
minimize offsite impacts from any future development on the subject site.  

M. GOAL 5.6 CITY DEVELOPMENT AREAS: Encourage and direct growth to Areas of Change where it is 
expected and desired and ensure that development in and near Areas of Consistency reinforces 
the character and intensity of the surrounding area.  

 

The subject site is located wholly in an Area of Change, where growth is both expected and desired. 
Any future development on the subject site, which is currently vacant, could encourage, enable, 
and direct growth to this Area of Change. Due to the standards established by the Gateway Center 
Site Development Plan, and where silent, CPO-7 Overlay Zone standards apply, the proposed a 
future development being heard subsequent to this request would be compatible in form and scale 
to the immediately surrounding development. Future development could also reinforce the 
character and intensity of the surrounding area given the general compatibility between the MX-
H and surrounding MX-M zone districts, as well as the existing buffer between the subject site and 
the lower-density and lower-intensity development located west of the site. 

N. POLICY 5.6.2 AREAS OF CHANGE:  Direct growth and more intense development to Centers, 
Corridors, industrial and business parks, and Metropolitan Redevelopment Areas where change is 
encouraged. 

The request will direct growth and more intense development on the subject site because the MX-
H zone district allows higher-intensity mixed-use development in comparison to the MX-M zone 
district. Additionally, the subject site is located along the I-25 Frontage and Mountain Rd. Major 
Transit Corridors, within 660’ of the Lomas Blvd., and within an Area of Change, where growth and 
more intense development is encouraged. 

12. The request clearly facilitates the following applicable Goals and Policies from the Comprehensive Plan 
Chapter 8 – Economic Development 

A. POLICY 8.1.1 DIVERSE PLACES: Foster a range of interesting places and contexts with different 
development intensities, densities, uses, and building scales to encourage economic development 
opportunities. 

The requested zone map amendment from MX-M to MX-H would facilitate development that will 
foster or support a range of intensities, uses and densities given the existing development on 
parcels also located within the controlling Gateway Site Development Plan for Subdivision. 

B. POLICY 8.1.1(a) – Invest in Centers and Corridors to concentrate a variety of employment 
opportunities for a range of occupational skills and salary levels. 

The subject site is located along Major Transit Corridors, the request would result in higher 
intensity uses on the subject site, and along with the other existing developed parcels controlled 
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by the Gateway Site Development for Subdivision, the request will continue to concentrate a 
variety of employment opportunities and a range of skills and salary levels appropriately. 
 

C. POLICY 8.1.2. RESILIENT ECONOMY: Encourage economic development efforts that improve 
quality of life for new and existing residents and foster a robust, resilient, and diverse economy. 
The request would contribute to improving the quality of life for nearby and surrounding residents 
by locating a potential service uses on the subject site, and along designated Major Transit 
Corridors.     

13. Pursuant to §14-16-6-7(F)(3) of the Integrated Development Ordinance, Review and Decision Criteria, 
"An application for a Zoning Map Amendment shall be approved if it meets all of the following criteria." 

A. Consistency with the City’s health, safety, morals and general welfare is shown by demonstrating 
that a request furthers applicable Comprehensive Plan Goals and policies and does not significantly 
conflict with them. Because this is a spot zone, the applicant must further “clearly facilitate” 
implementation of the ABC Comp Plan (see Criterion H). The applicant’s policy-based responses 
adequately demonstrate that the request clearly facilitates a preponderance of applicable Goals 
and policies in the Comprehensive Plan. Therefore, the request is consistent with the City’s health, 
safety, morals and general welfare. The response to Criterion A is sufficient. 

B. The subject site is located wholly in an Area of Change, so this criterion does not apply. The 
response to Criterion B is sufficient. 

C. The subject site is located wholly in an Area of Change (as shown in the ABC Comp Plan, as 
amended) and the applicant argues that criteria 3 applies “a different zone district is more 
advantageous to the community as articulated by the ABC Comp Plan, as amended (including 
implementation of patterns of land use, development density and intensity, and connectivity), and 
other applicable adopted plans”. The applicant’s policy-based analysis does demonstrate that the 
request would clearly facilitate a preponderance of applicable Comprehensive Plan Goals and 
policies and therefore would be more advantageous to the community than the current zoning. 
Because Criterion C states that the applicant must demonstrate that the existing zoning is 
inappropriate because it meets at least one of the criteria above, and Criteria 3 is met, the response 
to Criterion C is sufficient 

D. The zone change does not include permissive uses that would be harmful to adjacent property, 
the neighborhood, or the community, unless the Use-specific Standards in IDO §14-16-4-3 
associated with that use will adequately mitigate those harmful impacts. The only two new 
permissive uses that would be allowed with the requested zone map amendment to MX-H are 
Adult Retail (not allowed due to proximity to the school to the north) and Self-Storage (impacts 
mitigated by a requirement for indoor storage units only). Although the IDO’s Use-specific 
Standards for uses in the MX-H zone district would mitigate potentially harmful impacts associated 
with newly permissive uses, the subject site is controlled by the Gateway Center Site Development 
Plan for Subdivision (SDP). In this case, the SDP would mitigate harm on the surrounding land uses 
because it specifies allowable uses, land use scenario standards, development standards, and 
setbacks. The SDP only allows the “general Office” land use for the subject site.  

E. The City's existing infrastructure and public improvements, including but not limited to its street, 
trail, and sidewalk systems meet 1 of the following requirements – Will have adequate capacity 
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when the City and the applicant have fulfilled their respective obligations under a City- approved 
Development Agreement between the City and the applicant. The subject site is currently served 
by infrastructure, which will have adequate capacity once the applicant fulfills its obligations under 
the IDO, the DPM, and/or an Infrastructure Improvements Agreement. Any future development 
on the subject site, which is currently vacant, would be required to adhere to all obligations and 
standards under the IDO, DPM, and/or an Infrastructure Improvements Agreement. The applicant 
has also completed a full Traffic Safety Study. The response to Criterion E is sufficient. 

F. The applicant's justification for the requested zone change is not completely based on the 
property's location on a major street. Though the subject site is located along major streets and 
designated Major Transit Corridors, the applicant has adequately demonstrated that the request 
clearly facilitates a preponderance of applicable Comprehensive Plan Goals and policies, and any 
future development will adhere to the Pre-IDO approved design standards of the Gateway Site 
Development Plan for Subdivision. The response to Criterion F is sufficient. 

G. The applicant's justification is not based completely or predominantly on the cost of land or 
economic considerations.  The applicant’s justification is not completely or predominantly based 
upon economic considerations. Rather, the applicant has adequately demonstrated that the 
request clearly facilitates a preponderance of applicable Comprehensive Plan Goals and policies, 
and any future development will adhere to the Pre-IDO approved design standards of the Gateway 
Site Development Plan for Subdivision. The response to Criterion G is sufficient. 

H. The zone change does not apply a zone district different from surrounding zone districts to one 
small area or one premises (i.e. create a "spot zone") or to a strip of land along a street (i.e. create 
a "strip zone") unless the change will clearly facilitate implementation of the ABC Comp Plan, as 
amended, and at least one of the following applies: 

1. The area of the zone change is different from surrounding land because it can function as a 
transition between adjacent zone districts. 

2. The site is not suitable for the uses allowed in any adjacent zone district due to topography, 
traffic, or special adverse land uses nearby. 

3. The nature of structures already on the premises makes it unsuitable for the uses allowed in 
any adjacent zone district. 

The request would not result in a spot zone because it would not apply a zone different from 
surrounding zone districts as evidenced by the existing MX-H zoned parcel directly east of the 
subject site, on the other side of Interstate 25, as well as south of Lomas Blvd. The record also 
reflects several similar medical and hospital uses in the surrounding area. The applicant has shown 
how the request would clearly facilitate a preponderance of applicable Comprehensive Plan goals 
and policies as shown in the response to Criterion A. The response to Criterion H is sufficient.   

However, if the commission had determined that it was a spot zone, the commission further finds 
that it would have been a justifiable spot zone. 

14. The applicant provided notice of the application to all eligible Neighborhood Association 
representatives and adjacent property owners (within 100 feet) via certified mail and email as 
required. 
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15. The Santa Barbara Martineztown Neighborhood Association accepted a Pre-Submittal Neighborhood 
Meeting within 15 calendar days of notification (on November 21, 2023) and proposed a meeting date 
of January 18th. The applicant originally agreed to a meeting sometime in January (date not specified), 
but requested a sooner date on November 29, 2024, citing “undue delay.” The CABQ Office of 
Alternative Dispute Resolution then offered a Zoom meeting format, with flexible availability, 
beginning as early as December 4, 2023. However, the Neighborhood association was “adamant that 
the meeting be held on January 18th,” according to facilitated meeting notes provided by the CABQ 
Office of Alternative Dispute Resolution and a timeline provided by the applicant. Based on this 
information, it appears that the Neighborhood Association effectively declined to meet within the 30-
calendar day window specified in 6-4(B)(4) of the IDO. If the Santa Barbara Martineztown NA had 
accepted ADR’s offered Zoom meeting within those 30 days, the Neighborhood Association would 
have met with the applicant during this timeframe. However, as stated in subsection 6-4(B)(9), the 
requirement for a pre-submittal neighbor meeting was waived, and instead, a facilitated meeting was 
held on January 18th. Staff has also been informed by the applicant that a follow-up non-facilitated 
meeting was held on January 30th. 

16. Staff is aware of opposition to this request by the Santa Barbara Martineztown Neighborhood 
Association. In the facilitated meeting notes provided by the CABQ Office of Alternative Dispute 
Resolution, objections to the request were based on the communities feeling that the MX-H 
designation is not equivalent to the former Sector Plan C-3 designation, the potential of increased 
traffic, and the Applicant’s submission prior to the date of the meeting. These notes state that 
“community stakeholders made several additional objections, which were not related to the subject 
application. Those objections were omitted, here.” 

17. During the July 18, 2024 public hearing the Environmental Planning Commission deliberated as to 
whether the request would result in a spot zone pursuant to the Land Use Hearing Officer’s Remand 
Instructions (AC-24-11). The Commission concluded that the request does not result in a spot zone. 
The Commission developed Finding 13H to reflect this decision. 

18.  

APPEAL:  If you wish to appeal this decision, you must do so within 15 days of the EPC’s decision or by 

August 2, 2024.  The date of the EPC’s decision is not included in the 15-day period for filing an appeal, 

and if the 15th day falls on a Saturday, Sunday or Holiday, the next working day is considered as the deadline 

for filing the appeal.  

    

For more information regarding the appeal process, please refer to Section 14-16-6-4(V) of the Integrated 

Development Ordinance (IDO), Administration and Enforcement.  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 an EPC Recommendation to the City Council since this is not a final decision.  

 

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 IDO must be 

complied with, even after approval of the referenced application(s). 
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Sincerely, 

for Alan M. Varela, 

Planning Director 

 AV/MJ/VQ 

CC: 

Tierra West LLC, Sergio Lozoya, slozoya@tierrawestllc.com

Cross Development, meagan@crossdevelopment 
Ciaran Lithgow, ciaranlithgow@gmail.com 

Loretta Naranjo-Lopez, sbmartineztown@gmail.com Gilbert 

Speakman, sbmartineztown@gmail.com 

Legal, Dking@cabq.gov  

Legal, acoon@cabq.gov  

EPC file 
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PLANNING DEPARTMENT  

URBAN DESIGN & DEVELOPMENT DIVISION        
600 2nd Street NW, 3rd Floor, Albuquerque, NM  87102 

P.O. Box 1293, Albuquerque, NM  87103 

Office (505) 924-3860     Fax (505) 924-3339 

 

 

OFFICIAL NOTIFICATION OF DECISION 
 

July 18, 2024 

Cross Development  

4317 Marsh Ridge Rd 

Carrolton Texas, 75010 

Project # PR 2024-009765 

RZ-2024-00001 – Zoning Map Amendment (Zone Change) 

 

 

Tierra West, LLC, Inc., agent for Cross Development, requests a 

zoning map amendment from MX-M to MX-H, for all or a portion 

of Tract A, Plat of Gateway Subdivision, located at 1100 

Woodward Pl NE, between Mountain Rd, and Lomas Blvd, 

approximately 3.0 acres. (J-15-Z) 

Staff Planners: Megan Jones and Vicente Quevedo 

 

On July 18, 2024, the Environmental Planning Commission (EPC) voted to APPROVE PR-2024-009765                         

RZ-2024-00001 – Zoning Map Amendment (Zone Change), based on the following findings: 

 

FINDINGS – RZ-2024-00001 – Zoning Map Amendment (Zone Change) 

1. This is a request for a zoning map amendment for all or a portion of Tract A, Plat of Gateway 
Subdivision located at 1100 Woodward Place NE, between Mountain Rd. and Lomas Blvd. and 
containing approximately 3 acres.   

2. The request was originally heard and approved by the EPC on February 15, 2024. It was appealed by 
the Santa Barbara Martineztown Neighborhood Association (NA) and was heard by the Land Use 
Hearing Officer (LUHO) on May, 15, 2024 (AC-24-11). The LUHO decision resulted in a remand back to 
the EPC to be heard de novo (“anew”). 

3. The request is now before the EPC on remand pursuant to six remand instructions specified by the 
LUHO: 

• INSTRUCTION #1 requires that the EPC review the request for reconsideration anew due to an 
insufficient record. The request is being heard anew at the July 18, 2024 EPC hearing. 

• INSTRUCTION #2 allows the parties and planning staff to supplement the record with additional 
evidence so that the EPC can make a decision based on accurate information.  Planning staff has 
supplemented the record with information about the 1994 Gateway Center Site Development Plan 
for Subdivision. 

• INSTRUCTION #3 requires that the applicant meet notice requirements in IDO §14-16-6-4(K) for the 
request to be reconsidered. The applicant has re-notified property owners within 100-feet of the 
subject site and affected Neighborhood associations with the new hearing date and request 
information. 
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• INSTRUCTION #4 requires that the EPC offer the opportunity for cross examination under 
procedural due process for NM State law. Planning staff has prepared online forms and instructions 
for the public to access and will announce the opportunity for cross examination during the hearing. 

• INSTRUCTION #5 required that Planning staff accept all evidence submitted by applicants whether 
staff believes it is relevant or not. Staff will ensure to accept all information received in application 
packets to be included in the EPC record for this case. 

• INSTRUCTION #6 states that the EPC should make its own independent findings and conclusions. 
Planning staff prepares recommended findings as part of the staff report for the commissions 
review. It is up to the commission to accept, revise, remove, or add new Findings to be included in 
the Official Notice of decision.  

4. The subject site is zoned MX-M (Mixed-use - Medium Intensity). The applicant is requesting a zone 
change to MX-H (Mixed use – High Intensity) which would result in a spot zone. The applicant proposes 
to change the zoning to facilitate the proposed future development of a hospital use on the subject 
site. 

5. The subject site is currently vacant and undeveloped. On 3/24/1994 the EPC voted to approve the 
Gateway Center Site Development Plan (SDP) for Subdivision SDP for the 23-acre area that the subject 
site is within (Z-93-46). The SDP for Subdivision was signed off for approval by the (former) DRB on 
7/12/1994 (DRB-94-183). 

6. The subject site is located within the Santa Barbara Martineztown Character Protection Overlay Zone 
(CPO-7). 

7. The Pre-IDO approved Gateway Center Site Development Site Development Plan for Subdivision 
design guidelines prevail over the majority of the requirements of the CPO-7 pursuant to IDO §14-16-
1-10(A) which states that “Any use standards or development standards associated with any pre-IDO 
approval or zoning designation establish rights and limitations and are exclusive of and prevail over 
any other provision of this IDO. Where those approvals are silent, provisions in this IDO shall apply…” 

8. The Albuquerque/Bernalillo County Comprehensive Plan and the City of Albuquerque Integrated 
Development Ordinance (IDO) are incorporated herein by reference and made part of the record for 
all purposes. 

9. The subject site is located within an Area of Change as designated by the Comprehensive Plan. 

10. The request clearly facilitates the following applicable Policy from the Comprehensive Plan Chapter 4 
– Community Identity 

A. POLICY 4.1.2 – IDENTITY AND DESIGN: Protect the identity and cohesiveness of neighborhoods by 
ensuring the appropriate scale and location of development, mix of uses, and character of building 
design. 

The request would protect the cohesiveness of the surrounding neighborhood by ensuring that 
the scale and location of any future development is not located in any residentially zoned parcels 
as articulated by the controlling Gateway Center Site Development Plan. Additionally, the mix of 
uses on and around the subject site are of appropriate scale for any future development resulting 
from an approval of the zone map amendment request. 
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11. The request clearly facilitates the following applicable Goals and Policies from the Comprehensive Plan 
Chapter 5 – Land Use 

A. GOAL 5.1 CENTERS AND CORRIDORS: Grow as a community of strong Centers connected by a multi-
modal network of Corridors. 

The request would allow a broader range of higher-intensity land uses on the subject site, which 
is located along the I-25 Frontage and Mountain Rd. Major Transit Corridors and within 660’ of the 
Lomas Blvd. Major Transit Corridor. Any development made possible by the request could result 
in growth on the subject site, which is currently vacant, and located along and within the 
aforementioned Corridors. 

B. POLICY 5.1.1 DESIRED GROWTH: Capture regional growth in Centers and Corridors to help shape 
the built environment into a sustainable development pattern. 

The request could capture regional growth along and within three Major Transit Corridors - the I-
25 Frontage, Mountain Rd., and Lomas Blvd. Any development made possible by the request would 
result in growth on the subject site, which is 3.0-acres in size and located within these 
aforementioned Corridors, and also abutting Interstate 25. Locating growth within Corridors 
promotes sustainable development patterns, according to the ABC Comp Plan. 

C. POLICY 5.1.1 c): Encourage employment density, compact development, redevelopment, and infill 
in Centers and Corridors as the most appropriate areas to accommodate growth over time and 
discourage the need for development at the urban edge. 

The subject site is part of the approved / controlling Gateway Site Development Plan for 
Subdivision which has served to encourage and accommodate growth over time that includes infill 
development and additional employment density. The request would continue to encourage 
development on the subject site and along a designated Major Transit Corridor.  

D. POLICY 5.1.2 DEVELOPMENT AREAS: Direct more intense growth to Centers and Corridors and use 
Development Areas to establish and maintain appropriate density and scale of development within 
areas.  

The request would allow a broader range of higher-intensity land uses on the subject site, which 
is located along Major Transit Corridors. The subject site is also located in a designated Area of 
Change, where growth is both expected and desired, according to the ABC Comp Plan. The density 
and scale of any future development made possible by approval of the request would be subject 
to the controlling site development plan and any IDO development standards where the site plan 
is silent. 

E. POLICY 5.2.1 LAND USES: Create healthy, sustainable, and distinct communities with a mix of uses 
that are conveniently accessible from surrounding neighborhoods. 

The request would allow for a broader mix of higher-intensity land uses on the subject site, which 
is located in a distinct mixed-use area and community (Santa Barbara/Martineztown), and in close 
proximity to other surrounding communities, conveniently accessible via public transit service. 

F. POLICY 5.2.1 h): Encourage infill development that adds complementary uses and is compatible in 
form and scale to the immediately surrounding development. 
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The requested zone map amendment would encourage infill development of a Rehabilitation 
Hospital being heard subsequent to this request by the EPC as a Site Plan EPC – Major Amendment. 
It would add a complementary use that is compatible in form and scale to the immediately 
surrounding development because the subject site and surrounding sites are all controlled by the 
design standards approved Gateway Site Development for Subdivision. The SDP design standards 
would ensure that any future development of the site would be compatible in form and scale to 
the immediately surrounding development. 

G. POLICY 5.2.1 n): Encourage more productive use of vacant lots and under-utilized lots, including 
surface parking. 

The subject site is currently vacant and is being used as an unpaved overflow parking lot. If 
approved, the request would result in more productive use of the vacant lot by expanding the 
available number of permissive uses on the subject site. Any future development would still be 
subject to the controlling Site Development Plan for Subdivision. 

H. GOAL 5.3 EFFICIENT DEVELOPMENT PATTERNS: Promote development patterns that maximize the 
utility of existing infrastructure and public facilities and the efficient use of land to support the 
public good.  

Any development made possible by the request will promote efficient development patterns and 
use of land because subject site is already served by existing infrastructure and public facilities, 
and is subject to the requirements of the controlling Site Development Plan for Subdivision. Future 
development on the subject site featuring uses allowed in the MX-H Zone District could support 
the public good in the form of economic development, job creation, and an expansion to the tax 
base. 

I. POLICY 5.3.1 INFILL DEVELOPMENT: Support additional growth in areas with existing infrastructure 
and public facilities. 

The subject site is a vacant infill site located in an area already served by existing infrastructure 
and public facilities. Any future growth and development on the subject site would occur in an area 
that has adequate existing infrastructure and access to a range of public facilities. 

J. POLICY 5.3.2 Leapfrog Development: Discourage growth in areas without existing infrastructure 
and public facilities. 

The request will not result in Leapfrog Development as the hospital use will be developed in an 
area with existing infrastructure and public facilities. 

K. POLICY 5.3.7 – Locally Unwanted Uses: Ensure that land uses that are objectionable to immediate 
neighbors but may be useful to society are located carefully and equitably to ensure that social 
assets are distributed evenly and social responsibilities are borne fairly across the Albuquerque 
area. 

There is known opposition from the Santa Barbara/Martineztown (SB/MT) Neighborhood 
Association for the Hospital Use. The applicant has demonstrated that the proposed use would 
serve a community need for healthcare services for an aging population and chronic illnesses 
pursuant to healthcare and census data studies for NM that have been referenced. The request 
will result in a rehabilitation hospital that will add to the non-emergency medical services network 
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in the greater Albuquerque Metropolitan area. These services are useful to society by easing 
pressure on local hospitals by providing an avenue for outpatient care. 

L. POLICY 5.3.7(b) – Ensure appropriate setbacks, buffers, and/or design standards to minimize 
offsite impacts. 

Although the request is for a zone map amendment, the controlling Gateway Center Site 
Development Plan includes setback requirements and other design standards intended to 
minimize offsite impacts from any future development on the subject site.  

M. GOAL 5.6 CITY DEVELOPMENT AREAS: Encourage and direct growth to Areas of Change where it is 
expected and desired and ensure that development in and near Areas of Consistency reinforces 
the character and intensity of the surrounding area.  

 

The subject site is located wholly in an Area of Change, where growth is both expected and desired. 
Any future development on the subject site, which is currently vacant, could encourage, enable, 
and direct growth to this Area of Change. Due to the standards established by the Gateway Center 
Site Development Plan, and where silent, CPO-7 Overlay Zone standards apply, the proposed a 
future development being heard subsequent to this request would be compatible in form and scale 
to the immediately surrounding development. Future development could also reinforce the 
character and intensity of the surrounding area given the general compatibility between the MX-
H and surrounding MX-M zone districts, as well as the existing buffer between the subject site and 
the lower-density and lower-intensity development located west of the site. 

N. POLICY 5.6.2 AREAS OF CHANGE:  Direct growth and more intense development to Centers, 
Corridors, industrial and business parks, and Metropolitan Redevelopment Areas where change is 
encouraged. 

The request will direct growth and more intense development on the subject site because the MX-
H zone district allows higher-intensity mixed-use development in comparison to the MX-M zone 
district. Additionally, the subject site is located along the I-25 Frontage and Mountain Rd. Major 
Transit Corridors, within 660’ of the Lomas Blvd., and within an Area of Change, where growth and 
more intense development is encouraged. 

12. The request clearly facilitates the following applicable Goals and Policies from the Comprehensive Plan 
Chapter 8 – Economic Development 

A. POLICY 8.1.1 DIVERSE PLACES: Foster a range of interesting places and contexts with different 
development intensities, densities, uses, and building scales to encourage economic development 
opportunities. 

The requested zone map amendment from MX-M to MX-H would facilitate development that will 
foster or support a range of intensities, uses and densities given the existing development on 
parcels also located within the controlling Gateway Site Development Plan for Subdivision. 

B. POLICY 8.1.1(a) – Invest in Centers and Corridors to concentrate a variety of employment 
opportunities for a range of occupational skills and salary levels. 

The subject site is located along Major Transit Corridors, the request would result in higher 
intensity uses on the subject site, and along with the other existing developed parcels controlled 
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by the Gateway Site Development for Subdivision, the request will continue to concentrate a 
variety of employment opportunities and a range of skills and salary levels appropriately. 
 

C. POLICY 8.1.2. RESILIENT ECONOMY: Encourage economic development efforts that improve 
quality of life for new and existing residents and foster a robust, resilient, and diverse economy. 
The request would contribute to improving the quality of life for nearby and surrounding residents 
by locating a potential service uses on the subject site, and along designated Major Transit 
Corridors.     

13. Pursuant to §14-16-6-7(F)(3) of the Integrated Development Ordinance, Review and Decision Criteria, 
"An application for a Zoning Map Amendment shall be approved if it meets all of the following criteria." 

A. Consistency with the City’s health, safety, morals and general welfare is shown by demonstrating 
that a request furthers applicable Comprehensive Plan Goals and policies and does not significantly 
conflict with them. Because this is a spot zone, the applicant must further “clearly facilitate” 
implementation of the ABC Comp Plan (see Criterion H). The applicant’s policy-based responses 
adequately demonstrate that the request clearly facilitates a preponderance of applicable Goals 
and policies in the Comprehensive Plan. Therefore, the request is consistent with the City’s health, 
safety, morals and general welfare. The response to Criterion A is sufficient. 

B. The subject site is located wholly in an Area of Change, so this criterion does not apply. The 
response to Criterion B is sufficient. 

C. The subject site is located wholly in an Area of Change (as shown in the ABC Comp Plan, as 
amended) and the applicant argues that criteria 3 applies “a different zone district is more 
advantageous to the community as articulated by the ABC Comp Plan, as amended (including 
implementation of patterns of land use, development density and intensity, and connectivity), and 
other applicable adopted plans”. The applicant’s policy-based analysis does demonstrate that the 
request would clearly facilitate a preponderance of applicable Comprehensive Plan Goals and 
policies and therefore would be more advantageous to the community than the current zoning. 
Because Criterion C states that the applicant must demonstrate that the existing zoning is 
inappropriate because it meets at least one of the criteria above, and Criteria 3 is met, the response 
to Criterion C is sufficient 

D. The zone change does not include permissive uses that would be harmful to adjacent property, 
the neighborhood, or the community, unless the Use-specific Standards in IDO §14-16-4-3 
associated with that use will adequately mitigate those harmful impacts. The only two new 
permissive uses that would be allowed with the requested zone map amendment to MX-H are 
Adult Retail (not allowed due to proximity to the school to the north) and Self-Storage (impacts 
mitigated by a requirement for indoor storage units only). Although the IDO’s Use-specific 
Standards for uses in the MX-H zone district would mitigate potentially harmful impacts associated 
with newly permissive uses, the subject site is controlled by the Gateway Center Site Development 
Plan for Subdivision (SDP). In this case, the SDP would mitigate harm on the surrounding land uses 
because it specifies allowable uses, land use scenario standards, development standards, and 
setbacks. The SDP only allows the “general Office” land use for the subject site.  

E. The City's existing infrastructure and public improvements, including but not limited to its street, 
trail, and sidewalk systems meet 1 of the following requirements – Will have adequate capacity 
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when the City and the applicant have fulfilled their respective obligations under a City- approved 
Development Agreement between the City and the applicant. The subject site is currently served 
by infrastructure, which will have adequate capacity once the applicant fulfills its obligations under 
the IDO, the DPM, and/or an Infrastructure Improvements Agreement. Any future development 
on the subject site, which is currently vacant, would be required to adhere to all obligations and 
standards under the IDO, DPM, and/or an Infrastructure Improvements Agreement. The applicant 
has also completed a full Traffic Safety Study. The response to Criterion E is sufficient. 

F. The applicant's justification for the requested zone change is not completely based on the 
property's location on a major street. Though the subject site is located along major streets and 
designated Major Transit Corridors, the applicant has adequately demonstrated that the request 
clearly facilitates a preponderance of applicable Comprehensive Plan Goals and policies, and any 
future development will adhere to the Pre-IDO approved design standards of the Gateway Site 
Development Plan for Subdivision. The response to Criterion F is sufficient. 

G. The applicant's justification is not based completely or predominantly on the cost of land or 
economic considerations.  The applicant’s justification is not completely or predominantly based 
upon economic considerations. Rather, the applicant has adequately demonstrated that the 
request clearly facilitates a preponderance of applicable Comprehensive Plan Goals and policies, 
and any future development will adhere to the Pre-IDO approved design standards of the Gateway 
Site Development Plan for Subdivision. The response to Criterion G is sufficient. 

H. The zone change does not apply a zone district different from surrounding zone districts to one 
small area or one premises (i.e. create a "spot zone") or to a strip of land along a street (i.e. create 
a "strip zone") unless the change will clearly facilitate implementation of the ABC Comp Plan, as 
amended, and at least one of the following applies: 

1. The area of the zone change is different from surrounding land because it can function as a 
transition between adjacent zone districts. 

2. The site is not suitable for the uses allowed in any adjacent zone district due to topography, 
traffic, or special adverse land uses nearby. 

3. The nature of structures already on the premises makes it unsuitable for the uses allowed in 
any adjacent zone district. 

The request would not result in a spot zone because it would not apply a zone different from 
surrounding zone districts as evidenced by the existing MX-H zoned parcel directly east of the 
subject site, on the other side of Interstate 25, as well as south of Lomas Blvd. The record also 
reflects several similar medical and hospital uses in the surrounding area. The applicant has shown 
how the request would clearly facilitate a preponderance of applicable Comprehensive Plan goals 
and policies as shown in the response to Criterion A. The response to Criterion H is sufficient.   

However, if the commission had determined that it was a spot zone, the commission further finds 
that it would have been a justifiable spot zone. 

14. The applicant provided notice of the application to all eligible Neighborhood Association 
representatives and adjacent property owners (within 100 feet) via certified mail and email as 
required. 
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15. The Santa Barbara Martineztown Neighborhood Association accepted a Pre-Submittal Neighborhood 
Meeting within 15 calendar days of notification (on November 21, 2023) and proposed a meeting date 
of January 18th. The applicant originally agreed to a meeting sometime in January (date not specified), 
but requested a sooner date on November 29, 2024, citing “undue delay.” The CABQ Office of 
Alternative Dispute Resolution then offered a Zoom meeting format, with flexible availability, 
beginning as early as December 4, 2023. However, the Neighborhood association was “adamant that 
the meeting be held on January 18th,” according to facilitated meeting notes provided by the CABQ 
Office of Alternative Dispute Resolution and a timeline provided by the applicant. Based on this 
information, it appears that the Neighborhood Association effectively declined to meet within the 30-
calendar day window specified in 6-4(B)(4) of the IDO. If the Santa Barbara Martineztown NA had 
accepted ADR’s offered Zoom meeting within those 30 days, the Neighborhood Association would 
have met with the applicant during this timeframe. However, as stated in subsection 6-4(B)(9), the 
requirement for a pre-submittal neighbor meeting was waived, and instead, a facilitated meeting was 
held on January 18th. Staff has also been informed by the applicant that a follow-up non-facilitated 
meeting was held on January 30th. 

16. Staff is aware of opposition to this request by the Santa Barbara Martineztown Neighborhood 
Association. In the facilitated meeting notes provided by the CABQ Office of Alternative Dispute 
Resolution, objections to the request were based on the communities feeling that the MX-H 
designation is not equivalent to the former Sector Plan C-3 designation, the potential of increased 
traffic, and the Applicant’s submission prior to the date of the meeting. These notes state that 
“community stakeholders made several additional objections, which were not related to the subject 
application. Those objections were omitted, here.” 

17. During the July 18, 2024 public hearing the Environmental Planning Commission deliberated as to 
whether the request would result in a spot zone pursuant to the Land Use Hearing Officer’s Remand 
Instructions (AC-24-11). The Commission concluded that the request does not result in a spot zone. 
The Commission developed Finding 13H to reflect this decision. 

18.  

APPEAL:  If you wish to appeal this decision, you must do so within 15 days of the EPC’s decision or by 

August 2, 2024.  The date of the EPC’s decision is not included in the 15-day period for filing an appeal, 

and if the 15th day falls on a Saturday, Sunday or Holiday, the next working day is considered as the deadline 

for filing the appeal.  

    

For more information regarding the appeal process, please refer to Section 14-16-6-4(V) of the Integrated 

Development Ordinance (IDO), Administration and Enforcement.  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 an EPC Recommendation to the City Council since this is not a final decision.  

 

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 IDO must be 

complied with, even after approval of the referenced application(s). 
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Sincerely, 

for Alan M. Varela, 

Planning Director 

 AV/MJ/VQ 

CC: 

Tierra West LLC, Sergio Lozoya, slozoya@tierrawestllc.com

Cross Development, meagan@crossdevelopment 
Ciaran Lithgow, ciaranlithgow@gmail.com 

Loretta Naranjo-Lopez, sbmartineztown@gmail.com Gilbert 

Speakman, sbmartineztown@gmail.com 

Legal, Dking@cabq.gov  

Legal, acoon@cabq.gov  

EPC file 
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Agenda Number: 4 
Project #: PR-2024-009765 

Case #: RZ-2024-00001 
Original Hearing Date: 2/15/2024 

REMAND Hearing Date: 7/18/2024 

Environmental 
Planning 
Commission 

Supplemental Staff Report - Remand 
Agent Tierra West, LLC Staff Recommendation 

Applicant Cross Development APPROVAL of Project # 2024-009765, RZ-
2024-00001 based on Findings 1-16 
contained within the staff report. Request Zoning Map Amendment 

(zone change) 

Legal Description 
All or a portion of Tract A Plat 
of Gateway Subdivision 

Location 
1100 Woodward Pl NE, 
between Mountain Rd and 
Lomas Blvd 

Size Approximately 3.0 acres 
Existing Zoning MX-M Staff Planners: 

Proposed Zoning  
MX-H

Megan Jones, Principal Planner 
Vicente Quevedo, Senior Planner 

Summary of Analysis 
The request was originally heard by the EPC on 2-15-
2024, appealed by the opposing Neighborhood 
Association (NA) and was heard by the LUHO on 5-
16-2024. The request was remanded back to the EPC
to be heard anew.
The applicant is requesting a zone change from MX-
M zoning to MX-H zoning that would result in a spot
zone. The request would facilitate the future
development of a rehabilitation hospital. The
subject site is in an Area of Change and is located
along the I-25 Frontage and Mountain Rd. Major
Transit Corridors and within 660’ of the Lomas Blvd.
Major Transit Corridor.
The applicant has adequately justified the request
pursuant to IDO Review and Decision Criteria 14-16-
6-7(G)(3). The applicant notified all eligible NAs and
property owners within 100 feet as required. Staff is
aware of opposition to this request by the Santa
Barbara Martineztown NA.

Map 
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II. Overview 
Request 

The request is for a zoning map amendment (zone change) for an approximately 3-acre 
site within the Gateway Center Site Plan for Subdivision, legally described as all or a 
portion of Tract A Plat of Gateway Subdivision, located at 1100 Woodward Pl NE, between 
Mountain Rd, and Lomas Blvd (the “subject site”).  

 
The applicant is requesting a zone change from MX-M zoning to MX-H zoning, which 
would result in a spot zone as determined by staff. Spot zones are analyzed on a case-by-
case basis. The analysis of spot zones in the city is determined based on several factors 
identified in the review and decision criteria of spot zones, including the surrounding zone 
districts.  
 
If approved, the zone change request would facilitate development of a future 
rehabilitation hospital, which is being reviewed and decided by the EPC subsequent to 
this request (PR-2024-009765_SI-2024-00468). 

Update 

The request was originally heard and approved by the EPC on February 15, 2024. It was 
appealed by the Santa Barbara Martineztown Neighborhood Association (NA) and was 
heard by the Land Use Hearing Officer (LUHO) on May, 15, 2024 (AC-24-11). The LUHO 
decision resulted in a remand back to the EPC to be heard de novo (“anew”). 

The request is now before the EPC on remand pursuant to six remand instructions 
specified by the LUHO (see Remand Instructions section below). The LUHO determined 
that the request shall be reviewed de novo by the EPC for reconsideration due to an 
erroneous and insufficient record. The EPC was not well informed on how the 
controlling Gateway Center Site Development Plan for Subdivision impacts the site and 
IDO development standards. Although the EPC heard the request based on review and 
decision criteria for a zone change, all relevant Site Plans approved for the subject site 
should have been considered in the analysis and discussion. The original record 
mentioned that the Gateway Center SDP exists, but the EPC discussion around 
mitigation measures for the site relied on Character Protection Overlay Zone-7 
standards, which was inaccurate, since the Gateway Center SDP design guidelines 
prevail over the CPO-7  pursuant to IDO §14-16-1-10(A) which states that “Any use 
standards or development standards associated with any pre-IDO approval or zoning 
designation establish rights and limitations and are exclusive of and prevail over any 
other provision of this IDO. Where those approvals are silent, provisions in this IDO shall 
apply…” 

Planning staff is supplementing the record with the 1994 Gateway Center Site 
Development Plan for Subdivision, which controls the site, as part of this request. 
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Although the EPC is considering a zone change, the discussion around mitigation of 
harmful uses should be considered based on the controlling SDP in conjunction with 
CPO-7 standards, where applicable. 

III. Background 
EPC Hearings 

At the February 15, 2024 hearing, the EPC voted to approve the request based upon 17 
findings as elaborated in the Official Notification of Decision (see attachment). 

The remand is scheduled to the heard at the July 18, 2024 EPC hearing to be heard 
anew/reconsidered. The zone change will be heard first, and the associated site plan-
major amendment for the subject site will be heard subsequently. The two requests shall 
be decided on separately. 

Appeal & LUHO Hearing 
An appeal of the EPC’s decision was filed by the Santa Barbara Martineztown 
Neighborhood Association (SBMT NA) (AC-24-11), represented by its attorney. The 
appellant argued that the EPC erred due to an erroneous and insufficient record. 

At the May 15, 2024 Appeal hearing, the LUHO heard the appellants arguments that the 
EPC did not consider whether or not the zone change was needed for the community and 
that the appeal record was not complete. The LUHO agreed that the record was 
inadequate and asked that in future zone change cases, planning staff includes all prior 
approved site plans that control the site in the record for the EPC. The LUHO heard the 
appeal and issued a decision dated May 17, 2024 that the request be remanded back to 
the EPC for reconsideration. 
 

Remand Instructions 
INSTRUCTION #1 requires that the EPC review the request for reconsideration anew due 
to an insufficient record. The request is being heard anew at the June 20, 2024 EPC 
hearing. 

INSTRUCTION #2 allows the parties and planning staff to supplement the record with 
additional evidence so that the EPC can make a decision based on accurate information.  
Planning staff has supplemented the record with information about the 1994 Gateway 
Center Site Development Plan for Subdivision. 

INSTRUCTION #3 requires that the applicant meet notice requirements in IDO §14-16-6-
4(K) for the request to be reconsidered. The applicant has re-notified property owners 
within 100-feet of the subject site and affected Neighborhood associations with the new 
hearing date and request information. 
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INSTRUCTION #4 requires that the EPC offer the opportunity for cross examination under 
procedural due process for NM State law. Planning staff has prepared online forms and 
instructions for the public to access and will announce the opportunity for cross 
examination during the hearing. 

INSTRUCTION #5 required that Planning staff accept all evidence submitted by applicants 
whether staff believes it is relevant or not. Staff will ensure to accept all information 
received in application packets to be included in the EPC record for this case. 

INSTRUCTION #6 states that the EPC should make its own independent findings and 
conclusions. Planning staff prepares recommended findings as part of the staff report for 
the commissions review. It is up to the commission to accept, revise, remove, or add new 
Findings to be included in the Official Notice of decision.  

EPC Role 

The EPC is hearing this request because the EPC is required to hear all zone change cases, 
regardless of site size, in the City. The EPC is the final decision-making body unless the 
EPC decision is appealed. If so, the LUHO would hear the appeal and make a 
recommendation to the City Council. The City Council would make then make the final 
decision. The request is a quasi-judicial matter. 

History/Background 

The subject site is currently vacant and undeveloped. It was originally within the rescinded 
Martineztown/Santa Barbara Sector Development Plan (the “Sector Plan”) boundary 
which was recommended by the EPC to the City Council for approval (100919 12EPC-
40003) and Adopted by the City Council on 02/21/90 (R-497 City Enactment No. 22-1990). 
The Sector Plan was repealed on 11/17/2017 (R-213, Enactment No. R-2017-102). The 
Sector Plan required any development on the subject site to be reviewed and approved 
by the EPC as a site development plan. 

On 3/24/1994 the EPC voted to approve the Site Development Plan (SDP) for Subdivision 
for the 23-acre area that the subject site is within (Z-93-46). The SDP for Subdivision was 
signed off for approval by the (former) DRB on 7/12/1994 (DRB-94-183).  

This SDP for subdivision was amended by the DRB on 2/17/1997 and included a revision 
to area three which reflects the most updated plat for a 2.78-acre Tract and up to 182,856 
GFS (DRB-97-466). See controlling SDP for the subject site in the attachments. 

Project #1000060 included two separate 2-year extensions (one in 2011, the other in 
2014) of a Subdivision Improvements Agreement for the Gateway Subdivision.  

No other history for the site is known at this time. 
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Context  

The subject site is vacant and surrounded by a mix of commercial, educational, and office 
land uses that generally range from mid-to-high intensity. The subject site directly abuts 
I-25 and Frontage Rd S. to the east. It is located within the Gateway Center Site 
Development Plan for Subdivision, which is developed with a hotel that directly abuts the 
subject site to the south.; A medical reference laboratory is adjacent to the subject site to 
the west; and a Health Gym to the south west of the site at the intersection of Lomas 
Blvd. and Woodward Pl. NE. The APS’s Early College Academy / Career Enrichment Center 
is outside of the SDP boundary, but north of the subject site, across Mountain Rd. NE. 

Transportation System 
The Long-Range Roadway System (LRRS) map, produced by the Mid-Region Metropolitan 
Region Planning Organization (MRMPO), identifies the functional classifications of 
roadways. Mountain Rd. is classified as a Major Collector, Woodward Pl. is classified as a 
local street, and I-25 is classified as an interstate.  
 

Trails/Bikeways 

The section of Mountain Rd. abutting the subject site is designated as an existing bike 
lane, which merges into a Bike Route west of the subject site on Mountain Rd.  
 

Transit 
The subject site is directly served by Bus Route 5 (Montgomery-Carlisle). The nearest Bus 
stop directly abuts the subject site’s northern boundary. The subject site is located along 
two Major Transit Corridors and within 660’ of one other (see above) 

IV. Analysis of City Plans and Ordinances 
Albuquerque / Bernalillo County Comprehensive Plan (Rank 1) 

The subject site is located entirely within an area that the 2017 Albuquerque/Bernalillo 
County Comprehensive Plan has designated as an Area of Change. Areas of Change 
allow for a mix of uses and development of higher density and intensity in areas where 
growth is desired and can be supported by multi-modal transportation. The intent is to 
make Areas of Change the focus of new urban-scale development that benefit job 
creation and expanded housing options. By focusing growth in Areas of Change, 
additional residents, services, and jobs can be accommodated in locations ready for new 
development. 

Applicable Goals and Policies are listed below. Staff analysis follows in bold italic text. In 
this case, the Goals and policies below were included by the applicant in the justification 
letter. Staff finds them all applicable and adds one policy denoted with a * before the 
citation. 
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Comprehensive Plan Designations 

The subject site is located along the I-25 Frontage and Mountain Rd. Major Transit 
Corridors and within 660’ of the Lomas Blvd. Major Transit Corridor. Major Transit 
Corridors prioritize transit above other modes to ensure a convenient and efficient 
transit system.  Walkability on these corridors is key to providing a safe and attractive 
pedestrian environment and development should be transit- and pedestrian-oriented 
near transit stops, while auto-oriented for much of the Corridor. 

The subject site is included in the Central Albuquerque Community Planning 
Assessment (CPA) area. The Central ABQ Community Planning Area (CPA) is centrally 
located in Albuquerque, spanning the area between I-25 and the Rio Grande and 
between I-40 and the city’s southern boundary with Bernalillo County. 

Applicable Goals & Policies 

CHAPTER 4: COMMUNITY IDENTITY 

GOAL 4.1 - CHARACTER: Enhance, protect, and preserve distinct communities 

While the request would locate higher intensity uses allowed by the MX-H Zone District 
to the southern portion of the Santa Barbara/Martineztown area and along designated 
Major Transit Corridors, it is unclear from the applicant’s response how the request 
would protect and preserve distinct communities, as those referenced higher intensity 
uses are not permissive in the existing residentially zoned portions of the SB/MT 
neighborhood. The request does not clearly facilitate Goal 4.1 – Character. 

POLICY 4.1.1 – DISTINCT COMMUNITIES: Encourage quality development that is 
consistent with the distinct character of communities. 

While the request may encourage future quality development on the subject site, the 
controlling site development plan for the subject site provides a specific use for the 
subject site (General Office), the requested zone map amendment (if approved) would 
change the intent of future development of the site to a proposed hospital use. The 
request partially facilitates Policy 4.1.1. Distinct Communities. 

POLICY 4.1.2 – IDENTITY AND DESIGN: Protect the identity and cohesiveness of 
neighborhoods by ensuring the appropriate scale and location of development, mix of 
uses, and character of building design. 

The request would protect the cohesiveness of the surrounding neighborhood by 
ensuring that the scale and location of any future development is not located in any 
residentially zoned parcels as articulated by the controlling Gateway Center Site 
Development Plan. Additionally, the mix of uses on and around the subject site are of 
appropriate scale for any future development resulting from an approval of the zone 
map amendment request. The request clearly facilitates Policy 4.1.2 Identity and 
Design. 
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CHAPTER 5: LAND USE 

GOAL 5.1 CENTERS AND CORRIDORS: Grow as a community of strong Centers connected 
by a multi-modal network of Corridors. 

The request would allow a broader range of higher-intensity land uses on the subject 
site, which is located along the I-25 Frontage and Mountain Rd. Major Transit Corridors 
and within 660’ of the Lomas Blvd. Major Transit Corridor. Any development made 
possible by the request could result in growth on the subject site, which is currently 
vacant, and located along and within the aforementioned Corridors. The request clearly 
facilitates Goal 5.1 Centers and Corridors. 

POLICY 5.1.1 DESIRED GROWTH: Capture regional growth in Centers and Corridors to help 
shape the built environment into a sustainable development pattern. 

The request could capture regional growth along and within three Major Transit 
Corridors - the I-25 Frontage, Mountain Rd., and Lomas Blvd. Any development made 
possible by the request would result in growth on the subject site, which is 3.0-acres in 
size and located within these aforementioned Corridors, and also abutting Interstate 
25. Locating growth within Corridors promotes sustainable development patterns, 
according to the ABC Comp Plan. The request clearly facilitates Policy 5.1.1 Desired 
Growth. 

POLICY 5.1.1 c): Encourage employment density, compact development, redevelopment, 
and infill in Centers and Corridors as the most appropriate areas to accommodate growth 
over time and discourage the need for development at the urban edge. 

The subject site is part of the approved / controlling Gateway Site Development Plan 
for Subdivision which has served to encourage and accommodate growth over time that 
includes infill development and additional employment density. The request would 
continue to encourage development on the subject site and along a designated Major 
Transit Corridor. The request clearly facilitates Sub Policy 5.1.1(c).   

POLICY 5.1.2 DEVELOPMENT AREAS: Direct more intense growth to Centers and Corridors 
and use Development Areas to establish and maintain appropriate density and scale of 
development within areas.  

The request would allow a broader range of higher-intensity land uses on the subject 
site, which is located along Major Transit Corridors. The subject site is also located in a 
designated Area of Change, where growth is both expected and desired, according to 
the ABC Comp Plan. The density and scale of any future development made possible by 
approval of the request would be subject to the controlling site development plan and 
any IDO development standards where the site plan is silent. The request clearly 
facilitates Policy 5.1.2 Development Areas. 

POLICY 5.1.10 MAJOR TRANSIT CORRIDORS: Foster corridors that prioritize high 
frequency transit service with pedestrian-oriented development. 
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The request fosters corridors that prioritize high frequency transit service with 
pedestrian-oriented development because the MX-H zone district allows a broader mix 
of higher-intensity land uses on the vacant subject site, which is located along the I-25 
Frontage and Mountain Rd. Major Transit Corridors and within 660’ of the Lomas Blvd, 
and served directly by Bus Route 5. Additionally, the intent of the MX-H zone district is 
to allow higher-density infill development in appropriate locations, which include along 
Major Transit Corridors, according to the ABC Comp Plan. The request generally 
facilitates Policy 5.1.10 Major Transit Corridors. 

GOAL 5.2 COMPLETE COMMUNITIES: Foster communities where residents can live, work, 
learn, shop, and play together. 

It is unclear from the applicant’s response how the requested zone map amendment 
would foster a community where residents can live, work, learn, shop and play together. 
Any residents from the neighborhood or surrounding areas would be seeking to utilize 
services on the subject site, not necessarily learning, shopping or playing together. The 
request does not clearly facilitate Goal 5.2 Complete Communities. 

POLICY 5.2.1 LAND USES: Create healthy, sustainable, and distinct communities with a mix 
of uses that are conveniently accessible from surrounding neighborhoods. 

The request would allow for a broader mix of higher-intensity land uses on the subject 
site, which is located in a distinct mixed-use area and community (Santa 
Barbara/Martineztown), and in close proximity to other surrounding communities, 
conveniently accessible via public transit service. The request clearly facilitates Policy 
5.2.1 Land Uses. 

POLICY 5.2.1 a): Encourage development and redevelopment that brings goods, services, 
and amenities within walking and biking distance of neighborhoods and promotes good 
access for all residents. 

The request could encourage development that brings goods, services, and amenities 
within walking and biking distance of neighborhoods and promotes good access for all 
residents because the MX-H zone allows a broader mix of higher-intensity land uses 
than the MX-M zone, and the subject site is within walking and biking distance of nearby 
neighborhoods. However, because this is a Zoning Map Amendment with no associated 
site plan, particularities around future development, such as it bringing goods, services, 
and amenities cannot be guaranteed. The request generally facilitates Policy 5.2.1 a). 

POLICY 5.2.1. e): Create healthy, sustainable communities with a mix of uses that are 
conveniently accessible from surrounding neighborhoods. 

The requested MX-H zone would allow additional permissive, conditional and accessory 
uses from the existing MX-M zone. However, these include uses such as adult retail, 
self-storage, amphitheater, and light manufacturing (hospital use is already permissive 
under the MX-M and MX-H zone districts). While the new uses would be conveniently 
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accessible from surrounding neighborhoods due to the subject site’s location along 
designated Major Transit Corridors, it is unclear how the mix of additional permissive, 
conditional and accessory uses would serve to create healthy, sustainable communities. 
The request does not clearly facilitate Sub Policy 5.2.1. e). 

POLICY 5.2.1 h): Encourage infill development that adds complementary uses and is 
compatible in form and scale to the immediately surrounding development. 

The requested zone map amendment would encourage infill development of a 
Rehabilitation Hospital being heard subsequent to this request by the EPC as a Site Plan 
EPC – Major Amendment. It would add a complementary use that is compatible in form 
and scale to the immediately surrounding development because the subject site and 
surrounding sites are all controlled by the design standards approved Gateway Site 
Development for Subdivision. The SDP design standards would ensure that any future 
development of the site would be compatible in form and scale to the immediately 
surrounding development. The request clearly facilitates Sub Policy 5.2.1 h). 

POLICY 5.2.1 n): Encourage more productive use of vacant lots and under-utilized lots, 
including surface parking. 

The subject site is currently vacant and is being used as an unpaved overflow parking 
lot. If approved, the request would result in more productive use of the vacant lot by 
expanding the available number of permissive uses on the subject site. Any future 
development would still be subject to the controlling Site Development Plan for 
Subdivision. The request clearly facilitates Sub Policy 5.2.1 n.). 

GOAL 5.3 EFFICIENT DEVELOPMENT PATTERNS: Promote development patterns that 
maximize the utility of existing infrastructure and public facilities and the efficient use of 
land to support the public good.  

Any development made possible by the request will promote efficient development 
patterns and use of land because subject site is already served by existing infrastructure 
and public facilities, and is subject to the requirements of the controlling Site 
Development Plan for Subdivision. Future development on the subject site featuring 
uses allowed in the MX-H Zone District could support the public good in the form of 
economic development, job creation, and an expansion to the tax base. The request 
clearly facilitates Goal 5.3 Efficient Development Patterns.  

POLICY 5.3.1 INFILL DEVELOPMENT: Support additional growth in areas with existing 
infrastructure and public facilities. 

The subject site is a vacant infill site located in an area already served by existing 
infrastructure and public facilities. Any future growth and development on the subject 
site would occur in an area that has adequate existing infrastructure and access to a 
range of public facilities. The request clearly facilitates Policy 5.3.1 Infill Development.  
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POLICY 5.3.2 Leapfrog Development: Discourage growth in areas without existing 
infrastructure and public facilities. 

The request will not result in Leapfrog Development as the hospital use will be 
developed in an area with existing infrastructure and public facilities. The request 
clearly facilitates Policy 5.3.2 Leapfrog Development. 

POLICY 5.3.7 – Locally Unwanted Uses: Ensure that land uses that are objectionable to 
immediate neighbors but may be useful to society are located carefully and equitably to 
ensure that social assets are distributed evenly and social responsibilities are borne fairly 
across the Albuquerque area. 

There is known opposition from the Santa Barbara/Martineztown (SB/MT) 
Neighborhood Association for the Hospital Use. The applicant has demonstrated that 
the proposed use would serve a community need for healthcare services for an aging 
population and chronic illnesses pursuant to healthcare and census data studies for NM 
that have been referenced. The request will result in a rehabilitation hospital that will 
add to the non-emergency medical services network in the greater Albuquerque 
Metropolitan area. These services are useful to society by easing pressure on local 
hospitals by providing an avenue for outpatient care. The request clearly facilitates 
Policy 5.3.7 Locally Unwanted Land Uses. 

POLICY 5.3.7(b) – Ensure appropriate setbacks, buffers, and/or design standards to 
minimize offsite impacts. 

Although the request is for a zone map amendment, the controlling Gateway Center 
Site Development Plan includes setback requirements and other design standards 
intended to minimize offsite impacts from any future development on the subject site. 
The request clearly facilitates Sub Policy 5.3.7(b). 

GOAL 5.6 CITY DEVELOPMENT AREAS: Encourage and direct growth to Areas of Change 
where it is expected and desired and ensure that development in and near Areas of 
Consistency reinforces the character and intensity of the surrounding area.  

The subject site is located wholly in an Area of Change, where growth is both expected 
and desired. Any future development on the subject site, which is currently vacant, 
could encourage, enable, and direct growth to this Area of Change. Due to the standards 
established by the Gateway Center Site Development Plan, and where silent, CPO-7 
Overlay Zone standards apply, the proposed a future development being heard 
subsequent to this request would be compatible in form and scale to the immediately 
surrounding development. Future development could also reinforce the character and 
intensity of the surrounding area given the general compatibility between the MX-H and 
surrounding MX-M zone districts, as well as the existing buffer between the subject site 
and the lower-density and lower-intensity development located west of the site. The 
request clearly facilitates Goal 5.6 City Development Areas. 
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POLICY 5.6.2 AREAS OF CHANGE:  Direct growth and more intense development to 
Centers, Corridors, industrial and business parks, and Metropolitan Redevelopment Areas 
where change is encouraged. 

The request will direct growth and more intense development on the subject site 
because the MX-H zone district allows higher-intensity mixed-use development in 
comparison to the MX-M zone district. Additionally, the subject site is located along the 
I-25 Frontage and Mountain Rd. Major Transit Corridors, within 660’ of the Lomas Blvd., 
and within an Area of Change, where growth and more intense development is 
encouraged. The request clearly facilitates Policy 5.6.2 Areas of Change. 

CHAPTER 8: ECONOMIC DEVELOPMENT 

GOAL 8.1 – PLACEMAKING: Create places where businesses and talent will stay and thrive. 

It is unclear from the applicant’s response how the requested zone map amendment 
will lead to a place where businesses and talent will stay and thrive. No studies or 
statistical data has been provided by the applicant to demonstrate or confirm that this 
will be the case. The request does not clearly facilitate Goal 8.1 Placemaking. 

POLICY 8.1.1 DIVERSE PLACES: Foster a range of interesting places and contexts with 
different development intensities, densities, uses, and building scales to encourage 
economic development opportunities. 

The requested zone map amendment from MX-M to MX-H would facilitate 
development that will foster or support a range of intensities, uses and densities given 
the existing development on parcels also located within the controlling Gateway Site 
Development Plan for Subdivision. The request clearly facilitates Policy 8.1.1. – Diverse 
Places. 

POLICY 8.1.1(a) – Invest in Centers and Corridors to concentrate a variety of employment 
opportunities for a range of occupational skills and salary levels. 

The subject site is located along Major Transit Corridors, the request would result in 
higher intensity uses on the subject site, and along with the other existing developed 
parcels controlled by the Gateway Site Development for Subdivision, the request will 
continue to concentrate a variety of employment opportunities and a range of skills and 
salary levels appropriately. The request clearly facilitates Sub Policy 8.1.1(a). 

POLICY 8.1.1.(c) – Prioritize local job creation, employer recruitment, and support for 
development projects that hire local residents. 

The request could prioritize local job creation and recruitment during the construction 
phase of the proposed development, however staff notes that the applicant’s (Nobis 
Rehabilitation Partners) headquarters is located in Allen, Texas. It is therefore unclear 
how the proposed use will continue to prioritize local job creation and hire local 
residents. The request generally facilitates Policy 8.1.1(c). 
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POLICY 8.1.2. RESILIENT ECONOMY: Encourage economic development efforts that 
improve quality of life for new and existing residents and foster a robust, resilient, and 
diverse economy. 

The request would contribute to improving the quality of life for nearby and 
surrounding residents by locating a potential service uses on the subject site, and along 
designated Major Transit Corridors.  The request clearly facilitates Policy 8.1.2 – 
Resilient Economy. 

GOAL 8.2 – ENTREPRENEURSHIP: Foster a culture of creativity and entrepreneurship and 
encourage private businesses to grow. 

While the request may result in encouraging a private business to grow on the subject 
site, it is unclear from the applicant’s response how this would foster a culture of 
creativity and entrepreneurship given the permissive uses under the MX-H zone district. 
The request does not clearly facilitate Goal 8.2 - Entrepreneurship. 

Integrated Development Ordinance (IDO)  

IDO Zoning 

The subject site is zoned MX-M [Mixed-use, Medium Intensity Zone District, IDO 14-
16-2-4(C)], which was assigned upon adoption of the IDO as a conversion from the 
former SU-2 (C-3) zoning designation (Industrial/Wholesale/Manufacturing) zoning. 
The purpose of the MX-M zone district is to provide for a wide array of moderate-
intensity retail, commercial, institutional and moderate-density residential uses, with 
taller, multi-story buildings encouraged in Centers and Corridors. Specific permissive 
uses are listed in Table 4-2-1: Allowable Uses, IDO pg. 145. 

The request is to change the subject site’s zoning to MX-H (Mixed Use, High Intensity 
Zone District, IDO 14-16-2-4(D). The purpose of the MX-H zone district is to provide for 
large-scale destination retail and high-intensity commercial, residential, light 
industrial, and institutional uses, as well as high-density residential uses, particularly 
along Transit Corridors and in Urban Centers.  

Applicant’s Updated Position on Spot Zone Requirements   

The applicant has submitted documentation for the record regarding their position on 
Spot Zone Requirements. The applicant contends that Planning Staff has mistakenly 
applied the “contiguous” land requirement to the MX-H zone as part of their analysis, 
misapplied definitions, and that proximity to the nearest MX-H zone using typical 
industry and professional distances supports the argument against a spot zone 
designation.  

Overlay Zones 

The subject site is also located within the Santa Barbara Martineztown Character 
Protection Overlay Zone (CPO-7) which is focused on regulating development. Future 
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development must adhere to the standards associated with this Overlay Zone where 
applicable. CPO-7 includes site standards, setback standards, building height 
maximums, and sign standards meant to protect and preserve this area’s distinct 
community, although since the subject site is within the controlling SDP for 
subdivision, the design standards in the SDP take precedent over the IDO and where 
silent, the CPO would apply (IDO §14-16-1-10(A) Pre-IDO Approvals). 

IDO Definitions  

ABUT: To touch or share a property line. 

ADJACENT: Those properties that are abutting or separated only by a street, alley, trail, 
or utility easement, whether public or private. 

AREA OF CHANGE: An area designated as an Area of Change in the Albuquerque/Bernalillo 
County Comprehensive Plan (ABC Comp Plan), as amended, where growth and 
development are encouraged, primarily in Centers 
other than Old Town, Corridors other than Commuter Corridors, Master Development 
Plan areas, planned communities, and Metropolitan Redevelopment Areas. 

MIXED-USE ZONE DISTRICT: Any zone district categorized as Mixed-use in Part 14-16-2 of 
the IDO. 

OVERLAY ZONE: Regulations that prevail over other IDO regulations to ensure protection 
for designated areas. Overlay zones include Airport Protection Overlay (APO), Character 
Protection Overlay (CPO), Historic Protection Overlay (HPO), and View Protection Overlay 
(VPO). Character Protection and View Protection Overlay zones adopted after May 18, 
2018 shall be no less than 10 acres, shall include no fewer than 50 lots, and shall include 
properties owned by no fewer than 25 property owners. There is no minimum size for 
Airport Protections Overlay or Historic Protection Overlay zones. See also Small Area. 

ZONE DISTRICT: One of the zone districts established by the IDO and the boundaries of 
such zone districts shown on the Official Zoning Map. Zoning regulations include the Use 
Regulations, Development Standards, and Administration and Enforcement provisions of 
the IDO Definitions 

V. Zone Map Amendment (Zone Change) 
Requirements 

Pursuant to IDO §14-16-6-7(G)(3) of the Integrated Development Ordinance, Review and 
Decision Criteria, "An application for a Zoning Map Amendment shall be approved if it meets 
all of the following criteria." The review and decision criteria outline policies and 
requirements for deciding zone change applications. The applicant must provide sound 
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justification for the proposed change and demonstrate that several tests have been met.  The 
burden is on the applicant to show why a change should be made. 

There are several criteria 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. 

Justification & Analysis  

The zoning map amendment justification letter analyzed here, received on is a response to 
the instructions provided by the LUHO for the request to be remanded back to the EPC and 
Staff’s request for a revised justification (see attachment). The subject site is currently zoned 
MX-M (Mixed-use Medium Intensity). The requested zoning is MX-H (Mixed-use High 
Intensity). The reason for the request is to facilitate the development of an Inpatient 
Rehabilitation Facility (IRF or hospital use). 

The applicant believes that the proposed zoning map amendment (zone change) meets the 
zone change decision criteria in IDO §14-16-6-7(G)(3) as elaborated in the justification letter. 
The citation is from the IDO. The applicant’s arguments are in italics. Staff analysis follows in 
plain text. 

(a) The proposed zone change is consistent with the health, safety, and general welfare of 
the City as shown by furthering (and not being in conflict with) a preponderance of 
applicable Goals and Policies in the ABC Comp Plan, as amended, and other applicable 
plans adopted by the City. 

Applicant: As discussed above [in the attached project letter], the requested zone 
map amendment from MX-M to MX-H will benefit the surrounding neighborhood by 
furthering a preponderance of applicable Goals and Policies in and clearly facilitating 
the implementation of the ABC Comp Plan as shown in the previous analysis [in the 
attached project letter]. The analysis describes how the proposed Zone Map 
Amendment furthers Goals and Polices regarding Character, Centers and Corridors, 
Complete Communities, City Development Patterns. These Goals and policies are 
supported because the request will provide much needed high density, infill 
development as described in the definition of MX-H in the IDO, cited at the beginning 
of this letter. Further, the subject site is within 600-feet of three different Major 
Transit Corridors – Mountain Road NE, I-25 Frontage Road, and Lomas Boulevard. 

Staff’s Response: Consistency with the City’s health, safety, morals and general 
welfare is shown by demonstrating that a request furthers applicable 
Comprehensive Plan Goals and policies and does not significantly conflict with them. 
Because this is a spot zone, the applicant must further “clearly facilitate” 
implementation of the ABC Comp Plan (see Criterion H). The applicant’s policy-
based responses adequately demonstrate that the request clearly facilitates a 
preponderance of applicable Goals and policies in the Comprehensive Plan. 
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Therefore, the request is consistent with the City’s health, safety, morals and 
general welfare.  

Clearly Facilitates citations: Policy 4.1.2 – Identity & Design, Goal 5.1 – Centers & 
Corridors, Policy 5.1.1 Desired Growth, Sub Policy 5.1.1 (c), Policy 5.1.2 – 
Development Areas, Policy 5.2.1 – Land Uses, Sub Policy 5.2.1(h), Sub Policy 5.2.1(n), 
Goal 5.3 – Efficient Development Patterns, Policy 5.3.1 – Infill Development, Policy 
5.3.2 – Leapfrog Development, Policy 5.3.7 – Locally Unwanted Uses Sub Policy 
5.3.7(b), Goal 5.6 – City Development Areas, Policy 5.6.2 – Areas of Change, Policy 
8.1.1 – Diverse Places, Sub Policy 8.1.1(a), Policy 8.1.2 – Resilient Economy. 

Does not clearly facilitate citations: Goal 4.1 - Character, Goal 5.2 – Complete 
Communities, Sub Policy 5.2.1(e), Goal 8.1 – Placemaking, Goal 8.2 – 
Entrepreneurship. 

The response to Criterion A is sufficient. 

(b) If the proposed amendment is located wholly or partially in an Area of Consistency (as 
shown in the ABC Comp Plan, as amended), the applicant has demonstrated that the new 
zone would clearly reinforce or strengthen the established character of the surrounding 
Area of Consistency and would not permit development that is significantly different from 
that character. The applicant must also demonstrate that the existing zoning is 
inappropriate because it meets any of the following criteria: 

1. There was typographical or clerical error when the existing zone district was applied 
to the property. 

2. There has been a significant change in neighborhood or community conditions 
affecting the site. 

3. A different zone district is more advantageous to the community as articulated by 
the ABC Comp Plan, as amended (including implementation of patterns of land use, 
development density and intensity, and connectivity), and other applicable adopted 
City plan(s). 

Applicant: The subject site is located wholly within an Area of Change; the above 
criterion does not apply. 

Staff’s Response: The subject site is located wholly in an Area of Change, as 
designated by the Comp Plan. Therefore, the applicant’s response for Criterion B is 
sufficient. 

(c) If the proposed amendment is located wholly in an Area of Change (as shown in the ABC 
Comp Plan, as amended) and the applicant has demonstrated that the existing zoning is 
inappropriate because it meets at least one of the following criteria: 

1. There was typographical or clerical error when the existing zone district was applied 
to the property. 
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2. There has been a significant change in neighborhood or community conditions 
affecting the site that justifies this request. 

3. A different zone district is more advantageous to the community as articulated by 
the ABC Comp Plan, as amended (including implementation of patterns of land use, 
development density and intensity, and connectivity), and other applicable adopted 
City plan(s). 

Applicant: The requested zone map amendment meets criteria 3, as described 
above: the requested zone map amendment from MX-M to MX-H will benefit the 
surrounding neighborhood by clearly facilitating the implementation of and 
furthering a preponderance of applicable Goals and Policies in the ABC Comp Plan 
as shown in the previous analysis. 

The analysis described how the proposed Zone Map Amendment clearly facilitates 
ABC Comp Plan Goals and Polices regarding Character, Distinct Communities, 
Centers and Corridors, Complete Communities, City Development Patterns, Land 
Uses, Areas of Change, Placemaking and others. These Goals and policies are 
supported because the request will provide much needed high density, infill   as 
described in the definition of MX-H in the IDO, cited at the beginning of this letter. 
Further, the subject site is within 600-feet of three different Major Transit Corridors 
– Mountain Road NE, I-25 Frontage Road, and Lomas Boulevard. 

Staff’s Response: The subject site is located wholly in an Area of Change where 
growth is encouraged and should be directed in accordance with Comprehensive 
Plan policies. The applicant argues that the existing zoning is inappropriate because 
it meets Criteria 3 (listed above). 

The applicant argues that the request meets Criteria 3 above. The applicant’s policy-
based analysis does demonstrate that the request would clearly facilitate a 
preponderance of applicable Comprehensive Plan Goals and policies and therefore 
would be more advantageous to the community than the current zoning. Because 
Criterion C states that the applicant must demonstrate that the existing zoning is 
inappropriate because it meets at least one of the criteria above, and Criteria 3 is 
met, the response to Criterion C is sufficient 

(d) The zone change does not include permissive uses that would be harmful to adjacent 
property, the neighborhood, or the community, unless the Use-specific Standards in IDO 
§14-16-4-3 associated with that use will adequately mitigate those harmful impacts. 
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Applicant: 

Permissive Uses 
Regarding the new uses allowed by the proposed zone change, any uses conducted 
on this site shall be beholden to all IDO requirements and regulations. Adult retail 
would normally be allowed in the MX-H zone, but due to the site’s proximity to 
schools to the north, this use would not be permitted at all, as outlined in IDO 
Provision 14-16-4-3(D)(6). Self-storage, the other permissive use that would be 
granted through the approval of this request, is controlled by IDO Provision 14-16-4-
3(D)(29). 14-16-4-3(D)(29)(f) restricts access to individual storage units to be indoor 
only, heavily reducing outdoor on-site traffic. Furthermore, all storage would be 
required to be within fully enclosed portions of a building. 

 

Conditional Uses 
An amphitheater is a conditional use and therefore would require a conditional use 
permit. There are no use-specific standards for amphitheaters, but the size of the lot 
would significantly limit the level of activity that could occur were an amphitheater 
to be developed here. Another use conditionally allowed in MX-H is the Construction 
Contractor Facility and Yard. First, anywhere construction equipment or goods or 
vehicles are parked or stored, or where work is conducted, must comply with all 
requirements in 14-16-5-6 (Landscape, Buffering, and Screening). Secondly, a 
conditional use approval through the ZHE would be required, requiring additional 
public comment and internal review. Finally, a Park-and-Ride Lot becomes an 
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available conditional use. This use would be beholden to all standards within 14-16-
5-5 (Parking and Loading), ensuring that its development would be in line with all 
IDO regulations. 

Accessory Uses 
Light manufacturing becomes a newly allowed accessory use but would be beholden 
to all use requirements outlined in IDO Provision 14-16-4-3(E)(4), including screening 
and storage requirements. A paid parking lot also would typically become a newly 
allowed accessory use. However, in line with provision 14-16-4-3(D)(22)(d)6., due to 
the lot’s location in the Martineztown/Santa Barbara CPO-7, this accessory use 
would be prohibited. 

Gateway Site Plan for Subdivision 

Per IDO Section 14-16-1-10(A)(2), any use standards or development standards 
associated with pre-IDO approval or zoning designation establish rights and 
limitations and are exclusive of and prevail over any other provision of this IDO. The 
Gateway site plan for subdivision establishes some design standards for the subject 
site, which prevail over the IDO and design standards found therein. Notably, the 
Site Plan for Subdivision establishes an allowable height of 180 feet. 

This height standard prevails over both the zone district design standards and the 
Martineztown / Santa Barbara CPO-7 standards. The CPO-7 design standards restrict 
height for lots that are less than 5 acres and are designated as Residential or Mixed-
use zoned districts to 26 feet. The provision is found in IDO Section 3-4(H)(4) Building 
Height: 3-4(H)(4)(a) In Residential and Mixed-use zone districts on project sites less 
than 5 acres, the maximum building height is 26 feet. 

However, if approved, this Zone Map Amendment would encourage infill 
development that adds complementary uses and is compatible in form and scale to 
the immediately surrounding development because the immediately surrounding 
development is relatively high-intensity and density. To the south sits Embassy 
Suites, an 8-story, 100-foot-tall building. To the west is TriCore Laboratories, a 4-
story, approximately 45-foot-tall building. To the north sits the Career Enrichment 
Center and Albuquerque High School, whose gymnasium stands approximately 55 
feet tall. To the east is I-25, a highly trafficked urban freeway. The MX-H zoning 
allows for more intense uses and a higher allowed maximum building height, which 
would allow for development that is compatible in form and scale to the immediately 
surrounding development. In conjunction with the controlling site plan, the proposed 
zone map amendment would not be harmful to the surrounding community. Further, 
the benefits of having an existing controlling site plan are the EPC would review any 
new uses on the subject site. There would be an opportunity for the community to 
provide input and the site plan would be reviewed by Staff prior to being submitted 
to the Commission for a final decision. 
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Staff’s Response: The only two new permissive uses that would be allowed with the 
requested zone map amendment to MX-H are Adult Retail (not allowed due to 
proximity to the school to the north) and Self-Storage (impacts mitigated by a 
requirement for indoor storage units only). Although the IDO’s Use-specific Standards 
for uses in the MX-H zone district would mitigate potentially harmful impacts associated 
with newly permissive uses, the subject site is controlled by the Gateway Center Site 
Development Plan for Subdivision (SDP). In this case, the SDP would mitigate harm on 
the surrounding land uses because it specifies allowable uses, land use scenario 
standards, development standards, and setbacks. The SDP only allows the “general 
Office” land use for the subject site.  

Staff notes that the purpose of the zone change is to facilitate development of a 
Rehabilitation Facility (Hospital use) on area 3, which is being reviewed by the EPC as a 
major amendment to allow the use in the SDP and a Site Plan subsequently to this 
request. Although the subject site is within CPO-7, the SDP takes precedence over the 
standards in the CPO, pursuant to IDO §14-16-1-10(A). The applicant’s response to 
Criterion D is sufficient. 

(e) The City's existing infrastructure and public improvements, including but not limited to its 
street, trail, and sidewalk systems meet 1 of the following requirements: 

1. Will have adequate capacity based on improvements for which the City has already 
approved and budgeted capital funds during the next calendar year. 

2. Will have adequate capacity when the applicant fulfills its obligations under the IDO, 
the DPM, and/or an Infrastructure Improvements Agreement. 

3. Will have adequate capacity when the City and the applicant have fulfilled their 
respective obligations under a City- approved Development Agreement between 
the City and the applicant. 

Applicant: The request meets the criteria above as described by number 3: will have 
adequate capacity when the applicant fills its obligations under the IDO, the DPM, 
and/or an IIA. The request will continue through various City application processes 
where infrastructure capacity will be addressed. A full Traffic Safety Study was 
conducted by Tierra West to determine appropriate safety measures when 
considering access and traffic. These measures are outlined in the attached Traffic 
Safety Study and the Executive Summary and are in review by the NMDOT and City’s 
Traffic Engineer. 

Staff’s Response: The subject site is currently served by infrastructure, which will 
have adequate capacity once the applicant fulfills its obligations under the IDO, the 
DPM, and/or an Infrastructure Improvements Agreement. Any future development 
on the subject site, which is currently vacant, would be required to adhere to all 
obligations and standards under the IDO, DPM, and/or an Infrastructure 
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Improvements Agreement. The applicant has also completed a full Traffic Safety 
Study. The response to Criterion E is sufficient 

(f) The applicant's justification for the requested zone change is not completely based on the 
property's location on a major street. 

Applicant: The subject site is bound by Woodward Pl NE (local urban street), 
Mountain Rd NE, and the I-25 Frontage Rd. Both Mountain Rd NE and I-25 Frontage 
are classified as Major Collectors by MRCOG. Lomas Blvd and I-25 are in the vicinity 
of the subject site and are classified as Principal Arterial and Interstate by the 
MRCOG, respectively. Though the location of the subject site is appropriate for the 
requested Zone Map Amendment, our justification is not based predominantly on 
that. Rather, the justification is based on a thorough ABC Comp Plan analysis and 
shows that the request clearly facilitates and furthers a preponderance of Goals and 
Policies found therein. 

Staff’s Response: Though the subject site is located along major streets and 
designated Major Transit Corridors, the applicant has adequately demonstrated 
that the request clearly facilitates a preponderance of applicable Comprehensive 
Plan Goals and policies, and any future development will adhere to the Pre-IDO 
approved design standards of the Gateway Site Development Plan for Subdivision. 
The response to Criterion F is sufficient. 

(g) The applicant's justification is not based completely or predominantly on the cost of land 
or economic considerations.   

Applicant: The request is not based on the cost of land nor economic considerations, 
rather, the request is based on the policy analysis above. The requested zone map 
amendment from MX-M to MX-H will benefit the surrounding neighborhood by 
clearly facilitating the implementation of and furthering a preponderance of 
applicable Goals and Policies in the ABC Comp Plan as shown in the previous analysis. 
The analysis described how the proposed Zone Map Amendment clearly facilitates 
ABC Comp Plan Goals and Polices regarding Character, Distinct Communities, 
Centers and Corridors, Complete Communities, City Development Patterns, Land 
Uses, Areas of Change, Placemaking and others. These Goals and policies are 
supported because the request will provide much needed high density, infill 
development as described in the definition of MX-H in the IDO, cited at the beginning 
of this letter. Further, the subject site is within 600-feet of three different Major 
Transit Corridors – Mountain Road NE, I-25 Frontage Road, and Lomas Boulevard. 

Staff’s Response: The applicant’s justification is not completely or predominantly 
based upon economic considerations. Rather, the applicant has adequately 
demonstrated that the request clearly facilitates a preponderance of applicable 
Comprehensive Plan Goals and policies, and any future development will adhere to 
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the Pre-IDO approved design standards of the Gateway Site Development Plan for 
Subdivision. The response to Criterion G is sufficient. 

(h) The zone change does not apply a zone district different from surrounding zone districts 
to one small area or one premises (i.e. create a "spot zone") or to a strip of land along a 
street (i.e. create a "strip zone") unless the change will clearly facilitate implementation 
of the ABC Comp Plan, as amended, and at least one of the following applies: 

1. The area of the zone change is different from surrounding land because it can 
function as a transition between adjacent zone districts. 

2. The site is not suitable for the uses allowed in any adjacent zone district due to 
topography, traffic, or special adverse land uses nearby. 

3. The nature of structures already on the premises makes it unsuitable for the uses 
allowed in any adjacent zone district. 

Applicant: Planning staff has interpreted that the request is a spot zone, as such, the 
Zoning Map Amendment would apply a spot zone. The requested Zoning Map 
Amendment clearly facilitates the implementation of the ABC Comp Plan, as 
amended, and the request meets criterion 1, because the subject property would 
function as a transition between adjacent zone districts. The requested MX-H zone 
would serve as an appropriate transition between adjacent zone districts as follows: 
 
The subject site would be the “peak” zone as shown in figure 3, below. Following the 
zone map between Lomas Blvd NE and Mountain Road NE, the intensity of zones 
increases as it approaches the interstate. There are parcels zoned NR-LM bordering 
Broadway Blvd (between Lomas Blvd NE and Mountain Rd NE) but it then 
immediately shifts (with almost no transition in intensity) to properties zoned MX-L, 
which are bounded by properties zoned MX-M to the north and south. The zone map 
increases in intensity as it approaches I-25. The zone map clearly shows that the 
parcels shift from MX-L to MX-M moving eastward and would result in peak intensity 
of MX-H at the subject site, which is bound by the I-25 commuter corridor. The 
resulting zone map amendment would be a transition from lower intensity MX-L 
zone all the way to the more intense MX-H zone. It is also important to consider, in 
this case, the proposed land use and development of the subject site. The land use 
would serve as an appropriate transition in intensity, as higher density uses are 
encouraged in areas of change, and within Major Transit Corridors. The land uses in 
the city block bound by Broadway Blvd NE, Mountain Rd NE, Lomas Blvd NE, and I-
25 all increase in intensity as the map moves eastward, thus resulting in an 
appropriate transition (barring the strip zoning of NR-LM along Broadway Blvd NE). 

The resulting zone map pattern would be an MX-H zone district (the subject site) 
along the I-25 commuter corridor, and intensity and zoning transitions downward as 
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the zone map transitions to the west, between Mountain Rd NE and Lomas Blvd NE 
and ending at Broadway Blvd NE. 

 

Further, should the request be approved the resulting zoning map pattern would be 
very similar to the existing zoning patterns in the area. As shown in figure 3 above, 
directly east of the subject site (not including I-25), there are parcels zoned MX-H. To 
the southeast of the subject site, are parcels zoned MX-H which then transition into 
parcels zoned MX-M, MX-T, and R-1. Just south of the subject site, there are parcels 
zoned MX-H which transition to MX-M, MX-T, and R-1 zones. 

Staff’s Response:  The applicant is requesting a zone change from MX-M zoning to 
MX-H zoning, which would result in a spot zone as determined by staff. Spot zones 
are analyzed and determined on a case-by-case basis. The analysis of spot zones in 
the city is determined based on several factors identified in the review and decision 
criteria for spot zones, including the surrounding zone districts, land uses and 
applicable IDO definitions.  

The request would result in a spot zone because it would apply a zone different from 
surrounding zone districts. The applicant acknowledges that the request would 
create a spot zone in their response to Criterion H, but explains that it would be 
justified because the subject site will function as a transition between adjacent zone 
districts to the west due to the existing pattern of zoning in the area, with more 
intense zone districts being located closer to I-25 and the frontage, and less intense 
zones moving away from the subject site. If approved, the subject site’s MX-H zone 
would begin the transition to lower intensity zones to the west. The applicant has 
also shown how the request would clearly facilitate preponderance of the 
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Comprehensive Plan policies as shown in the response to Criterion A. The response 
to Criterion H is sufficient. 

VI. Agency & Neighborhood Concerns 
Reviewing Agencies 

City departments and other agencies reviewed the original application for the February 
15, 2024 EPC hearing. ABCWUA, AMAFCA, APS, CABQ Long Range, MRMPO, PNM, Solid 
Waste, Transportation Development Review Services, and provided standard comments. 
Agency comments begin on p. 38.  

Neighborhood/Public 

Updated Notice: 

The applicant provided updated notice of the application to all eligible Neighborhood 
Association representatives and adjacent property owners (within 100 feet) via certified 
mail and email pursuant to IDO §14-16-6-4(K) as required in the LUHO instructions. 

Facilitated Meeting: 

The Santa Barbara Martineztown Neighborhood Association accepted a Pre-Submittal 
Neighborhood Meeting within 15 calendar days of the original notification (on November 
21, 2023) and proposed a meeting date of January 18th. The applicant originally agreed 
to a meeting sometime in January (date not specified), but requested a sooner date on 
November 29, 2024, citing “undue delay.” The CABQ Office of Alternative Dispute 
Resolution then offered a Zoom meeting format, with flexible availability, beginning as 
early as December 4, 2023. However, the Neighborhood association was “adamant that 
the meeting be held on January 18th,” according to facilitated meeting notes provided by 
the CABQ Office of Alternative Dispute Resolution and a timeline provided by the 
applicant. 

Based on this information, it appears that the Neighborhood Association effectively 
declined to meet within the 30-calendar day window specified in 6-4(B)(4) of the IDO. If 
the Santa Barbara Martineztown NA had accepted ADR’s offered Zoom meeting within 
those 30 days, the Neighborhood Association would have met with the applicant during 
this timeframe. However, as stated in subsection 6-4(B)(9), the requirement for a pre-
submittal neighbor meeting was waived, and instead, a facilitated meeting was held on 
January 18th. Staff has also been informed by the applicant that a follow-up non-
facilitated meeting was held on January 30th. 

Neighborhood Opposition: 

Staff is aware of opposition to this request by the Santa Barbara Martineztown 
Neighborhood Association (SBMT NA). In the facilitated meeting notes provided by the 
CABQ Office of Alternative Dispute Resolution, objections to the request were based on 
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the communities feeling that the MX-H designation is not equivalent to the former Sector 
Plan C-3 designation, the potential of increased traffic, and the Applicant’s submission 
prior to the date of the meeting. These notes state that “community stakeholders made 
several additional objections, which were not related to the subject application. Those 
objections were omitted, here.” 

The SBMT NA submitted comments on the case for the February 15, 2024 EPC hearing 
objecting to the facilitated meeting notes and the uses permitted in the MX-H zone 
district. Staff is aware that the NA is opposed to the zone change due to the associated 
Rehabilitation Facility that would be reviewed by the EPC, which would allow 
development. 

Appeal: 

The SBMT NA appealed the EPC’s original decision to approve the zone map amendment 
(NOD dated 2/15/2024), which was heard at a LUHO appeal hearing on May 15, 2024. The 
appeal was based on an inadequate record which did not include enough detail about the 
controlling Gateway Center Site Development Plan for Subdivision (SDP) in relation to the 
existing CPO-7, Character Protection Overlay Zone. The LUHO remanded the case back to 
the EPC for a new hearing with instructions. The applicant has submitted an updated 
application and documentation. Planning Staff has analyzed the updated request based 
on the LUHO’s instructions. 

VII. Conclusion 
The request is for a zoning map amendment (zone change) for an approximately 3-acre 
site legally described as all or a portion of Tract A Plat of Gateway Subdivision, located at 
1100 Woodward Pl NE, between Mountain Rd, and Lomas Blvd. 

The applicant is requesting a zone change from MX-M zoning to MX-H zoning, which 
would result in a spot zone. The request could facilitate the proposed future development 
of a hospital use. 

The applicant has adequately justified the request based upon the proposed zoning being 
more advantageous to the community than the current zoning because it would clearly 
facilitate a preponderance of applicable Comprehensive Plan Goals and policies. The 
applicant’s responses to the Review and Decision Criteria for Zone Map Amendments 
established in 14-16-6-7(G)(3) of the IDO are sufficient. 

The applicant provided notice of the application to all eligible Neighborhood Association 
representatives and adjacent property owners (within 100 feet) via certified mail and 
email as required. Staff is aware of opposition to this request from the Santa Barbara 
Martineztown Neighborhood Association. 

The original EPC decision of approval was appealed by the SBMT NA and is being heard 
anew (de novo) based on the LUHO’s decision to remand the case back to the EPC with 

071



CITY OF ALBUQUERQUE  ENVIRONMENTAL PLANNING COMMISSION 
PLANNING DEPARTMENT Project # PR-2024-009765 / Case # RZ-2024-00001 
CURRENT PLANNING SECTION Hearing Date: July 18, 2024 
 Page 29 
 

 

instructions. The applicant has submitted an updated application and documentation. 
Planning Staff has analyzed the updated request based on the LUHO’s instructions. 

Staff recommends approval. 
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Findings, Zoning Map Amendment (i.e., Zone Change) 
Project #: 2024-009765 / RZ: 2024-00001 

1. This is a request for a zoning map amendment for all or a portion of Tract A, Plat of 
Gateway Subdivision located at 1100 Woodward Place NE, between Mountain Rd. and 
Lomas Blvd. and containing approximately 3 acres.   

2. The request was originally heard and approved by the EPC on February 15, 2024. It was 
appealed by the Santa Barbara Martineztown Neighborhood Association (NA) and was 
heard by the Land Use Hearing Officer (LUHO) on May, 15, 2024 (AC-24-11). The LUHO 
decision resulted in a remand back to the EPC to be heard de novo (“anew”). 

3. The request is now before the EPC on remand pursuant to six remand instructions 
specified by the LUHO: 

• INSTRUCTION #1 requires that the EPC review the request for reconsideration 
anew due to an insufficient record. The request is being heard anew at the June 
20, 2024 EPC hearing. 

• INSTRUCTION #2 allows the parties and planning staff to supplement the record 
with additional evidence so that the EPC can make a decision based on accurate 
information.  Planning staff has supplemented the record with information about 
the 1994 Gateway Center Site Development Plan for Subdivision. 

• INSTRUCTION #3 requires that the applicant meet notice requirements in IDO §14-
16-6-4(K) for the request to be reconsidered. The applicant has re-notified 
property owners within 100-feet of the subject site and affected Neighborhood 
associations with the new hearing date and request information. 

• INSTRUCTION #4 requires that the EPC offer the opportunity for cross examination 
under procedural due process for NM State law. Planning staff has prepared online 
forms and instructions for the public to access and will announce the opportunity 
for cross examination during the hearing. 

• INSTRUCTION #5 required that Planning staff accept all evidence submitted by 
applicants whether staff believes it is relevant or not. Staff will ensure to accept 
all information received in application packets to be included in the EPC record for 
this case. 

• INSTRUCTION #6 states that the EPC should make its own independent findings 
and conclusions. Planning staff prepares recommended findings as part of the 
staff report for the commissions review. It is up to the commission to accept, 
revise, remove, or add new Findings to be included in the Official Notice of 
decision.  

4. The subject site is zoned MX-M (Mixed-use - Medium Intensity). The applicant is 
requesting a zone change to MX-H (Mixed use – High Intensity) which would result in a 
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spot zone. The applicant proposes to change the zoning to facilitate the proposed future 
development of a hospital use on the subject site. 

5. The subject site is currently vacant and undeveloped. On 3/24/1994 the EPC voted to 
approve the Gateway Center Site Development Plan (SDP) for Subdivision SDP for the 23-
acre area that the subject site is within (Z-93-46). The SDP for Subdivision was signed off 
for approval by the (former) DRB on 7/12/1994 (DRB-94-183). 

6. The subject site is located within the Santa Barbara Martineztown Character Protection 
Overlay Zone (CPO-7). 

7. The Pre-IDO approved Gateway Center Site Development Site Development Plan for 
Subdivision design guidelines prevail over the majority of the requirements of the CPO-7 
pursuant to IDO §14-16-1-10(A) which states that “Any use standards or development 
standards associated with any pre-IDO approval or zoning designation establish rights and 
limitations and are exclusive of and prevail over any other provision of this IDO. Where 
those approvals are silent, provisions in this IDO shall apply…” 

8. The Albuquerque/Bernalillo County Comprehensive Plan and the City of Albuquerque 
Integrated Development Ordinance (IDO) are incorporated herein by reference and made 
part of the record for all purposes. 

9. The subject site is located within an Area of Change as designated by the Comprehensive 
Plan. 

10. The request clearly facilitates the following applicable Goals and Policies from the 
Comprehensive Plan Chapter 4 – Community Identity 

A. POLICY 4.1.2 – IDENTITY AND DESIGN: Protect the identity and cohesiveness of 
neighborhoods by ensuring the appropriate scale and location of development, mix 
of uses, and character of building design. 

The request would protect the cohesiveness of the surrounding neighborhood by 
ensuring that the scale and location of any future development is not located in any 
residentially zoned parcels as articulated by the controlling Gateway Center Site 
Development Plan. Additionally, the mix of uses on and around the subject site are of 
appropriate scale for any future development resulting from an approval of the zone 
map amendment request. 

11. The request clearly facilitates the following applicable Goals and Policies from the 
Comprehensive Plan Chapter 5 – Land Use 

A. GOAL 5.1 CENTERS AND CORRIDORS: Grow as a community of strong Centers 
connected by a multi-modal network of Corridors. 

The request would allow a broader range of higher-intensity land uses on the subject 
site, which is located along the I-25 Frontage and Mountain Rd. Major Transit 
Corridors and within 660’ of the Lomas Blvd. Major Transit Corridor. Any development 
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made possible by the request could result in growth on the subject site, which is 
currently vacant, and located along and within the aforementioned Corridors. 

B. POLICY 5.1.1 DESIRED GROWTH: Capture regional growth in Centers and Corridors to 
help shape the built environment into a sustainable development pattern. 

The request could capture regional growth along and within three Major Transit 
Corridors - the I-25 Frontage, Mountain Rd., and Lomas Blvd. Any development made 
possible by the request would result in growth on the subject site, which is 3.0-acres 
in size and located within these aforementioned Corridors, and also abutting 
Interstate 25. Locating growth within Corridors promotes sustainable development 
patterns, according to the ABC Comp Plan. 

C. POLICY 5.1.1 c): Encourage employment density, compact development, 
redevelopment, and infill in Centers and Corridors as the most appropriate areas to 
accommodate growth over time and discourage the need for development at the 
urban edge. 

The subject site is part of the approved / controlling Gateway Site Development Plan 
for Subdivision which has served to encourage and accommodate growth over time 
that includes infill development and additional employment density. The request 
would continue to encourage development on the subject site and along a designated 
Major Transit Corridor.  

D. POLICY 5.1.2 DEVELOPMENT AREAS: Direct more intense growth to Centers and 
Corridors and use Development Areas to establish and maintain appropriate density 
and scale of development within areas.  

The request would allow a broader range of higher-intensity land uses on the subject 
site, which is located along Major Transit Corridors. The subject site is also located in 
a designated Area of Change, where growth is both expected and desired, according 
to the ABC Comp Plan. The density and scale of any future development made 
possible by approval of the request would be subject to the controlling site 
development plan and any IDO development standards where the site plan is silent. 

E. POLICY 5.2.1 LAND USES: Create healthy, sustainable, and distinct communities with 
a mix of uses that are conveniently accessible from surrounding neighborhoods. 

The request would allow for a broader mix of higher-intensity land uses on the subject 
site, which is located in a distinct mixed-use area and community (Santa 
Barbara/Martineztown), and in close proximity to other surrounding communities, 
conveniently accessible via public transit service. 

F. POLICY 5.2.1 h): Encourage infill development that adds complementary uses and is 
compatible in form and scale to the immediately surrounding development. 
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The requested zone map amendment would encourage infill development of a 
Rehabilitation Hospital being heard subsequent to this request by the EPC as a Site 
Plan EPC – Major Amendment. It would add a complementary use that is compatible 
in form and scale to the immediately surrounding development because the subject 
site and surrounding sites are all controlled by the design standards approved 
Gateway Site Development for Subdivision. The SDP design standards would ensure 
that any future development of the site would be compatible in form and scale to the 
immediately surrounding development. 

G. POLICY 5.2.1 n): Encourage more productive use of vacant lots and under-utilized lots, 
including surface parking. 

The subject site is currently vacant and is being used as an unpaved overflow parking 
lot. If approved, the request would result in more productive use of the vacant lot by 
expanding the available number of permissive uses on the subject site. Any future 
development would still be subject to the controlling Site Development Plan for 
Subdivision. 

H. GOAL 5.3 EFFICIENT DEVELOPMENT PATTERNS: Promote development patterns that 
maximize the utility of existing infrastructure and public facilities and the efficient use 
of land to support the public good.  

Any development made possible by the request will promote efficient development 
patterns and use of land because subject site is already served by existing 
infrastructure and public facilities, and is subject to the requirements of the 
controlling Site Development Plan for Subdivision. Future development on the subject 
site featuring uses allowed in the MX-H Zone District could support the public good in 
the form of economic development, job creation, and an expansion to the tax base. 

I. POLICY 5.3.1 INFILL DEVELOPMENT: Support additional growth in areas with existing 
infrastructure and public facilities. 

The subject site is a vacant infill site located in an area already served by existing 
infrastructure and public facilities. Any future growth and development on the subject 
site would occur in an area that has adequate existing infrastructure and access to a 
range of public facilities. 

J. POLICY 5.3.2 Leapfrog Development: Discourage growth in areas without existing 
infrastructure and public facilities. 

The request will not result in Leapfrog Development as the hospital use will be 
developed in an area with existing infrastructure and public facilities. 

K. POLICY 5.3.7 – Locally Unwanted Uses: Ensure that land uses that are objectionable 
to immediate neighbors but may be useful to society are located carefully and 
equitably to ensure that social assets are distributed evenly and social responsibilities 
are borne fairly across the Albuquerque area. 
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There is known opposition from the Santa Barbara/Martineztown (SB/MT) 
Neighborhood Association for the Hospital Use. The applicant has demonstrated that 
the proposed use would serve a community need for healthcare services for an aging 
population and chronic illnesses pursuant to healthcare and census data studies for 
NM that have been referenced. The request will result in a rehabilitation hospital that 
will add to the non-emergency medical services network in the greater Albuquerque 
Metropolitan area. These services are useful to society by easing pressure on local 
hospitals by providing an avenue for outpatient care. 

L. POLICY 5.3.7(b) – Ensure appropriate setbacks, buffers, and/or design standards to 
minimize offsite impacts. 

Although the request is for a zone map amendment, the controlling Gateway Center 
Site Development Plan includes setback requirements and other design standards 
intended to minimize offsite impacts from any future development on the subject site.  

M. GOAL 5.6 CITY DEVELOPMENT AREAS: Encourage and direct growth to Areas of 
Change where it is expected and desired and ensure that development in and near 
Areas of Consistency reinforces the character and intensity of the surrounding area.  
 

The subject site is located wholly in an Area of Change, where growth is both expected 
and desired. Any future development on the subject site, which is currently vacant, 
could encourage, enable, and direct growth to this Area of Change. Due to the 
standards established by the Gateway Center Site Development Plan, and where 
silent, CPO-7 Overlay Zone standards apply, the proposed a future development being 
heard subsequent to this request would be compatible in form and scale to the 
immediately surrounding development. Future development could also reinforce the 
character and intensity of the surrounding area given the general compatibility 
between the MX-H and surrounding MX-M zone districts, as well as the existing buffer 
between the subject site and the lower-density and lower-intensity development 
located west of the site. 

N. POLICY 5.6.2 AREAS OF CHANGE:  Direct growth and more intense development to 
Centers, Corridors, industrial and business parks, and Metropolitan Redevelopment 
Areas where change is encouraged. 

The request will direct growth and more intense development on the subject site 
because the MX-H zone district allows higher-intensity mixed-use development in 
comparison to the MX-M zone district. Additionally, the subject site is located along 
the I-25 Frontage and Mountain Rd. Major Transit Corridors, within 660’ of the Lomas 
Blvd., and within an Area of Change, where growth and more intense development is 
encouraged. 

12. The request clearly facilitates the following applicable Goals and Policies from the 
Comprehensive Plan Chapter 8 – Economic Development 
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A. POLICY 8.1.1 DIVERSE PLACES: Foster a range of interesting places and contexts with 
different development intensities, densities, uses, and building scales to encourage 
economic development opportunities. 

The requested zone map amendment from MX-M to MX-H would facilitate 
development that will foster or support a range of intensities, uses and densities given 
the existing development on parcels also located within the controlling Gateway Site 
Development Plan for Subdivision. 

B. POLICY 8.1.1(a) – Invest in Centers and Corridors to concentrate a variety of 
employment opportunities for a range of occupational skills and salary levels. 

The subject site is located along Major Transit Corridors, the request would result in 
higher intensity uses on the subject site, and along with the other existing developed 
parcels controlled by the Gateway Site Development for Subdivision, the request will 
continue to concentrate a variety of employment opportunities and a range of skills 
and salary levels appropriately. 
 

C. POLICY 8.1.2. RESILIENT ECONOMY: Encourage economic development efforts that 
improve quality of life for new and existing residents and foster a robust, resilient, and 
diverse economy. 

The request would contribute to improving the quality of life for nearby and 
surrounding residents by locating a potential service uses on the subject site, and 
along designated Major Transit Corridors.     

13. Pursuant to §14-16-6-7(F)(3) of the Integrated Development Ordinance, Review and 
Decision Criteria, "An application for a Zoning Map Amendment shall be approved if it 
meets all of the following criteria." 

A. Consistency with the City’s health, safety, morals and general welfare is shown by 
demonstrating that a request furthers applicable Comprehensive Plan Goals and 
policies and does not significantly conflict with them. Because this is a spot zone, the 
applicant must further “clearly facilitate” implementation of the ABC Comp Plan (see 
Criterion H). The applicant’s policy-based responses adequately demonstrate that the 
request clearly facilitates a preponderance of applicable Goals and policies in the 
Comprehensive Plan. Therefore, the request is consistent with the City’s health, 
safety, morals and general welfare. The response to Criterion A is sufficient. 

B. The subject site is located wholly in an Area of Change, so this criterion does not apply. 
The response to Criterion B is sufficient. 

C. The subject site is located wholly in an Area of Change (as shown in the ABC Comp 
Plan, as amended) and the applicant argues that criteria 3 applies “a different zone 
district is more advantageous to the community as articulated by the ABC Comp Plan, 
as amended (including implementation of patterns of land use, development density 
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and intensity, and connectivity), and other applicable adopted plans”. The applicant’s 
policy-based analysis does demonstrate that the request would clearly facilitate a 
preponderance of applicable Comprehensive Plan Goals and policies and therefore 
would be more advantageous to the community than the current zoning. Because 
Criterion C states that the applicant must demonstrate that the existing zoning is 
inappropriate because it meets at least one of the criteria above, and Criteria 3 is met, 
the response to Criterion C is sufficient 

D. The zone change does not include permissive uses that would be harmful to adjacent
property, the neighborhood, or the community, unless the Use-specific Standards in
IDO §14-16-4-3 associated with that use will adequately mitigate those harmful
impacts. The only two new permissive uses that would be allowed with the requested
zone map amendment to MX-H are Adult Retail (not allowed due to proximity to the
school to the north) and Self-Storage (impacts mitigated by a requirement for indoor
storage units only). Although the IDO’s Use-specific Standards for uses in the MX-H
zone district would mitigate potentially harmful impacts associated with newly
permissive uses, the subject site is controlled by the Gateway Center Site
Development Plan for Subdivision (SDP). In this case, the SDP would mitigate harm on
the surrounding land uses because it specifies allowable uses, land use scenario
standards, development standards, and setbacks. The SDP only allows the “general
Office” land use for the subject site.

E. The City's existing infrastructure and public improvements, including but not limited
to its street, trail, and sidewalk systems meet 1 of the following requirements – Will
have adequate capacity when the City and the applicant have fulfilled their respective
obligations under a City- approved Development Agreement between the City and the 
applicant. The subject site is currently served by infrastructure, which will have
adequate capacity once the applicant fulfills its obligations under the IDO, the DPM,
and/or an Infrastructure Improvements Agreement. Any future development on the
subject site, which is currently vacant, would be required to adhere to all obligations
and standards under the IDO, DPM, and/or an Infrastructure Improvements
Agreement. The applicant has also completed a full Traffic Safety Study. The response
to Criterion E is sufficient.

F. The applicant's justification for the requested zone change is not completely based on
the property's location on a major street. Though the subject site is located along
major streets and designated Major Transit Corridors, the applicant has adequately
demonstrated that the request clearly facilitates a preponderance of applicable
Comprehensive Plan Goals and policies, and any future development will adhere to
the Pre-IDO approved design standards of the Gateway Site Development Plan for
Subdivision. The response to Criterion F is sufficient.

G. The applicant's justification is not based completely or predominantly on the cost of
land or economic considerations.  The applicant’s justification is not completely or

079



CITY OF ALBUQUERQUE  ENVIRONMENTAL PLANNING COMMISSION 
PLANNING DEPARTMENT Project # PR-2024-009765 / Case # RZ-2024-00001 
CURRENT PLANNING SECTION Hearing Date: July 18, 2024 
 Page 37 
 

 

predominantly based upon economic considerations. Rather, the applicant has 
adequately demonstrated that the request clearly facilitates a preponderance of 
applicable Comprehensive Plan Goals and policies, and any future development will 
adhere to the Pre-IDO approved design standards of the Gateway Site Development 
Plan for Subdivision. The response to Criterion G is sufficient. 

H. The zone change does not apply a zone district different from surrounding zone 
districts to one small area or one premises (i.e. create a "spot zone") or to a strip of 
land along a street (i.e. create a "strip zone") unless the change will clearly facilitate 
implementation of the ABC Comp Plan, as amended, and at least one of the following 
applies – The area of the zone change is different from surrounding land because it 
can function as a transition between adjacent zones. The applicant is requesting a 
zone change from MX-M zoning to MX-H zoning, which would result in a spot zone as 
determined by staff. Spot zones are analyzed and determined on a case-by-case basis. 
The analysis of spot zones in the city is determined based on several factors identified 
in the review and decision criteria for spot zones, including the surrounding zone 
districts, land uses and applicable IDO definitions.  

The request would result in a spot zone because it would apply a zone different from 
surrounding zone districts. The applicant acknowledges that the request would create 
a spot zone in their response to Criterion H, but explains that it would be justified 
because the subject site will function as a transition between adjacent zone districts 
to the west due to the existing pattern of zoning in the area, with more intense zone 
districts being located closer to I-25 and the frontage, and less intense zones moving 
away from the subject site. If approved, the subject site’s MX-H zone would begin the 
transition to lower intensity zones to the west. The applicant has also shown how the 
request would clearly facilitate preponderance of the Comprehensive Plan policies as 
shown in the response to Criterion A. The response to Criterion H is sufficient.  

14. The applicant provided notice of the application to all eligible Neighborhood Association 
representatives and adjacent property owners (within 100 feet) via certified mail and 
email as required. 

15. The Santa Barbara Martineztown Neighborhood Association accepted a Pre-Submittal 
Neighborhood Meeting within 15 calendar days of notification (on November 21, 2023) 
and proposed a meeting date of January 18th. The applicant originally agreed to a 
meeting sometime in January (date not specified), but requested a sooner date on 
November 29, 2024, citing “undue delay.” The CABQ Office of Alternative Dispute 
Resolution then offered a Zoom meeting format, with flexible availability, beginning as 
early as December 4, 2023. However, the Neighborhood association was “adamant that 
the meeting be held on January 18th,” according to facilitated meeting notes provided by 
the CABQ Office of Alternative Dispute Resolution and a timeline provided by the 
applicant. Based on this information, it appears that the Neighborhood Association 
effectively declined to meet within the 30-calendar day window specified in 6-4(B)(4) of 
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the IDO. If the Santa Barbara Martineztown NA had accepted ADR’s offered Zoom 
meeting within those 30 days, the Neighborhood Association would have met with the 
applicant during this timeframe. However, as stated in subsection 6-4(B)(9), the 
requirement for a pre-submittal neighbor meeting was waived, and instead, a facilitated 
meeting was held on January 18th. Staff has also been informed by the applicant that a 
follow-up non-facilitated meeting was held on January 30th. 

16. Staff is aware of opposition to this request by the Santa Barbara Martineztown
Neighborhood Association. In the facilitated meeting notes provided by the CABQ Office
of Alternative Dispute Resolution, objections to the request were based on the
communities feeling that the MX-H designation is not equivalent to the former Sector
Plan C-3 designation, the potential of increased traffic, and the Applicant’s submission
prior to the date of the meeting. These notes state that “community stakeholders made
several additional objections, which were not related to the subject application. Those
objections were omitted, here.”

Recommendation 
APPROVAL of Project #: 2024-009765 / RZ-2024-00001, a request for Zoning Map 
Amendment from MX-M to MX-H for All or a portion of Tract A Plat of Gateway Subdivision, 
based on the preceding Findings. 

 

Megan Jones, 
Principal Planner 

 Vicente Quevedo, 
Senior Planner 

Notice of Decision cc list: 

List will be finalized subsequent to the EPC hearing. 
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AGENCY COMMENTS 
PLANNING DEPARTMENT 
Long Range Planning 

This is a request for a zone map amendment from MX-M to MX-H for a parcel located on 
1100 Woodward Pl NE, Abq NM 87102, at the SW intersection of Mountain Rd NE. and the I-
25 Frontage Road. The current site is approximately 2.79 acres, is vacant and is located within 
an Area of Change. 

There is no other property zoned MX – H (Mixed-Use – High intensity) in the area west of I-25. 
The property zoned MX-H east of I-25 does not share access to the same streets as the 
subject property. The interstate and frontage roads are a combined set of 4 streets that are 
not pedestrian-oriented. These combined rights-of-way act as a physical and visual barrier 
from the other property zoned MX-H east of I-25. The purpose of the MX-H zone district is to 
provide for large-scale destination retail and high-intensity commercial, residential, light 
industrial, and institutional uses, as well as high-density residential uses, particularly along 
Transit Corridors and in Urban Centers. The MX-H zone district is intended to allow higher-
density infill development in appropriate locations [IDO §14-16-2-4(D)(1)]. 

Due to the proposed inpatient component, this facility would be considered a hospital for the 
purposes of the IDO. Hospitals are a permissive use in the MX-M zone district but are limited 
to 20 beds and are conditional within 330 feet of any Residential zone district. The request 
would result in an up-zone that would allow more than 20 beds and increase the maximum 
building height on the site from 48 feet to 68 feet. 

The proposed development supports Policy 4.1.1 in Chapter 4, Community Identity, as it 
would provide a location for more intense uses away from residential areas, including needed 
health services, as well as providing jobs to the City of Albuquerque and accessible by 3 major 
transit corridors, thereby protecting the stable and thriving surrounding residential 
neighborhoods. 

The proposed project would support Policy 5.1.2 and Goal 5.3.1 in Chapter 5: Land Use by 
providing health services for the public good in close proximity to the nearby neighborhood 
and is accessible by a network of major transit corridors. 

The Martineztown/Santa Barbara community has often expressed opposition to mixed-use, 
higher-density, multi-story development. The EPC should carefully consider whether an up-
zone is appropriate on this site west of I-25. 
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CITY ENGINEER 

 Transportation Development   
 Transportation has no objection to the Zoning Map Amendment for this item. 

WATER UTILITY AUTHORITY 

1. No objections to Zoning Map Amendment.  
2. For informational purposes only:  
2a. Conditions of service are being analyzed in Availability Statement 240117. 

 

SOLID WASTE MANAGEMENT DEPARTMENT 

Project # PR-2024-009765 RZ-2024-00001– Zoning Map Amendment (Zone Change) --
- Should the zone map amendment be approved a site plan approved for access by 
the Solid Waste Department will be required. The site plan will need to indicate the 
refuse/recycle plan for this project. Trash enclosure minimum requirement can be 
found using the following link: 
https://www.cabq.gov/solidwaste/documents/enclosurespecificationswordsfont14.p
df 

COMMENTS FROM OTHER AGENCIES 

 
ALBUQUERQUE METROPOLITAN ARROYO FLOOD CONTROL AUTHORITY 

No adverse comments for the zone map change.  
 
ALBUQUERQUE PUBLIC SCHOOLS 

1. EPC Description: RZ-2024-00001, Zoning Map Amendment (Zone Change). 
2. Site Information: Gateway Subdivision, Tract A. 
3. Site Location: 1100 Woodward Place NE, between Mountain Road and Lomas Blvd. 
4. Request Description: Request for a zone change from MX-M to MX-H to facilitate the 

development of a hospital.   
5. APS Comments: Location is directly across Mountain Road NW from APS Alternative 

Schools CEC and ECA campus.  Curb cut depicted in the Option on the application 
indicates vehicular entry/exit will be located directly across from school entry/egress.  
Plan will have inevitable traffic ramifications.  Request that developer work with APS to 
determine an appropriate location for the turn-in/turn-out and ensure concurrency. 

 
MID-REGION METROPOLITAN PLANNING ORGANIZATION (MRMPO) 

MRMPO has no adverse comment. 

MIDDLE RIO GRANDE CONSERVANCY DISTRICT 
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Good afternoon, neither of these cases are within our jurisdiction and will not require 
MRGCD final approval. 

 
PUBLIC SERVICE COMPANY OF NEW MEXICO 

There are PNM facilities and/or easements around the entire site’s perimeter, including 
along the Woodward Pl and Mountain Rd frontages.  
It is the applicant’s obligation to determine if existing utility easements or rights-of-way 
are located on or adjacent to the property and to abide by any conditions or terms of 
those easements.  

Any existing easements may have to be revisited and/or new easements may need to be 
created for any electric facilities as determined by PNM. If existing electric lines or 
facilities need to be moved, then that is at the applicant’s expense.  

Any existing and/or new PNM easements and facilities need to be reflected on a future 
Site Plan and any future Plat.  

Structures, especially those made of metal like storage buildings and canopies should 
not be within or near PNM easements without close coordination with and agreement 
from PNM.  
Perimeter and interior landscape design should abide by any easement restrictions and 
not impact PNM facilities. Please adhere to the landscape standards contained in IDO 
Section 14-16-5-6(C)(10) as applicable.  

The applicant should contact PNM’s New Service Delivery Department as soon as 
possible to coordinate electric service regarding any proposed project. Submit a service 
application at https://pnmnsd.powerclerk.com/MvcAccount/Login for PNM to review.  

If existing electric lines or facilities need to be moved, then that is at the applicant’s 
expense. Please contact PNM as soon as possible at 
https://pnmnsd.powerclerk.com/MvcAccount/Login for PNM to review.  
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Figure 1: Looking north from the subject 
site, toward existing APS educational 
uses across Mountain Road. 

Figure 2: Looking south from the 
subject site towards adjacent hotel 
use. 
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Figure 3: Looking east from edge 
of subject site toward I-25 
Frontage.  
 

Figure 4: Looking west along 
Mountain Road, along the northern 
edge of the subject site. Existing bus 
route 5 stop (Montgomery-Carlisle) is 
visible. 
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 6 

APPEAL NO. AC-24-11 7 

Project # PR-2024-009765 8 
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 11 
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 13 

 14 

Santa Barbara-Martineztown Neighborhood Association,   15 

 16 

Opponents. 17 

 18 

 19 

REMAND 20 

 21 

INTRODUCTION 22 

DISCUSSION 23 

INSTRUCTIONS 24 

 25 

I. INTRODUCTION 26 

This is an appeal of a zone-amendment decision from the Environmental Planning 27 

Commission (EPC).  Specifically, the EPC approved a zone amendment application to change 28 

the zone district of a 3-acre, vacant parcel of land from its exiting MX-M zone district to a 29 

MX-H zone district. The 3-acre site is part of a larger  site plan for subdivision that may 30 

arguably be controlled, to some extent, by the existing site plan that dates back to at least 31 

1994.1  32 

 
1.  I use the term “arguably” because, as discussed below, there is sparse and conflicting evidence in the 
record regarding the site plan and how it may alter the applicability of certain provisions in the IDO, 

including the use design standards of the character protection overlay zone. 
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Appellants, the Santa Barbara-Martineztown Neighborhood Association (SBMNA), 33 

are represented by counsel. In their timely filed appeal, the Appellants request that the 34 

application and decision be remanded back to the EPC because the record is inadequate, the 35 

EPC was not well-informed about how the existing 1994 site plan impacts the site and the IDO 36 

standards [AR-005].2  The Appellants also argue that the EPC erred in its findings 7 through 37 

12 because it misapplied the IDO [AR-06].  In this regard, Appellants essentially argue that 38 

EPC failed to consider whether there is a public need for the zone-change [AR- 07]. 39 

Despite that the consolidated record is still wanting, after reviewing it, listening to 40 

arguments and cross examination testimony in a two-hour quasi-judicial appeal hearing, I find 41 

that the record clearly demonstrates that in approving the application, the EPC relied on 42 

material inaccurate and conflicting evidence that was submitted by the City Staff Planner who 43 

was assigned to this matter.  As a result, this matter must be remanded back to the EPC for a 44 

de novo hearing.   45 

  46 

II. DISCUSSION 47 

To avoid prejudicing a party to this appeal in the remanded hearing, I will not discuss the 48 

efficacy of the appeal arguments, but I will discuss in general terms the reasoning supporting 49 

 
2.  The original appeal record that was compiled, presumably after the appeal was filed, lacks material 

evidence that was submitted to the EPC. Apparently, to remedy the deficient record, a second appeal record 

was created.  The second record included most of the missing documents that were not included in the first 

appeal record.  However, the second record lacks documents that were included in the first appeal record.  

Consequently, rather than parse through each record, both records are now consolidated into one appeal 

record. This unfortunately results in multiple duplications of documents. Notably though, the consolidated 

record is still inadequate because there are still missing documents that are unaccounted.  Notwithstanding, 
the consolidated record has been re-Bates-stamped which is shown  on the lower, right side of each page as 

“AR” (Appeal Record) followed by the Bates stamped page numbers.  
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a remand under IDO, § 6-4(V)(3)(d)6.  In addition, basic and minimal instructions to bring any 50 

quasi-judicial administrative hearing and decision into compliance with the IDO and State law 51 

will be offered to the EPC. See IDO, § 6-4(V)(3)(d).  52 

Briefly, the application site is for Tract A as designated in a plat which represents a 53 

portion of the Gateway Subdivision encompassing several additional acres of developed land. 54 

[AR-211]. Apparently, the site plan for subdivision which includes the 3-acre zone amendment 55 

site was approved by the City in 1994 [AR-211].   According to former City Staff Planner, 56 

Seth Tinkle, after the EPC approved the site plan, the landowner was granted several 2-year 57 

extensions; the site plan has not expired as of February 15, 2024 [AR-212].  The zone map 58 

amendment application materials do not include the plat or the site plan for subdivision, nor 59 

did the EPC have them when evaluating the application in this matter.  60 

Under the IDO, there are no regulations requiring that an applicant submit a proposed or 61 

an associated site plan with a zone amendment application.  However, it is well-known and 62 

codified in the IDO that applicants bear “the burden of providing a sound justification for the 63 

requested decision, based on substantial evidence” and the applicant “bears the burden of 64 

showing compliance with required standards through analysis, illustrations, or other exhibits 65 

as necessary.”  See IDO §§ 6-4(E)(3) and 6-4(E)(4) respectively.  66 

In this matter, it is clear that the Gateway site plan for subdivision is material to the zone 67 

amendment request.3  Testimony at the appeal hearing confirms that because the 1994 site plan 68 

has allegedly not expired, any development on the 3-acre site is subject to the design standards 69 

 
3. The record does include a proposed conceptual site plan for the hospital use intended for the zone 

amendment [AR-086].  
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and building height allowances incorporated into the site plan for subdivision in 1994.  70 

Although the extent of the site plan for subdivision design standards are unclear from the 71 

consolidated record, what is clear is that according to testimony elicited in the appeal hearing, 72 

the 1994 standards demonstrably exceed and allegedly supersede what is currently allowed 73 

under the applicable character protection Overly zone 7 (CPO-7) height standards 74 

encompassed in the IDO.  Yet, in his testimony before the EPC, Staff Planner Tinkle advised 75 

the EPC that all development at the site must “adhere to” the CPO-7 standards for setbacks, 76 

building height, and other standards that are “meant to protect and preserve this area’s distinct 77 

community” [AR-140].    78 

Furthermore, during the EPC hearing, Staff Planner Tinkle was asked by EPC 79 

Commissioner Eyster if the proposed MX-H zone is a transition from an existing adjacent MX-80 

H zone. [AR-167]. In his response, Staff Planner Tinkle testified that the CPO-7 standards in 81 

the IDO:  82 

could foster this transition because the site standards, setback standards and 83 

building height standards associated with this overlay zone would apply to 84 

any future development on the subject site. The MX-H zones to the East 85 

would allow greater density and intensity on the subject site because they are 86 

not subject to the CPO-7 standards. The MX-M Zone districts to the 87 

southwest and the MX-T, to the north allow lower density and lower 88 

intensity uses than the requested MX-H, zone district. Therefore, Staff finds 89 

that the request could reasonably serve as a transition between the more 90 

intense mixed-use zones to the east, and the less intense mixed-use zones to 91 

the West. 92 

 93 

[AR-168].  94 

Staff Planner Tinkle failed to advise the EPC that the CPO-7 overlay regulations are, or 95 

could be, supplanted by the design standards incorporated in and with the 1994 site plan for 96 

subdivision. The evidence drawn out of the appeal hearing results in the Staff Planner’s explicit 97 
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rationale or theory supporting that the proposed MX-H zone can be a transition erroneous.  98 

Thus, the EPC had inaccurate material evidence in its evaluation of this application.  Moreover, 99 

it appears that the EPC partly relied on the staff planner’s testimony in approving the 100 

application.  See EPC Findings 5, 8.D, 10.A, and 12.D.  Based on the testimony at the appeal 101 

hearing, these findings are inaccurate as they relate to the CPO-7, and therefore these material 102 

findings are not supported by substantial evidence. 103 

Regarding the analysis required under IDO, § 6-7(G)(3)(d), there are only assumptions 104 

and guesswork to support EPC finding 12 regarding § 6-7(G)(3)(d).  IDO, § 6-7(G)(3)(d) is a 105 

material piece of the overall analysis required for a zone amendment application. Any finding 106 

regarding it should be well-supported with substantial evidence, not conjecture.4 In addition, 107 

because the existing zoning at the site is MX-M not C-3, EPC finding 12.C is erroneous.5  108 

Next, if the proposed zone in fact creates a spot zone, there is insufficient evidence in the 109 

record to support that the proposed MX-H zone is different from surrounding zone districts 110 

and that it can function as a transition between “adjacent” zone districts. See IDO, § 6-111 

7(G)(3)(h). For that matter, without “protections” of the CPO-7 regulations, the analysis 112 

required and used as a justification posited in the record for the alleged spot zone are ill-113 

founded. This issue must be revisited in the remand hearing to satisfy the evidentiary 114 

 
4.  Notably, apparently the applicants’ agents, who have expertise in traffic engineering, were discouraged 

from submitting traffic evidence. Although the record shows that automobile traffic thresholds are not 

exceeded, making a full traffic analysis potentially unnecessary, expert traffic evidence regarding 

improvements, etc., would potentially address some of the open questions surrounding the traffic problems 

in the area and presumably would in part address what is required in § 6-7(G)(3)(d).   

 

5.  Although, the fact that at one time the site was zoned C-3 is relevant to establish the site’s zoning history, 
to comport with State law as well as the IDO, any analysis under § 6-7(G)(3)(c) must compare the existing 

MX-M zone with any “significant changes” or “community conditions.”   

093



Page 6 of 7 
AC-24-11 Appeal 

Remand 

 

requirements.  If the analysis is indeed necessary, evidence of “how” the MX-H zone functions 115 

as a transition should be well articulated and supported with substantial evidence. 116 

Finally, in reviewing the EPC transcript minutes, I respectfully remind the EPC to 117 

affirmatively afford parties the opportunity of cross examination in some meaningful manner 118 

that is suitable under the circumstances that satisfies minimum due process requirements for 119 

quasi-judicial administrative hearings.  Although the record supports a conclusion that nobody 120 

requested cross examination in this matter, nonetheless, the EPC should assure that it takes the 121 

time to always at a minimum afford the opportunity anyway and it should do so in the remand 122 

hearing in this matter.  123 

 124 

III. INSTRUCTIONS 125 

1. Because the record is insufficient, partly supported on erroneous evidence and 126 

partly supported in assumptions, it is not well-supported by substantial evidence for a 127 

decision; to expeditiously dispose of the matter, the application shall be remanded directly to 128 

the EPC for reconsideration de novo. 129 

2.  The parties and the City Planning Staff are free to supplement the record with 130 

additional evidence on which the EPC can review and make a learned decision on the 131 

applications based on the administrative, quasi-judicial standard. 132 

3. The notice requirements of IDO, § 6-4(K) must be met by the applicants for a de 133 

novo, rehearing. 134 

4. The EPC must afford the opportunity for cross-examination in a manner that is 135 

efficient under the circumstances and that satisfies procedural due process under New Mexico 136 
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law.  137 

5. Because the IDO places the burden on the applicants to satisfy the numerous IDO 138 

tests for zone amendments, Planning Staff must accept all evidence submitted by the applicants 139 

whether Staff believes it is relevant or not.   140 

6. The EPC should make independent findings and conclusions. 141 

This matter is remanded.  142 

Respectfully Submitted:  143 

    144 

Steven M. Chavez, Esq. 145 

Land Use Hearing Officer 146 

May17, 2024 147 

 148 

Copies to: 149 

City Council  150 

EPC 151 

Appellants through Counsel 152 

Opposition 153 

City Planning Staff 154 

 155 
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URBAN DESIGN & DEVELOPMENT DIVISION        
600 2nd Street NW, 3rd Floor, Albuquerque, NM  87102 

P.O. Box 1293, Albuquerque, NM  87103 

Office (505) 924-3860     Fax (505) 924-3339 

 

 

OFFICIAL NOTIFICATION OF DECISION 
 

          February 15, 2024 

City of Albuquerque,  

City Council 

1 Civic Plaza NW 

Albuquerque, NM 87102 

Project # PR-2024-009765 

RZ-2024-00001– Zoning Map Amendment  

(Zone Change)   

 

 LEGAL DESCRIPTION:  

Tierra West, LLC, Inc., agent for Cross Development, requests a 

zoning map amendment from MX-M to MX-H, for all or a portion 

of Tract A, Plat of Gateway Subdivision, located at 1100 

Woodward Pl NE, between Mountain Rd, and Lomas Blvd, 

approximately 3.0 acres. (J-15-Z) 

Staff Planner: Seth Tinkle 

 

On February 15, 2024, the Environmental Planning Commission (EPC) voted to APPROVE Project # PR-

2024-009765, RZ-2024-00001– Zoning Map Amendment (Zone Change), based on the following Findings:   

 

1. The request is for a zoning map amendment (zone change) for an approximately 3-acre site legally 

described as all or a portion of Tract A Plat of Gateway Subdivision, located at 1100 Woodward Pl 

NE, between Mountain Rd, and Lomas Blvd (the “subject site”). 

2. The subject site is zoned MX-M (Mixed-use - Medium Intensity) and is currently vacant. The 

applicant is requesting a zone change to MX-H (Mixed use – High Intensity) which would result in 

a spot zone. 

3. The applicant proposes to change the zoning to facilitate the proposed future development of a 

hospital use on the subject site. There is not a site plan associated with this request, therefore staff’s 

analysis is based solely on the zone change to MX-H. 

4. The subject site is in an area that the Comprehensive Plan designates an Area of Change. It is not 

within a designated Center. It is located along the I-25 Frontage and Mountain Rd. Major Transit 

Corridors and within 660’ of the Lomas Blvd. Major Transit Corridor. 

5. The subject site is located within the Santa Barbara Martineztown Character Protection Overlay 

Zone (CPO-7), and thus must adhere to the standards associated with this Overlay Zone. 

6. The City of Albuquerque Integrated Development Ordinance (IDO) and the Comprehensive Plan 

are incorporated herein by reference and made part of the record for all purposes.  
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7. The request clearly facilitates the following applicable Goal and Policies from Comprehensive Plan 

Chapter 5 - Land Use: 

A. Goal 5.1 Centers and Corridors: Grow as a community of strong Centers connected by a multi-

modal network of Corridors. 

The request would allow a broader range of higher-intensity land uses on the subject site, which 

is located along the I-25 Frontage and Mountain Rd. Major Transit Corridors and within 660’ 

of the Lomas Blvd. Major Transit Corridor. Any development made possible by the request 

could result in growth on the subject site, which is currently vacant, and located along and within 

the aforementioned Corridors. 

 

B. Policy 5.1.1 Desired Growth: Capture regional growth in Centers and Corridors to help shape 

the built environment into a sustainable development pattern. 

The request would allow a broader range of higher-intensity land uses on the subject site, which 

is located along the I-25 Frontage and Mountain Rd. Major Transit Corridors and within 660’ 

of the Lomas Blvd. Major Transit Corridor. Any development made possible by the request 

could result in growth on the subject site, which is located within these aforementioned 

Corridors. Locating growth within Centers and Corridors promotes sustainable development 

patterns, according to the ABC Comp Plan. 

 

C. Policy 5.1.2 Development Areas: Direct more intense growth to Centers and Corridors and use 

Development Areas to establish and maintain appropriate density and scale of development 

within areas. 

The request would allow a broader range of higher-intensity land uses on the subject site, which 

is located along the I-25 Frontage and Mountain Rd. Major Transit Corridors and within 660’ 

of the Lomas Blvd. The subject site is also located in an Area of Change, where growth is both 

expected and desired, according to the ABC Comp Plan. Any development made possible by 

the request could result in growth on the subject site, which is vacant and located within the 

aforementioned Corridors and Area of Change. 

 

8. The request clearly facilitates the following applicable Goal and Policies from Comprehensive Plan 

Chapter 5 - Land Use: 

A. Goal 5.2 Complete Communities: Foster communities where residents can live, work, lean, 

shop, and play together. 

The request could foster a community where residents can live, work, learn, shop, and play 

together because the MX-H zone district allows a broader mix of higher-intensity land uses in 

comparison to the MX-M Zone District. The subject site is currently vacant and surrounded by 

a mix of commercial, educational, and office land uses that generally range from mid-to-high 

intensity. Any development made possible by the request could add to this diversity of land uses, 

since the subject site is currently vacant. 

B. Policy 5.2.1 Land Uses: Create healthy, sustainable, and distinct communities with a mix of uses 

that are conveniently accessible from surrounding neighborhoods. 
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The request could create a healthy, sustainable, and distinct community with a mix of uses that 

are conveniently accessible from surrounding neighborhoods. It would allow for a broader mix 

of higher-intensity land uses on the subject site, which is located in a distinct mixed-use area 

and community (Santa Barbara Martineztown), and in close proximity to numerous other 

communities. Any development made possible by the request could add to the already-existing 

mix of uses near and surrounding the subject site, which is currently vacant and located along 

and within several Major Transit Corridors, and in an Area of Change, where the ABC Comp 

Plan encourages development to accommodate growth sustainably over time. 

C. Policy 5.2.1 e): Create healthy, sustainable communities with a mix of uses that are conveniently 

accessible from surrounding neighborhoods. 

The request could create a healthy, sustainable community with a mix of uses that are 

conveniently accessible from surrounding neighborhoods because the MX-H zone district would 

allow a broader mix of higher-intensity land uses on the subject site, which is conveniently 

accessible from surrounding neighborhoods. Any development made possible by the request 

could add to the already-existing mix of uses near and surrounding the subject site, which is 

currently vacant and located along and within several Major Transit Corridors, and in an Area 

of Change, where the ABC Comp Plan encourages development to accommodate growth 

sustainably over time. 

D. Policy 5.2.1 h): Encourage infill development that adds complementary uses and is compatible 

in form and scale to the immediately surrounding development. 

The request could encourage infill development that adds complementary uses and is compatible 

in form and scale to the immediately surrounding area because the subject site is currently vacant 

and the uses and standards allowed in the MX-H zone district are generally similar to the 

surrounding properties zoned MX-M, with a few exceptions. Due to the standards established 

by the CPO-7 Overlay Zone, including site standards, setback standards, and building height 

standards, any future development that adheres to CPO-7 standards would be compatible in form 

and scale to the immediately surrounding development, where CPO-7 standards also apply. 

E. Policy 5.2.1 n): Encourage more productive use of vacant lots and under-utilized lots, including 

surface parking. 

The request could encourage more productive use of vacant lots and under-utilized lots because 

the subject site is currently vacant and being used (informally) as surface parking. Any 

development made possible by the request could encourage more productive use than the 

currently vacant lot. 

9. The request clearly facilitates the following applicable Goal and Policies from Comprehensive Plan 

Chapter 5 - Land Use: 
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A. Goal 5.3 Efficient Development Patterns: Promote development patterns that maximize the 

utility of existing infrastructure and public facilities and the efficient use of land to support the 

public good.  

Any development made possible by the request could promote efficient development patterns 

and use of land because subject site is already served by existing infrastructure and public 

facilities. Future development on the subject site featuring uses allowed in the MX-H Zone 

District could support the public good in the form of economic development, job creation, and 

an expansion to the tax base. 

 

B. Policy 5.3.1 Infill Development: Support additional growth in areas with existing infrastructure 

and public facilities. 

The subject site is a vacant infill site located in an area already served by existing infrastructure 

and public facilities. Any future growth and development on the subject site would occur in an 

area that has adequate existing infrastructure and access to a range of public facilities. 

10. The request clearly facilitates the following applicable Goal and Policies in Comprehensive Plan 

Chapter 5 – Land Use: 

A. Goal 5.6-City Development Areas: Encourage and direct growth to Areas of Change where it is 

expected and desired and ensure that development in and near Areas of Consistency reinforces 

the character and intensity of the surrounding area.  

The subject site is located wholly in an Area of Change, where growth is both expected and 

desired. Any future development on the subject site, which is currently vacant, could encourage, 

enable, and direct growth to this Area of Change. Due to the standards established by the CPO-

7 Overlay Zone, including site standards, setback standards, and building height standards, any 

future development adhering to CPO-7 standards would be compatible in form and scale to the 

immediately surrounding development, where CPO-7 standards also apply. Future development 

could also reinforce the character and intensity of the surrounding area given the general 

compatibility between the MX-H and surrounding MX-M zone districts, as well as the existing 

buffer between the subject site and the lower-density and lower-intensity development located 

west of the site. 

B. Policy 5.6.2 Areas of Change: Direct growth and more intense development to Centers, 

Corridors, industrial and business parks, and Metropolitan Redevelopment Areas where change 

is encouraged. 

The request could facilitate more intense development of the subject site because the MX-H 

zone district allows higher-intensity mixed-use development in comparison to the MX-M zone 

district. The subject site is located along the I-25 Frontage and Mountain Rd. Major Transit 

Corridors, within 660’ of the Lomas Blvd., and within an Area of Change, where growth and 

more intense development is encouraged. 

C. Policy 5.6.2 d): Encourage higher-density housing and mixed-use development as appropriate 

land uses that support transit and commercial and retail uses. 
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The request could encourage higher-density mixed-use development because the MX-H zone 

district allows higher-density and higher-intensity mixed-use development in comparison to the 

MX-M zone. The subject site is served by Bus Route 5 and is abutted by a transit stop on the 

site’s northern boundary. It is also located along the I-25 Frontage and Mountain Rd. Major 

Transit Corridors and within 660’ of the Lomas Blvd. The subject site is in close proximity to a 

wide range of land uses, including both commercial and retail uses. 

11. The request clearly facilitates Policy 8.1.1 Diverse Places in Comprehensive Plan Chapter 8-

Economic Development: Foster a range of interesting places and contexts with different development 

intensities, densities, uses, and building scales to encourage economic development opportunities. 

The request could foster a range of interesting places and contexts with different development 

intensities, densities, uses, and building scales opportunities because the MX-H zone district allows 

higher-intensity land use than the MX-M zone district, in an area that is already characterized by 

having a broad range of developmental intensities, densities, existing land uses, and building scales. 

Any future development of the subject site, which is currently vacant, could encourage economic 

development through the creation of construction jobs and a more productive use of land. 

12. The applicant has adequately justified the request pursuant to the Integrated Development Ordinance 

(IDO) Section 14-16-6-7(G)(3)-Review and Decision Criteria for Zoning Map Amendments, as 

follows:  

A. Criterion A: Consistency with the City’s health, safety, morals and general welfare is shown by 

demonstrating that a request furthers applicable Comprehensive Plan Goals and policies and 

does not significantly conflict with them. Because this is a spot zone, the applicant must further 

“clearly facilitate” implementation of the ABC Comp Plan (see Criterion H). The applicant’s 

policy-based responses adequately demonstrate that the request clearly facilitates a 

preponderance of applicable Goals and policies in the Comprehensive Plan. Therefore, the 

request is consistent with the City’s health, safety, morals and general welfare. The response to 

Criterion A is sufficient. 

B.  Criterion B: The subject site is located wholly in an Area of Change, so this criterion does not 

apply. The response to Criterion B is sufficient. 

C. Criterion C: The subject site is located wholly in an Area of Change. The applicant argues that 

the existing zoning is inappropriate because it meets Criteria 2 and 3 (listed above). 

The applicant states that a significant change in the conditions affecting the site justifies request 

because the proposed MX-H zoning is consistent with the prior zoning of C-3, as shown in IDO 

Table 2-2-1 Summary Table of Zone Districts. While Table 2-2-1 does show that the IDO Zone 

District equivalent to C-3 zone district is either the MX-H or NR-C zone district, the applicant 

does not demonstrate how this resulted in a significant change in the conditions of the subject 

site, which has remained vacant and undeveloped over time, thus remaining in the same general 

condition.  

The applicant also states that the request meets Criteria 3 above. The applicant’s policy-based 

analysis does demonstrate that the request would clearly facilitate a preponderance of applicable 

Comprehensive Plan Goals and policies and therefore would be more advantageous to the 
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community than the current zoning. Because Criterion C states that the applicant must 

demonstrate that the existing zoning is inappropriate because it meets at least one of the criteria 

above, and Criteria 3 is met, the response to Criterion C is sufficient. 

D. Criterion D: The applicant analyzes all new permissive, conditional, and accessory uses in the 

MX-H Zone District and then demonstrates how Use-specific Standards in Section 16-16-4-3 of 

the IDO associated with particular uses would adequately mitigate potentially harmful impacts. 

The applicant adequately demonstrates that the two new permissive uses in the MX-H zone, 

Adult Retail and Self-storage, would be mitigated by the Use-specific Standards in Section 16-

16-4-3 of the IDO that are associated with these new permissive uses. In this instance, Adult 

Retail would be prohibited entirely due to the subject site’s proximity to the school(s) to the 

north, while Self-storage would be controlled by Use-specific standards that reduce on-site 

traffic and mitigate potentially unseemly aesthetic qualities. Staff finds that the IDO’s Use-

specific Standards would mitigate potentially harmful impacts associated with newly permissive 

uses. Staff also notes that prohibitions within CPO-7 would further protect the existing 

community from harmful impacts associated with newly permissive, conditional, and/or 

accessory uses on the subject site. 

E. Criterion E: The subject site is currently served by infrastructure, which will have adequate 

capacity once the applicant fulfills its obligations under the IDO, the DPM, and/or an 

Infrastructure Improvements Agreement. Any future development on the subject site, which is 

currently vacant, would be required to adhere to all obligations and standards under the IDO, 

DPM, and/or an Infrastructure Improvements Agreement. Therefore, the response to Criterion 

E is sufficient.   

F.  Criterion F: The applicant is not completely basing the justification for the request upon the 

subject site’s location on a Major Collector roadway. Rather, the applicant has adequately 

demonstrated that the request clearly facilitates a preponderance of applicable Comprehensive 

Plan Goals and policies. The response to Criterion F is sufficient. 

G. Criterion G: The applicant’s justification is not completely or predominantly based upon 

economic considerations. Rather, the applicant has adequately demonstrated that the request 

clearly facilitates a preponderance of applicable Comprehensive Plan Goals and policies. The 

response to Criterion G is sufficient.   

H. Criterion H: The request would result in a spot zone because it would apply a zone different 

from surrounding zone districts. The applicant acknowledges that the request would create a 

spot zone in their response to Criterion H, but explains that it would be justified because the 

subject site will function as a transition between adjacent zone districts and would clearly 

facilitate implementation of the Comprehensive Plan as shown in the response to Criterion A. 

 The applicant has demonstrated that subject site could function as a transition between the MX-

H zone districts to the east, the properties zoned MX-M to the south and west, and the properties 

zoned MX-L, MX-T and R-T north and further west of the subject site due to the varying levels 

of developmental intensity associated with each zone district. Staff notes that the subject site is 

located within the CPO-7 Overlay Zone and the standards associated with this Overlay Zone 

could foster this transition, because the site standards, setback standards, and building height 

standards associated with this Overlay Zone would apply to any future development on the 
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subject site. Because the MX-H zones to the east would allow greater density and intensity than 

on the subject site due to CPO-7 standards, and the MX-M zone districts to the south and west 

would allow lower-density and lower-intensity uses, the requested MX-H zone district could 

serve as a transition between the more intense mixed-use zones to the east and the less intense 

mixed-use zones to the west. 

 

 As required, the applicant has shown that the request will clearly facilitate implementation of 

the ABC Comp Plan and is applicable to sub-criteria number one. The response to Criterion H 

is sufficient. 

 

13. The applicant provided notice of the application to all eligible Neighborhood Association 

representatives and adjacent property owners (within 100 feet) via certified mail and email as 

required. The applicant notified the Santa Barbara Martineztown Neighborhood Association and the 

North Valley Coalition of their request. 

14. The Santa Barbara Martineztown Neighborhood Association accepted a Pre-Submittal 

Neighborhood Meeting within 15 calendar days of notification (on November 21, 2023) and 

proposed a meeting date of January 18th. The applicant originally agreed to a meeting sometime in 

January (date not specified), but requested a sooner date on November 29, 2024, citing “undue 

delay.” The CABQ Office of Alternative Dispute Resolution then offered a Zoom meeting format, 

with flexible availability, beginning as early as December 4, 2023. However, the Neighborhood 

association was “adamant that the meeting be held on January 18th,” according to facilitated meeting 

notes provided by the CABQ Office of Alternative Dispute Resolution and a timeline provided by 

the applicant. Based on this information, it appears that the Neighborhood Association effectively 

declined to meet within the 30-calendar day window specified in 6-4(B)(4) of the IDO. If the Santa 

Barbara Martineztown NA had accepted ADR’s offered Zoom meeting within those 30 days, the 

Neighborhood Association would have met with the applicant during this timeframe. However, as 

stated in subsection 6-4(B)(9), the requirement for a pre-submittal neighbor meeting was waived, 

and instead, a facilitated meeting was held on January 18th. Staff has also been informed by the 

applicant that a follow-up non-facilitated meeting was held on January 30th. 

15. Staff is aware of opposition to this request by the Santa Barbara Martineztown Neighborhood 

Association. In the facilitated meeting notes provided by the CABQ Office of Alternative Dispute 

Resolution, objections to the request were based on the communities feeling that the MX-H 

designation is not equivalent to the former Sector Plan C-3 designation, the potential of increased 

traffic, and the Applicant’s submission prior to the date of the meeting. These notes state that 

“community stakeholders made several additional objections, which were not related to the subject 

application. Those objections were omitted, here.” 

16. The Santa Barbara Martineztown Neighborhood Association has submitted a comment on the case 

requesting it be deferred so that the Neighborhood Association can have more time to discuss and 

organize around the request. These comments also state that the Santa Barbara Martineztown 

Neighborhood Associations objects to statements made in the facilitated meeting notes, the nature 

of the request as a spot zone, and the uses permitted in the MX-H zone district. 

17. During public input at the February 15, 2024 EPC Hearing, community members expressed strong 

concern over increased traffic resulting from potential development on the subject site. Community 
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members also emphasized, based on existing traffic studies, the need for improved transporation 

infrastructure near the subject site. 

 

APPEAL:  If you wish to appeal this decision, you must do so within 15 days of the EPC’s decision or by 

March 1, 2024. The date of the EPC’s decision is not included in the 15-day period for filing an appeal, 

and if the 15th day falls on a Saturday, Sunday or Holiday, the next working day is considered as the deadline 

for filing the appeal. 

For more information regarding the appeal process, please refer to Section 14-16-6-4(V) of the Integrated 

Development Ordinance (IDO), Administration and Enforcement. 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 an EPC Recommendation to the City Council since this is not a final decision.  

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 IDO must be 

complied with, even after approval of the referenced application(s). 

 

 Sincerely, 

 

 

 

  for Alan M. Varela, 

                Planning Director 

 

   AV/ST/MJ 

 

 

    cc:  Tierra West, LLC, slozoya@tierrawestllc.com  

           Cross Development, meagan@crossdevelopment.net  

           Santa Barbara Martineztown NA, Loretta Naranjo Lopez, lnjalopez@msn.com  

           Santa Barbara Martineztown NA, Theresa Illgen, theresa.illgen@aps.edu  

           North Valley Coalition, Peggy Norton, peggynorton@yahoo.com  

           North Valley Coalition, James Salazar, jasalazarnm@gmail.com 

           Legal, dking@cabq.gov  

           EPC File 
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CITY OF ALBUQUERQUEENVIRONMENTAL PLANNING COMMISSION 
PLANNING DEPARTMENT Project # PR-2024-009765 / Case # RZ-2024-00001 
CURRENT PLANNING SECTION Hearing Date: July 18, 2024 
 Page C 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 

C) APPLICATION INFORMATION 
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DEVELOPMENT REVIEW APPLICATION 
Effective 4/17/19 Albuquerque

City of

Please check the appropriate box and refer to supplemental forms for submittal requirements. All fees must be paid at the time of application.

Administrative Decisions Decisions Requiring a Public Meeting or Hearing Policy Decisions

Archaeological Certificate (Form P3) Site Plan – EPC including any Variances – EPC
(Form P1)

Adoption or Amendment of Comprehensive
Plan or Facility Plan (Form Z)

Historic Certificate of Appropriateness – Minor
(Form L) Master Development Plan (Form P1) Adoption or Amendment of Historic

Designation (Form L)

Alternative Signage Plan (Form P3) Historic Certificate of Appropriateness – Major
(Form L) Amendment of IDO Text (Form Z)

Minor Amendment to Site Plan (Form P3) Demolition Outside of HPO (Form L) Annexation of Land (Form Z)

WTF Approval (Form W1) Historic Design Standards and Guidelines (Form L) Amendment to Zoning Map – EPC (Form Z)

Wireless Telecommunications Facility Waiver
(Form W2) Amendment to Zoning Map – Council (Form Z)

Appeals

Decision by EPC, LC,  ZHE, or City Staff (Form
A)

APPLICATION INFORMATION

Applicant: Phone:

Address: Email:

City: State: Zip:

Professional/Agent (if any): Phone:

Address: Email:

City: State: Zip:

Proprietary Interest in Site: List all owners:

BRIEF DESCRIPTION OF REQUEST

SITE INFORMATION (Accuracy of the existing legal description is crucial! Attach a separate sheet if necessary.)

Lot or Tract No.: Block: Unit:

Subdivision/Addition: MRGCD Map No.: UPC Code:

Zone Atlas Page(s): Existing Zoning: Proposed Zoning:

# of Existing Lots: # of Proposed Lots: Total Area of Site (acres):

LOCATION OF PROPERTY BY STREETS

Site Address/Street: Between: and: 

CASE HISTORY (List any current or prior project and case number(s) that may be relevant to your request.)

Signature: Date:

Printed Name: Applicant or Agent

FOR OFFICIAL USE ONLY

Case Numbers Action Fees Case Numbers Action Fees

Meeting/Hearing Date: Fee Total:

Staff Signature: Date: Project #

Cross Development 727-543-2112
4317 Marsh Ridge Road meagan@crossdevelopment.net

Carrollton Texas 75010
Tierra West LLC 505-858-3100

5571 Midway Park Pl NE slozoya@tierrawestllc.com
Albuquerque NM 87109

Tract A Plat of Gateway Subdivision

J-15-Z MX-M MX-H

To allow for a Physical Rehab Hospital with 48 beds

101505813522132101

1 1 2.7845

1100 Woodward Place NE Mountain Rd Lomas Blvd

AC-24-11, PR-2024-009765, SI-2024-00468

Sergio Lozoyae:

 PR-2024-009765, SI-2024-0046

Sergio Lozoya
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Form Z: Policy Decisions 
Please refer to the EPC hearing schedule for public hearing dates and deadlines. Your attendance is required. 
A single PDF file of the complete application including all plans and documents being submitted must be emailed to PLNDRS@cabq.gov
prior to making a submittal. Zipped files or those over 9 MB cannot be delivered via email, in which case the PDF must be provided on a CD.

Effective 5/17/18 

INFORMATION REQUIRED FOR ALL POLICY DECISIONS (Except where noted)
__ Interpreter Needed for Hearing? ____ if yes, indicate language: _______________
__ Proof of Pre-Application Meeting with City staff per IDO Section 14-16-6-4(B)
__ Letter of authorization from the property owner if application is submitted by an agent
__ Traffic Impact Study (TIS) form (not required for Amendment to IDO Text)
__ Zone Atlas map with the entire site/plan amendment area clearly outlined and labeled (not required for Amendment to IDO

Text) NOTE: For Annexation of Land, the Zone Atlas must show that the site is contiguous to City limits. 

ADOPTION OR AMENDMENT OF COMPREHENSIVE PLAN
ADOPTION OR AMENDMENT OF FACILITY PLAN
__ Plan, or part of plan, to be amended with changes noted and marked
__ Letter describing, explaining, and justifying the request per the criteria in IDO Sections 14-16-6-7(A)(3) or 14-16-6-7(B)(3), as

applicable 
__ Required notices with content per IDO Section 14-16-6-4(K)(6) 

__ Office of Neighborhood Coordination notice inquiry response, notifying letter, and proof of first class mailing 
__ Proof of emailed notice to affected Neighborhood Association representatives 
__ Buffer map and list of property owners within 100 feet (excluding public rights-of-way), notifying letter, and proof of first 
class mailing 

AMENDMENT TO IDO TEXT
__ Section(s) of the Integrated Development Ordinance to be amended with changes noted and marked
__ Justification letter describing, explaining, and justifying the request per the criteria in IDO Section 14-16-6-7(D)(3)
__ Required notices with content per IDO Section 14-16-6-4(K)(6)

__ Office of Neighborhood Coordination notice inquiry response, notifying letter, and proof of first class mailing  
__ Buffer map and list of property owners within 100 feet (excluding public rights-of-way), notifying letter, and proof of first 
class mailing

ZONING MAP AMENDMENT – EPC
ZONING MAP AMENDMENT – COUNCIL
__ Proof of Neighborhood Meeting per IDO Section 14-16-6-4(C)
__ Letter describing, explaining, and justifying the request per the criteria in IDO Section 14-16-6-7(F)(3) or Section 14-16-6-

7(G)(3), as applicable 
__ Required notices with content per IDO Section 14-16-6-4(K)(6) 

__ Office of Neighborhood Coordination notice inquiry response, notifying letter, and proof of first class mailing 
__ Proof of emailed notice to affected Neighborhood Association representatives 
__ Buffer map and list of property owners within 100 feet (excluding public rights-of-way), notifying letter, and proof of first 
class mailing 

__ Sign Posting Agreement 

ANNEXATION OF LAND
__ Application for Zoning Map Amendment Establishment of zoning must be applied for simultaneously with Annexation of Land.
__ Petition for Annexation Form and necessary attachments
__ Letter describing, explaining, and justifying the request per the criteria in IDO Section 14-16-6-7(E)(3)
__ Board of County Commissioners (BCC) Notice of Decision

I, the applicant or agent, acknowledge that if any required information is not submitted with this application, the application will not be 
scheduled for a public meeting or hearing, if required, or otherwise processed until it is complete.

Signature: Date:

Printed Name: Applicant or Agent

FOR OFFICIAL USE ONLY

Project Number: Case Numbers

-

-

-

Staff Signature:

Date:

ame:

pplill cant or agent,tt acknowlww el dge thattt if an
ed for a public meeting or hearing, if requir

:
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PRE-APPLICATION REVIEW NOTES 
 
PA#: ___23-078_____________________________    Notes Provided (date):  _9-28-2023    

Site Address and/or Location:  _1100 Woodward Pl NE 
Pre-application notes are for informational purposes only and are non-binding and do not constitute any type of approval and 
are not certificates of zoning. Additional research may be necessary to determine the exact type of process and/or application 
required. Factors unknown and/or thought of as minor at this time could become significant as a case progresses. 

 
Request   New development of a Rehabilitation Hospital with 60 total beds at full build out                            .     
 
Basic Site Information  

Current Use:    Vacant  Size (acreage):    2.5 

Zoning:  MX-M  Overlay Zone: Martineztown/Santa Barbara – CPO-7 

Comprehensive Plan Designations 

Development Area:    Change 

Center:   None 

 Corridors:  W/in 660’ of the Mountain Rd., I-25 Frontage, 

and Lomas Blvd, Major Transit Corridors 

Near Major Public Open Space (MPOS)?: No 

Integrated Development Ordinance (IDO)   

Please refer to the IDO for requirements regarding dimensional standards, parking, landscaping, walls, signage, etc. 
https://www.cabq.gov/planning/codes-policies-regulations/integrated-development-ordinance  

Proposed Uses:         Hospital 

Use Specific Standards (USS):    14-16-4-3(C)(4) 

Applicable Definition:    

Hospital 
A facility designed to provide medical and health-related care for individuals. Such facilities may provide 
diagnosis and treatment, both surgical and nonsurgical, for patients who have any of a variety of medical conditions 
through an organized medical staff and permanent facilities that include inpatient beds, medical services, and 
continuous skilled nursing care. This use includes any facility licensed by the State as a general, limited, or special 
hospital. 
 

Sensitive Lands:  Please see IDO Section 14-16-5-2 for information about required analysis, development 
standards, and changes to process that may result if this Section applies.  

Notice    

Neighborhood Meeting Offer Required?  (see IDO Table 6-1-1). If yes, please refer to:  

https://www.cabq.gov/planning/urban-design-development/neighborhood-meeting-requirement-in-the-integrated-
development-ordinance  

Process  

Decision Type(s) (see IDO Table 6-1-1):    Zoning Map Amendment & Site Plan-Administrative 

Specific Procedure(s)*:         14-16-6-7(G) and 14-16-6-5(G) 

*Please refer to specific procedures for relevant decision criteria required to be addressed.  

Decision Making Bodies:      EPC & Staff                                                  Is this a PRT requirement?  No 

Handouts Provided 

�   Zoning Map Amendment     �   Site Plan Amendments       �   Site Plan- EPC     �  Site Plan- DHO 
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�   Site Plan- Administrative     �   Variance-ZHE                    �  Conditional Use         � Subdivision 

�   Site History/Research     �   Transportation                    �   Hydrology         �  Fire 

 
If you have additional questions after reviewing these notes, or would like to schedule a follow up call or 
meeting, please contact Staff at  planningprt@cabq.gov. Please include the PA# with your inquiry.   

Additional Notes: 

 The subject site is adjacent to a Hotel Use to the south and is not a part of that prior approval. 

 Pursuant to the USS for hospitals in the MX-M zone district, this use is limited to no more than 20 overnight beds 
and, if located within 330 feet of any Residential zone district, shall require a Conditional Use approval, pursuant 
to Subsection 14-16-6-6(A).  

o To meet these USS for the MX-M zone district the applicant would be required to: 

 Request a Conditional Use approval for the residential zone districts to the west 

 If Use Specific Standards cannot be met a zone change would be required for the proposed use.  

o The applicant would be required to request a zone change to MX-H because variations from Use Specific 
standards are not allowed. Hospitals are permissive in MX-H and NR-C. MX-H is the next least intensive 
zone, but it would create a spot zone. Spot Zones are a higher test and require adequate justification to 
receive a recommendation of approval.  

 All zone changes are required to go through the Environmental Planning Commission (EPC) process, which is a 
public hearing. Information is available here: https://www.cabq.gov/planning/boards-commissions/environmental-
planning-commission    

 A zone change must be justified in writing, essay format, and respond to the zone change criteria in IDO 14-16-6-
7(G)(3), a through h. Examples are available online. However, the assistance of a planning agent is highly 
recommended. They can do the whole application paperwork, or just the justification- whatever arrangements you 
make. 

 Once the zone change is approved by the EPC, the applicant could submit the proposed site plan to the Site Plan 
Administrative process. If a zone change is denied, another zone change cannot be requested for a year.  

 The site plan would be required to comply with all USS, Development standards for the established zone district, 
and the CPO-7 requirements in the IDO. 

Applicant Questions: 

1. See above. A zone change would be required. 

2. See above. A zone change would be required. 

3. If the max building height for CPO-7 cannot be met, a variance-ZHE would be required. Deviations to overlay 
standards are not allowed pursuant to IDO section 14-16-6-4(O)(3)(e), so a variance-ZHE request is the only option. 

4. An Area of Change is a Comprehensive Plan designation for an area where growth is expected and desired. It does 
not apply to any development standards in the IDO. 

5. Neighborhood Associations do not have development standards pursuant to the IDO, but notification is required to 
be sent to the affected neighborhood associations for all Zone Change and Variance requests. 
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January 3, 2024 

Mr. David Shaffer, Chair
Environmental Planning Commission
City of Albuquerque
P.O. Box 1293
Albuquerque, NM 87103

RE: Memorandum of Understanding for Entitlement and Permit Applications for proposed 
Zone Map Amendment and associated project by Cross Development on lands owned by JHDQ 
Land Holding LLC C/O Atrium Holding Company, legally described as Tract A Plat of Gateway 
Subdivision approximately 2.7845-Acres

JHDQ Land Holding LLC C/O Atrium Holding Company hereby authorizes Cross Development to 
hire an agent, Tierra West LLC, to obtain information and submit entitlement and permit 
applications for a Zone Map Amendment at the above referenced Property, and act as Cross 
Developments agent for the limited purpose of entitling, permitting, and subdividing, at Cross 
Development’s expense, the above referenced Property owned by JHDQ Land Holding Company
C/O Atrium Holding Company

Sincerely, 

JHDQ Land Holding LLC C/O Atrium Holding Company

___________________________________
Print Name

By: ________________________________
Signature

__________________________________
Title

__________________________________
Date

__________________

___________________

Won Huang

President

1/3/2024
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January 3, 2024 

Mr. David Shaffer, Chair 
Environmental Planning Commission 
City of Albuquerque 
P.O. Box 1293 
Albuquerque, NM 87103 

RE:  Letter of Authorization for Entitlement and Permit Applications for proposed Zone Map 
Amendment and associated project by Cross Development on lands owned by JHDQ Land 
Holding LLC C/O Atrium Holding Company, legally described as Tract A Plat of Gateway 
Subdivision approximately 2.7845-Acres 

Cross Development hereby authorizes Tierra West, LLC to obtain information and submit 
entitlement and permit applications for a Zone Map Amendment at the above referenced Property, 
and act as Cross Developments agent for the limited purpose of entitling, permitting, and 
subdividing the above referenced Property owned by JHDQ Land Holding Company 

Sincerely,  

Cross Development 

___________________________________ 
Print Name 

__________________________________ 
Signature 

__________________________________ 
Title 

__________________________________ 
Date 

_______________________________________________________
Si t

Deno Maggi

Manager

1/4/24
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SCOPE OF TRAFFIC IMPACT STUDY (TIS) 
 
TO: Terry Brown 
 Terry O. Brown, P.E. 
 P. O. Box 92051 
 Albuquerque, NM 87199-2051 
 
MEETING DATE: Thursday, February 29, 2024 at 9:00 am. 
 
ATTENDEES:  Matthew Grush (City of Albuquerque); Margaret Haynes (NM DOT); Ron 
Bohannan, Jimeia Roberts, and Terry Brown (Tierra West LLC). 
 
PROJECT: Rehabilitation Hospital (Mountain Rd. / I-25) 
 
REQUESTED CITY ACTION:         Zone Change    X     Site Development Plan 
 
        Subdivision    X    Building Permit        Sector Plan        Sector Plan Amendment 
 
        Curb Cut Permit        Conditional Use        Annexation        Site Plan Amendment 
 
ASSOCIATED APPLICATION:  Description of development, where, what, etc.  Include acreage, 
uses, etc.  Proposed rehabilitation hospital facility. 
 
SCOPE OF REPORT: 
The Traffic Impact Study should follow the standard report format, which is outlined in the DPM.  
The following supplemental information is provided for the preparation of this specific study. 
 

1. Trip Generation - Use Trip Generation Manual, 10th Edition. 
  Local data may be used for certain land use types as determined by staff.  
  Consultant to provide. 
 

2. Appropriate study area: 
Signalized Intersections;  

a. Mountain Rd. / I-25 W. Frontage Rd. 
b. Lomas Blvd. / I-25 W. Frontage Rd. 

 
 Unsignalized Intersections; 

a. Mountain Rd. / Woodward Pl. 
b. Mountain Rd. / Albuquerque High School driveways (3) 
c. Woodward Pl. / Embassy Suites Hotel North Driveway 
d. Woodward Pl. / Lomas Blvd. 

 
 Driveway Intersections: all site drives. (1) 
 

3. Intersection turning movement counts 
Study Time – 7-9 a.m. peak hour, 3:30-5:30 p.m. peak hour (school ends at 3:40 pm) 
Consultant to provide for all intersections listed above. 

 
4. Type of intersection progression and factors to be used. 
Type III arrival type (see “Highway Capacity Manual, current edition” or equivalent as 
approved by staff).  Unless otherwise justified, peak hour factors and % heavy commercial 
should be taken directly from the MRCOG turning movement data provided or as calculated 
from current count data by consultant. 
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5. Boundaries of area to be used for trip distribution. 
   City Wide - residential, office or industrial; 

2-mile radius – commercial; (consultant to proposed preliminary trip 
distribution criteria for approval by City of Albuquerque. 

   Interstate or to be determined by consultant - motel/hotel 
   APS district boundary mapping for each school and bus routes 
 

6. Basis for trip distribution. 
 

Residential – Use inverse relationship based upon distance and employment. Use 
employment data from 2040 Socioeconomic Forecasts, MRCOG – See MRCOG website for 
most current data. 

 
Office/Industrial - Use inverse relationship based upon distance and population. Use 
population data from 2040 Socioeconomic Forecasts, MRCOG  – See MRCOG website for 
most current data. 

 
Commercial - Use relationship based upon population. Use population data from 2040 
Socioeconomic Forecasts, MRCOG  – See MRCOG website for most current data. 

 
Residential  - Ts = (Tt ) (Se / D) / (Se / D)   
Ts = Development to Individual Subarea Trips 
Tt = Total Trips 
Se = Subarea Employment 
D = Distance from Development to Subarea 

 
Office/Industrial - Ts = (Tt ) (Sp / D) / (Sp / D)   
Ts = Development to Individual Subarea Trips 
Tt = Total Trips 
Sp = Subarea Population 
D = Distance from Development to Subarea 

 
Commercial -  
Ts = (Tt ) (Sp) / (Sp)  
Ts = Development to Individual Subarea Trips 
Tt = Total Trips 
Sp = Subarea Population 

 
7. Traffic Assignment. Logical routing on the major street system. 

 
8. Proposed developments which have been approved but not constructed that are to be 

Included in the analyses.  Projects in the area include: 
a. None 

 
9. Method of intersection capacity analysis - planning or operational (see “2016 Highway 

Capacity Manual” or equivalent [i.e. HCS, Synchro, Teapac, etc.] as approved by staff). 
Must use latest version of design software and/or current edition of design manual. 

  Implementation Year: 2025 
  Horizon Year: 2035 
 

10. Traffic conditions for analysis: 
a. Existing analysis      yes   X   no - year (xxxx); 
b. Phase implementation year(s) without proposed development – 2025 
c. Phase implementation year(s) with proposed development – 2025 
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d. Project horizon year without proposed development – 2035 
e. Project horizon year with proposed development – 2035 
f. Other –  

11. Background traffic growth. 
Method: use 10-year historical growth based on standard data from the MRCOG Traffic 
Flow Maps.  Minimum growth rate to be used is 1/2%. 

12. Planned (programmed) traffic improvements. 
List planned CIP improvements in study area and projected project implementation year:  
a. Project – Location (Implementation Year) 

13. Items to be included in the study: 
a. Intersection analysis. 
b. Signal progression - An analysis is required if the driveway analysis indicates a traffic 

signal is possibly warranted.  Analysis Method: 
c. Arterial LOS analysis; 
d. Recommended street, intersection and signal improvements. 
e. Site design features such as turning lanes, median cuts, queuing requirements and 

site circulation, including driveway signalization and visibility. 
f. Transportation system impacts. 
g. Other mitigating measures. 
h. Accident analyses    X   yes       no;  Location(s): 5 year history (2015-2019)  
i. Weaving analyses       yes    X   no;  Location(s): 

14. Other:  Safety Study for entire study area for NM DOT focused on crash rates at or near 
Mountain Rd. / I-25.  NM DOT will supply individual crash reports for the most recent five-
year period of time. 

SUBMITTAL REQUIREMENTS: 
1. Number of copies of report required 

a. 1 digital copy 
2. Submittal Fee – $1300 for up to 3 reviews 

The Traffic Impact Study for this development proposal, project name, shall be performed in 
accordance with the above criteria. If there are any questions regarding the above items, please 
contact me at 924-3991. 

_____________________________   _____________ 
Matt Grush, P.E.       Date 
Senior Engineer 
City of Albuquerque, Planning  
Transportation Development Section 

via: email 
C:  TIS Task Force Attendees, file 

4/2/2024
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Neighborhood 
Association – Meeting 

Summaries 
Meetings held: 

1/18/24 and 1/30/24 
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Post Application Facilitated Meeting Report 
CABQ ADR Office 

 
 
EPC Case #: RZ-2024-00001 
Subject Property Location: 1100 Woodward Place, NE  
Date Submitted: January 24, 2024 
Submitted By: Tyson Hummell 
Meeting Date/Time:  January 18, 2024, 6:00 pm 
Meeting Location: 1420 Edith Boulevard, NE 
Facilitator: Tyson Hummell, CABQ ADR Office 
Applicant / Presenter:  Sergio Lozoya; Tierra West, LLC. 
Community Stakeholders: SBMTNA 
 
Background:  
 
Applicant seeks an IDO zone map amendment, from MX-M to MX-H.  The purpose of this zone 
map amendment is to allow a physical rehabilitation hospital to be developed on the subject, 
vacant property.  EPC approval is a threshold requirement in said process. Please refer to actual 
EPC Application and Staff Report for full and specific proposed details.   
 
Meeting Summary:   
 
The purpose of the post-application meeting was to engage Community Stakeholders, provide 
accurate information regarding this application, and to address Community questions and 
concerns. This Facilitated Meeting Report is to present the topics covered, Community questions 
and Community concerns.  No negotiated agreements were considered or discussed in this 
meeting.  
 
Sergio Lozoya gave a detailed presentation of relevant information regarding the subject 
application.  Content included, but was not limited to: 

1. Application Purpose, Scope and Intent 
a. Nature of proposed site, building and operational characteristics 
b. Potential Community benefits 

i. Location and available infrastructure will mitigate historical character 
impacts, within SBMT   

ii. Employment Opportunities 
iii. Needed Medical Services 
iv. Low comparative impacts w/re other allowed uses 

c. Other preemptive impact mitigation 
i. CABQ Traffic Engineering Review and Approval 

2. Appropriateness of proposed land use, pursuant to most recent Sector Development Plan 
and IDO 

a. Proposed use is consistent with intent of IDO 
b. Comparative Sector Plan Zoning designations also support proposed use. 
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Topics of Inquiry and Community Concerns: 
 

1. Q:  Will there be a formal traffic study? 
A:  Yes, if required.  However, the City Traffic Engineer has already approved. 

 
2. Q:  Will Applicant consider a smaller facility? (approximately ½ of proposed size) 

A:  Not at this time.   
  

3. Q:.  Will Applicant consider a different type of land use, on this site, if this application is 
denied? 
A: No. Applicant is only interested in purchasing / developing this site for this specific 
use. If denied, Applicant will not purchase or develop this site.  
   

4. Q:  Where will the primary traffic entry and exit point be located? 
A:  Primary ingress / egress point will be off Woodward Place, NE.  
 

Community Stakeholder Objections 
 

1. Community state that IDO MX-H designation is not equivalent to Sector Plan C-3 
designation.  

a. Community Stakeholders feel that proposed use is not appropriate. 
 

2. Traffic 
a. Increased Congestion 
b. Safety  

i. School in proximity and related foot traffic 
ii. Excessive speed and accidents on adjacent frontage road may increase.  

 
3. Procedure 

a. Community Stakeholders objected to Applicants’ submission, prior to date of 
meeting.   

 
*Community Stakeholders made several additional objections, which were not related to the 
subject application.  Those objections were omitted, here.  
 
Procedural Timing and Meeting Type: 
 
This matter was initially referred to ADR as a Pre-Application Neighborhood Meeting request.  
However, Applicant submitted prior to the 1/18 meeting date.  Therefore, this was actually 
delivered as a Post-Submittal Facilitated Meeting.   
 
Relevant timeline is as follows:  
 

 SBMTNA requested a Pre-Application Neighborhood Meeting on Tuesday, November 
21, 2023, and proposed a Pre-Application meeting date of January 18, 2024 (in-person). 

 On November 29, 2024, Applicant objected to the proposed date, citing undue delay.  
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ADR Office then offered a ZOOM meeting format, with flexible availability, beginning
as early as December 4, 2023.
SBMTNA was adamant that the meeting be held on January 18, 2024 (in person).
Applicant disclosed post-application status during January 18 Facilitated Meeting

Outcome

No agreement was negotiated or achieved.  Community Stakeholders expressed general 
objection to the Application, as presented.  

Names & Affiliations of Participants:

Applicant Team:
Tierra West, LLC Sergio Lozoya

Adam Johnstone

Community Stakeholder Participants:
SBMTNA All attendees of SBMTNA Regular Meeting on 1/18/2024

*Regular Meeting records created and retained by
SBNTNA*

City Participants:
Tyson Hummell CABQ ADR Office 
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EPC Case #: RZ-2024-00001  
Subject Property Location: 1100 Woodward Place, NE  
Meeting Date/Time: January 30, 2024, 6:00 pm  
Meeting Location: 1420 Edith Boulevard, NE – In Person 
Facilitator: None present 
Applicant / Presenter: Sergio Lozoya; Tierra West, LLC.  
Community Stakeholders: SBMTNA  
 
 
Background:  
Applicant seeks an IDO zone map amendment, from MX-M to MX-H. The purpose of this zone map 
amendment is to allow a physical rehabilitation hospital to be developed on the subject, vacant 
property. EPC approval is a threshold requirement in said process. Please refer to actual EPC 
Application and Staff Report for full and specific proposed details. This was a follow-up meeting. 
 

 30th, 2024, 
 EPC –  

 Tierra West  
further   

Tierra West 
 -

- -  

First, 
- - -

-2-

-

-  
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July 3, 2024

Mr. Jonathan R. Hollinger, Chair
Environmental Planning Commission
600 Second NW
Albuquerque, NM 87102

RE: ZONING MAP AMENDMENT – MX-M TO MX-H 
TRACT A PLAT OF GATEWAY SUBDIVISION CONT 2.7845 AC
IDO ZONE ATLAS PAGE J-15-Z 

1. Executive Summary

Request: Tierra West LLC, on behalf of Cross Development, requests a zoning map amendment 
from Mixed-Use Moderate Intensity (MX-M) to Mixed-Use High Intensity (MX-H) for a vacant 
2.7845-acre site at 1100 Woodward Pl. NE, to facilitate the development of a Physical
Rehabilitation Hospital with 48 beds.

Proposed Development: Cross Development plans to build an Inpatient Rehabilitation Facility 
(IRF) with 48 beds which will provide intensive rehabilitation services. The facility will host 
approximately 60 daytime staff and 40 nighttime staff, with an average occupancy of 85-90%.

Current Zoning and Amendment Justification: The subject site is currently zoned MX-M. The 
proposed amendment to MX-H aligns with the City's ABC Comprehensive Plan by supporting high-
density, mixed-use development, particularly along major transit corridors. The amendment 
addresses the community's need for additional healthcare services, particularly for the aging 
population, and the prevalence of chronic conditions such as heart disease, cancer, and stroke.
The current MX-M zoning restricts hospitals to 20 beds, which is insufficient to fill the need for 
healthcare services in the area.

Planning Context: The site is located within the Central ABQ Community Planning Area and 
designated as an Area of Change. It is near educational institutions, commercial services, a hotel, 
and a medical facility, with 3 major transit corridors nearby.

Community Engagement: Meetings with the Santa Barbara/Martineztown Neighborhood 
Association were conducted to discuss the zone map amendment. Concerns regarding traffic 
congestion and safety, as well as the need for the proposed healthcare facility, were addressed.

Benefits of the Amendment:

1. Community Need: The proposed development will provide much-needed rehabilitation 
services to Albuquerque's aging population and those with chronic conditions. Studies show 
that New Mexico has an aging population of adults over 65 years old, this combined with 
the prevalence of chronic illnesses such as stroke, cancer, and others demonstrate the 
need for medical facilities. The MX-H zone would help fill this need by facilitating the 
development of the proposed rehabilitation hospital.
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2. Efficient Land Use: The amendment supports infill development, maximizing existing 
infrastructure and public facilities.

3. Alignment with Comprehensive Plan: The amendment facilitates the ABC Comp Plan's 
goals regarding character, centers and corridors, complete communities, and city 
development patterns. The proposed zoning and development complement the existing 
medical facilities in the area, including Tri-core Labs, and New Heart Fitness and Health, 
both of which are within the same site plan boundaries

4. Economic and Employment Opportunities: The new facility will create jobs and support 
local economic development by creating 60 high paying medical jobs and expanding the 
medical service for the community. 

Compliance with Zoning Criteria: The proposed amendment meets the criteria for a Zoning Map 
Amendment – EPC, as it aligns with the health, safety, and general welfare goals of the City, and 
leverages existing infrastructure.

Tierra West Position on Spot Zone: Tierra West believes that the request does not create a spot 
zone due to the incorrect interpretation of the word “surrounding”. The word "surrounding” was 
applied in a way that is more akin to the word “contiguous”. The IDO has clear guidelines when 
requiring zone districts to be contiguous, which do not apply to the MX-H zone. There are other 
parcels zoned MX-H within 660-feet of the subject site, therefore the request does not result in a 
spot zone.

Conclusion: Tierra West, on behalf of Cross Development, respectfully requests the 
Environmental Planning Commission to approve the Zoning Map Amendment from MX-M to MX-
H for the subject site, facilitating the development of a vital healthcare facility and supporting the 
City's comprehensive planning goals.

2. Request

Dear Mr. Hollinger:

Tierra West LLC, on behalf of Cross Development, respectfully requests a zone map amendment 
from MX-M to MX-H for a subject site located at 1100 Woodward Pl. NE, Albuquerque, NM 87102. 
The legal description of the subject site is Tract A Plat of Gateway Subdivision containing 2.7845 
acres. The subject site is located at 1100 Woodward Pl. NE, just south of Mountain Rd. NE and 
west of I-25 S Frontage Road. The current zoning of this parcel is Mixed-Use – Moderate Intensity 
(MX-M); we are requesting a zone map amendment to Mixed-Use – High Intensity (MX-H). IDO 
provision 14-16-6-7(G)(1)(a) 2 states that an EPC hearing is required for proposals changing less 
than 20 gross acres of land located partially or completely in an Area of Change to a zone district 
other than NR-PO-B. 

3. Proposed Development

Nobis Rehabilitation Partners is an Inpatient Rehabilitation Facility (IRF). IRFs provide intensive 
rehabilitation services using an interdisciplinary team approach in a hospital environment. 
Admission to an IRF is appropriate for patients with complex nursing, medical management, and 
rehabilitative needs. Rehabilitation programs at IRFs are supervised by rehabilitation physicians 
and include services such as physical and occupational therapy, rehabilitation nursing, and 
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speech-language pathology. Approximately ninety percent (90%) of the patients come from acute 
care settings with an average stay of 12-14 days so that they can be discharged back to their 
homes. On any given day, the average occupancy of this facility will be approximately 85-90%. 
Nobis facilities of this size typically staff approximately 60 people during the day and 40 at night. 

4. Proposed Zone Map Amendment

The subject site at 1100 Woodward Pl. NE, Albuquerque, NM, is currently zoned as Mixed-Use 
Moderate Intensity (MX-M). Tierra West LLC, on behalf of Cross Development, is proposing a 
rezoning to Mixed-Use High Intensity (MX-H) to develop a Physical Rehabilitation Hospital. This 
change is essential due to the limitations imposed by the MX-M zoning, which restricts hospital use 
to a maximum of 20 beds. This limitation is insufficient for the proposed facility, which aims to 
accommodate 48 beds. 

The need for the MX-H zone arises from the community's growing healthcare demands. By 2030, 
over 40% of Bernalillo County's population is projected to be older adults, many of whom will 
require rehabilitation services due to chronic conditions such as heart disease, cancer, and stroke. 
A facility with only 20 beds would be inadequate to address these needs. The MX-H zoning allows 
for a higher bed capacity, essential for providing comprehensive rehabilitation services.

Furthermore, the increased capacity under MX-H zoning enables operational efficiency by 
supporting the deployment of adequate medical staff, advanced equipment, and specialized 
programs. The site's strategic location, well-served by major transit corridors like Mountain Rd NE, 
I-25 Frontage Rd, and Lomas Blvd, is ideal for a high-density medical facility. This aligns with 
Albuquerque's Comprehensive Plan goals, which advocate for infill development, efficient land use, 
and enhanced community services.

Rezoning to MX-H is crucial for developing a rehabilitation hospital that meets the community's 
healthcare needs. The existing MX-M zoning's 20-bed limit is inadequate, making the MX-H 
designation necessary to support the proposed facility's scale and scope. This amendment will 
facilitate the development of a vital healthcare service, improve community health outcomes, and 
align with the city's broader planning and development objectives.

5. Planning Context 

The subject site is located within the Central ABQ Community Planning Area and is located within 
an Area of Change, as designated by the ABC Comp Plan. Furthermore, it is in the 
Martineztown/Santa Barbara Character Protection Overlay Zone, CPO-7. It should be noted that 
the site is controlled by an existing Site Plan for Subdivision (Gateway Site Plan for Subdivision – 
DRB-97-466, EPC Case # Z-93-46). The subject site abuts two Major Transit Corridors, Mountain 
Rd. and I-25 Frontage, and is within 660 feet from Lomas Blvd., which is also designated as a 
Major Transit Corridor.

The overall area is characterized by a variety of uses. To the north, across Mountain Rd., is an 
Early College Academy / Career Enrichment Center, along with Albuquerque High School, all 
zoned MX-T. Directly south of the parcel is a lot zoned MX-M, which is occupied by a hotel. Directly 
to the west is a medical facility, zoned MX-M and beyond that lies 50 acres of mixed-use 
development with a variety of zones, such as R-1B, NR-LM, and MX-M. Directly to the east there 
is a parcel zoned MX-H and beyond that there are parcels zoned MX-T, MX-M, and MX-H zone 
districts.

See Figure 1 below for zoning information, and Table 1 - Surrounding Zoning for land uses surrounding 
the subject site.  
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Figure 1: Zoning information

Table 1 - Surrounding Zoning

Surrounding Zoning 
North MX-T Mixed – Use, Transition
East MX-H and MX-M Mixed-Use, Medium and High Intensity
South MX-M Mixed-Use, Medium Intensity
West MX-M Mixed-Use, Medium Intensity
Subject Site MX-M Mixed-Use, Medium Intensity
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Figure 2: Land Use

Table 2 - Surrounding Land Use Categories

Surrounding Land Use Categories
North 8 - Educational (school)
East 4 - Commercial services (self-storage)
South 4 - Commercial services (hotel)
West 5 - Office (medical)
Subject Site 15 - Vacant

Should the zoning map amendment be approved, the applicant is proposing to develop a (Physical) 
Rehabilitation Hospital. 

Per the IDO, the purpose of the MX-H zone district is to provide for large-scale destination retail 
and high-intensity commercial, residential, light industrial, and institutional uses, as well as high-
density residential uses, particularly along Transit Corridors and in Urban Centers.

6. History
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The subject site is currently vacant and has no prior development history. Prior to the adoption of 
the IDO, this parcel was subject to the Martinez Town Sector Plan. As shown in the Sector Plan, 
which is now repealed, the subject site was previously zoned SU-2 described as C-3 for Industrial 
/ Wholesale / Manufacturing. Upon the adoption of the IDO, the zoning designation changed to 
MX-M (Mixed-Use – Medium Intensity). The sector plan outlined a desire for mixed-use zoning and 
development and calls for more intense uses to be further away from developed neighborhoods 
and residential areas. Though IDO Table 2-2-1 shows that C-3 is equivalent to MX-H, the parcel 
was re-zoned to MX-M. The SU-2 zone was stated to be rezoned as the “closest match identified 
where Sector Development Plan referenced other zones”. Again, the sector plan referenced the C-
3 zone, which is shown to be MX-H or NR-C equivalent.

7. Controlling Site Plan for Subdivision (Gateway Site Plan for 
Subdivision – DRB-97-466, EPC Case # Z-93-46)

Per IDO Section 14-16-1-10(A)(2), any use standards or development standards associated with 
pre-IDO approval or zoning designation establish rights and limitations and are exclusive of and 
prevail over any other provision of this IDO. 

The Gateway site plan for subdivision (DRB-97-466, EPC Case # Z-93-46) establishes some 
design standards for the subject site, which prevail over the IDO and design standards found 
therein. Notably, the Site Plan for Subdivision establishes an allowable height of 180 feet. This 
height standard prevails over both the zone district design standards and the Martineztown / Santa 
Barbara CPO-7 standards. The CPO-7 design standards restrict height for lots that are less than 
5 acres and are designated as Residential or Mixed-use zoned districts to 26 feet. The provision is 
found in IDO Section 3-4(H)(4) Building Height: 3-4(H)(4)(a) In Residential and Mixed-use zone 
districts on project sites less than 5 acres, the maximum building height is 26 feet.

Prior to the adoption of the IDO, this parcel was subject to the Martinez Town Sector Plan. Under 
this sector plan, the EPC approved a Site Plan for Gateway Center on March 24, 1994, containing 
seven areas of land that now contain Woodward Pl., TriCore Labs, Embassy Suites, and this 
vacant lot. While the other six areas have been developed as outlined in the original site plan, this 
site has remained vacant. The sector plan outlines a desire for mixed-use zoning and development 
and calls for more intense uses to be further away from developed neighborhoods and residential 
areas. This site lies over 300 feet from the nearest residential unit and is located west of the Tri-
core laboratory unit, north of the existing hotel, and is bound by I-25 to the east. 

The EPC approval of the controlling Gateway Center site plan, DRB-94-183, faced two public 
appeals on June 6, 1994. While the appeals themselves were not contained in the record, the 
responses from the City Council that were contained in the record respond similarly. Both appeals 
were denied by a vote of 9 for and 0 against. The response to the first appeal is wholly contained 
in the record and has six findings to support the appeal denial.

These findings are summarized as follows: 1) The EPC approval of this site plan was consistent 
with both the Comprehensive Plan and the Martineztown / Santa Barbara Sector Development 
Plan, 2) approval of the plan alone did not vest any property rights, 3) a courthouse use shall not 
be approved for this site, 4) an in-depth traffic analysis would be in order before approving site 
development plans for building purposes, 5) the findings and action of the EPC do not deprive 
owners of uses allowed under zoning, and 6) Area 7 was to be approved by the Zoning 
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Enforcement Manager before development. Based upon those findings this site plan will not only 
comply with that original site plan but with the recently adopted IDO.

The most recent version of the Gateway Site Plan for Subdivision (DRB-97-466, EPC Case # Z-
93-46) is dated 12/97, which was recorded and approved by the DRB. As relevant to the subject 
site, the amendment for the subject site, area 3, reduced the allowable square footage to 182,856 
square feet. The allowable building height of 180 feet remained.

8. Notification Requirements and Facilitated Meeting Request

As required by the IDO, a meeting was offered to the appropriate Neighborhood Associations. This 
was done for the initial Zone Map Amendment, which was heard on February 15th, 2024 where 
EPC voted to approve the request. Tierra West renotified per IDO 6-4K per the LUHO remand.

Tierra West, LLC met with Santa Barbara/Martineztown Neighborhood Association (SBMTNA) on 
Thursday, January 18th, 2024, to discuss the Applicant’s upcoming EPC – Zone Map Amendment 
request. The applicant presented relevant information regarding the application, including the 
nature of the site, potential community benefits of the request, preemptive impact mitigation such 
as traffic review, and the appropriateness of the proposed land use. Questions asked included: 
“Will there be a formal traffic study?”, “Will Applicant consider a smaller facility?”, “Will Applicant 
consider a different type of land use on this site if this application is denied?”, and “Where will the 
primary traffic entry and exit point be located?”.

The primary community stakeholder objections were stated. First, the community stated that the 
IDO MX-H designation is not equivalent to the original sector plan’s C-3 designation and therefore 
that the proposed use is not appropriate. Secondly, the community shared many concerns with the 
nearby area’s traffic. One traffic concern was the increased congestion as a potential result of this 
proposed development. The other traffic concern involved safety, most notably to the nearby school 
and associated foot traffic. The community shared concerns that excessive speed and accidents 
on the adjacent I-25 frontage road would increase. 

Tierra West, LLC met with Santa Barbara/Martineztown Neighborhood Association (SBMTNA) for 
the second time on Tuesday, January 30th, 2024, to follow up on concerns regarding the 
Applicant’s upcoming EPC – Zone Map Amendment request. A representative of Cross 
Development was also present to help address any operational questions. Tierra West presented 
further relevant information regarding the application, including the history of the site and detailed 
elevations of the proposed development. Tierra West described the zone change as being 
necessary to be able to allow for 60 overnight beds and described the original sector plan zoning 
of C-3 and how it would relate to MX-H or NR-C in the IDO.

The primary community stakeholder objections from the previous meeting were addressed. First, 
Applicant reaffirmed that the previous C-3 designation should have led to an MX-H or NR-C 
designation in the IDO according to Table 2-2-1. Second, the conversation moved to traffic. 
Applicant highlighted the anticipated traffic flow for the development is 35 trips in the morning and 
37 trips in the evening, relatively low trip generation numbers. A second Traffic Scoping Form is 
under review by the City, as requested at the last meeting. Traffic accident data was reviewed, 
identifying a crash rate at Mountain Rd and I-25 higher than national averages; video footage will 
be reviewed for turning movements and pedestrian crossing activity.
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Tierra West reaffirmed commitment to transparent communication, including seeking community 
input on proposed traffic management measures. Such measures include potentially approaching 
the City and NMDOT to discuss introduction of a Hawk Signal for mid-block pedestrian crossings 
and traffic signal remediation for southbound I-25 Frontage Road.

Finally, examples of existing Nobis Rehabilitation facilities were shared, along with testimonials for 
other facilities throughout the country.

The LUHO did not require additional Neighborhood Meetings for the de novo hearing. Tierra West 
renotified per IDO 6-4K per the LUHO remand. 

9. Community Need

There is a clear community need for the requested zone map amendment. Not only does the zone 
map amendment clearly facilitate the ABC Comprehensive Plan by providing a zone district which 
aligns with the City’s development goals; the MX-H zone would facilitate the development of a 
Physical Rehabilitation Hospital with the appropriate number of beds and will fill a need of 
healthcare services for the aging community in the greater Albuquerque Area. 

The applicant did a thorough analysis regarding the City of Albuquerque, its population, and the 
need for additional healthcare services. In this analysis, Nobis found that by 2030 over 40% of 
the population in Bernalillo County will be Older Adults (1New Census data shows New Mexicans are 
getting older: UNM Newsroom cabq_senioraffairs_onesheet_8-5x11_oct2021-aging-study.pdf). Though 
New Mexico’s population increased by 2.8% from 2010 to 2020, most of the increase was in the 
population of people ages 65 and older, which increased by 43.7%. This increase in adults who 
are 65 and older is consistent with national averages, which show that in 2020 the US population 
that was 65 and older is up from 13% in 2010.

An analysis done by UNM’s Geospatial and Population studies at UNM showed that the 65+ cohort 
makes up a larger portion of New Mexico’s population. This age group has not left the state at the 
same rate that younger people do, the study states, “New Mexico seniors are aging in place, rather 
than leaving the state like some of our working-age population. We are also seeing retirees move 
to New Mexico. These two trends combined result in a rapidly aging New Mexican population.”

In addition to the aging population, New Mexico has been shown to have a high prevalence of 
heart disease, cancer and stroke (2NM-IBIS - Health Indicator Report - Prevalence of Multiple Chronic 
Conditions among Adults Ages 45 Years and Older by Year, New Mexico, * to 2017) The prevalence of these 
conditions demonstrate the need for more healthcare services, specifically rehabilitation services 
where patients can recover from major surgeries and injuries related to the illnesses outlined 
above. The following is taken directly from the study:

“…many New Mexicans living with the challenge of multiple chronic conditions may not have the health 
literacy skills, income, community resources, or access to healthcare services (emphasis added) that they 
need to successfully take care of themselves.” 

The combination of an aging population along with the prevalence of chronic illnesses in New 
Mexico and Albuquerque clearly demonstrates a need for healthcare services and thus the need 
for the MX-H zone which will allow for the development of a Rehabilitation Hospital with 40+ beds. 
The MX-M zone does allow the hospital use, but it is limited to 20 beds, which is not sufficient to 
fill the need in the City of Albuquerque.
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10. Zoning Map Amendment Justification

The zone change from MX-M to MX-H will benefit the surrounding neighborhood by furthering a 
preponderance of applicable Goals and Policies and clearly facilitating the implementation of the 
ABC Comp Plan as shown in the following analysis. The analysis describes how the proposed 
Zone Map Amendment furthers Goals and Polices regarding Character, Centers and Corridors, 
Complete Communities, City Development Patterns. These Goals and policies are supported 
because the request will provide much needed high density, infill development as described in the 
definition of MX-H in the IDO, cited above. Further, the subject site is within 660-feet of three 
different Major Transit Corridors – Mountain Road NE, I-25 Frontage Road, and Lomas Boulevard. 
The justification also serves as a demonstration of community need for the requested zone map 
amendment. 

Goal 4.1 – Character: Enhance, protect, and preserve distinct communities.

The proposed zone map amendment would enhance, protect, and preserve the existing Santa 
Barbara / Martineztown area because it would facilitate mixed use development under the MX-H 
zone. Locating more intense uses to the southern portion of the Santa Barbara / Martineztown area 
would protect the existing residential areas by locating more intense uses where they are 
appropriate and desired. i.e., by focusing development on the subject site, which is an area of 
change, and located along two Major Transit Corridors, development pressure will be alleviated 
from the existing residential community. The request clearly facilitates Goal 4.1 – Character.

Policy 4.1.1 - Distinct Communities: Encourage quality development that is consistent with the 
distinct character of communities.

The proposed Zone Map Amendment would encourage quality development that is consistent with 
the distinct character of the Santa Barbara / Martinez Town community. The Santa Barbara / 
Martineztown community has been historically characterized by land uses which vary in intensity. 
There are several manufacturing / industrial uses along Broadway Blvd which are zoned NR-LM. 
The area consists of a variety of Mixed-Use zones ranging from MX – T, MX -L, and MX – M. The 
existing residential areas are zoned primarily R-1A and are characterized by single family 
residential development. 

The controlling site development plan demonstrates the intent of future development of the site.
The zone change would continue that intent and would encourage high quality development that 
is consistent with the distinct character of Santa Barbara / Martinez Town as described above. The 
request clearly facilitates Policy 4.1.1 Distinct Communities.
. 
Policy 4.1.2. Identity and Design: Identity and Design: Protect the identity and cohesiveness of 
neighborhoods by ensuring the appropriate scale and location of development, mix of uses, and 
character of building design.

The request would further Policy 4.1.2 Identity and Design because it would ensure that more 
intense uses are located to the southern portion of the existing and established Santa Barbara / 
Martineztown community. The requested MX-H zone is appropriately located for more intense uses 
given its proximity to Major Transit Corridors and the Interstate (I-25). In the controlling site plan 
for subdivision this area is shown as being appropriate for more intense uses. By locating intense 
uses at the southern boundary of Santa Barbara / Martineztown where they are appropriate and 
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desired, the existing residential areas are relieved of development pressure and thus are 
preserved. The request clearly facilitates Policy 4.1.2 - Identity and Design.

Goal 5.1 – Centers and Corridors: Grow as a community of strong Centers connected by a multi-
modal network of Corridors.

The requested Zone Map Amendment would further Goal 5.1 by focusing more intense 
development along two Major Transit Corridors, Mountain Rd NE, and I-25 frontage. The subject 
site is within 660-feet of Lomas Blvd NE, a designated Major Transit Corridor. Development along 
these three Major Transit Corridor will ensure that the Central Albuquerque CPA and Santa 
Barbara / Martineztown area grow as a community of strong Centers connected by a multi-modal 
network of Corridors. The request clearly facilitates Goal 5.1 – Centers and Corridors. 

Policy 5.1.1 – Desired Growth: Capture regional growth in Centers and Corridors to help shape 
the built environment into a sustainable development pattern. 

The request would help capture regional growth along three Major Transit Corridors and would 
thus help shape the built environment into a sustainable development pattern because more 
intense uses are desired by Major Transit Corridors and within Areas of Change. The request 
would facilitate high intensity, mixed-use development which would allow a wider range of services 
for the public in Albuquerque, the greater metro area and beyond. The request clearly facilitates 
Policy 5.1.1 – Desired Growth. 

c) Encourage employment density, compact development, redevelopment, and infill in Centers and 
Corridors as the most appropriate areas to accommodate growth over time and discourage the 
need for development at the urban edge.

The request clearly facilitates 5.1.1(c) as it promotes compact infill development along three Major 
Transit Corridors: Mountain Rd, I-25 Frontage Rd, and Lomas Blvd. This area is appropriate for 
development and accommodates growth as demonstrated in the controlling Gateway Site Plan for 
Subdivision. Development of the subject site would promote infill development as it is located in an 
established area of the City. The requested Zone Map Amendment discourages the need for 
development on the urban edge by focusing development near Downtown, along designated ABC 
Comp Plan Corridors, in an established area already served by infrastructure and public resources 
such as transit.

Policy 5.1.2 – Development Areas: Direct more intense growth to Centers and Corridors and use 
Development Areas to establish and maintain appropriate density and scale of development within 
areas that should be more stable. 

The request clearly facilitates Policy 5.1.2 – Development Areas as it would direct more intense 
growth to the subject site, which is in proximity to three Major Transit Corridors: Mountain Rd, I-25 
Frontage, and Lomas Blvd. The subject site is also within an Area of Change as designated by the 
ABC Comp Plan. Areas of Change and sites located along major transit corridors are appropriate 
for more intense growth, density, and land uses. Further, development of the vacant subject site 
would provide more stability to the Santa Barbara / Martineztown community and to the Central 
ABQ Community Planning Area by eliminating a vacant lot, which can attract crime and other 
nuisances. The request clearly facilitates Policy 5.1.2 – Development Areas.

Policy 5.1.10 Major Transit Corridors: Foster corridors that prioritize high frequency transit 
service with pedestrian-oriented development. 
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The request for the MX-H zone would foster development within 660-feet of three Major Transit 
Corridors:  Mountain Rd, I-25 Frontage Rd, and Lomas Blvd. Development along these corridors 
help facilitate the use of transit services, and the proximity to Lomas Blvd would ensure accessibility 
to those who use alternative modes of transportation, i.e., riding the bus. The request clearly 
facilitates Policy 5.1.10 Major Transit Corridors.

Goal 5.2 – Complete Communities: Foster communities where residents can live, work, learn, 
shop, and play together. 

The requested zone map amendment furthers Goal 5.2 – Complete Communities since it fosters 
the development of a long-standing vacant subject site in an area characterized by mixed use 
development. The subject site is in proximity to Downtown, is within the Central ABQ CPA, and the 
Santa Barbara / Martineztown CPO. This location for the proposed zone change and subsequent 
development foster complete communities as it will serve the areas mentioned above along with 
the greater Albuquerque Metropolitan area and beyond. The requested MX-H zone promotes the 
live, work, learn, and play ethos because it would provide a wide range of services near established 
residential and mixed-use communities. The request clearly facilitates Goal 5.2 – Complete 
Communities. 

Policy 5.2.1 Land Uses: Create healthy, sustainable, and distinct communities with a mix of uses 
that are conveniently accessible from surrounding neighborhoods.

The request furthers Policy 5.2.1 because the subject site is in proximity to Downtown, is within the 
Central ABQ CPA, and the Santa Barbara / Martineztown CPO. This location for the proposed 
zone change and future development creates healthy, sustainable, and distinct communities as it 
will serve the areas mentioned above along with the greater Albuquerque Metropolitan area. 
Development allowed within the MX-H zone would promote the existing mixed-use character of the 
area and would add more amenities and variety in land uses for nearby residents to use. The 
subject sites proximity to transit also promote health and sustainability by encouraging and 
facilitating the use of alternative modes of transportation. The request clearly facilitates Policy 5.2.1 
– Land Uses.

a) Encourage development and redevelopment that brings goods, services, and amenities 
within walking and biking distance of neighborhoods and promotes good access for all 
residents.

The proposed Zone Map Amendment would clearly facilitate sub-policy 5.2.1(a) 
because it would encourage development of a vacant lot within walking and biking 
distance of multiple neighborhoods, promoting good access for all residents. The infill 
development of this vacant lot would lead to an introduction of new goods, services, 
and/or amenities that would serve the nearby residents. The site’s location on the 
outskirts of a residential area while being adjacent to multiple Major Transit Corridors 
would allow any development resulting from an approved zone change to effectively 
serve the surrounding area.

e) Create healthy, sustainable communities with a mix of uses that are conveniently 
accessible from surrounding neighborhoods.

The proposed Zone Map Amendment would support the creation of healthy, sustainable 
communities with a mix of uses that are conveniently accessible from surrounding 
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neighborhoods by encouraging infill development on a lot that is easily accessible due 
to its location along the Mountain Rd and I-25 Frontage Major Transit Corridors. 
Furthermore, if approved, the MX-H zoning would be unique to the surrounding area, 
increasing the variety of uses in the area and creating more sustainable, distinct 
communities. The request clearly facilitates sub-policy 5.2.1(e).

h) Encourage infill development that adds complementary uses and is compatible in 
form and scale to the immediately surrounding development. [ABC]

If approved, this Zone Map Amendment would encourage infill development that adds 
complementary uses and is compatible in form and scale to the immediately 
surrounding development because the immediately surrounding development is 
relatively high-intensity and large. To the south sits Embassy Suites, an 8-story, 100-
foot-tall building. To the west is TriCore Laboratories, a 4-story, approximately 45-foot-
tall building. To the north sits the Career Enrichment Center and Albuquerque High 
School, whose gymnasium stands approximately 55 feet tall. To the east is I-25, a highly 
trafficked urban freeway. The MX-H zoning allows for more intense uses and a higher 
allowed maximum building height, which would allow for development that is compatible 
in form and scale to the immediately surrounding development. The request clearly 
facilitates sub-policy 5.2.1(h).

n) Encourage more productive use of vacant lots and under-utilized lots, including 
surface parking.

This Zone Map Amendment, if approved, would encourage more productive use of a 
vacant lot by increasing its available uses, which would then spur new development on 
the site. The resulting new development would be significantly more productive of a use 
than is present in the currently vacant lot. Furthermore, development on this vacant site 
would discourage misuse of the lot. For example, on Google Maps Street view, the 
vacant lot has been and may still be used as an unpaved parking lot, presumably for 
the schools across the street. This zone change would allow the lot to be developed in 
a safe and productive manner. The request clearly facilitates sub-policy 5.2.1(n).

Goal 5.3 Efficient Development Patterns: Promote development patterns that maximize the 
utility of existing infrastructure and public facilities and the efficient use of land to support the public 
good.

The request would clearly facilitate Goal 5.3 Efficient Development patterns because the subject 
site is in an area with existing infrastructure and public facilities. The subject site also promotes the 
use of transit, a public amenity, as it is located within 660-feet of the Lomas Blvd Major Transit 
Corridor, and directly abuts Mountain Rd and I-25, both of which are designated Major Transit 
Corridors in the ABC Comp Plan. 

Policy 5.3.1 – Infill Development: Promote development patterns that maximize the utility of 
existing infrastructure and public facilities and the efficient use of land to support the public good.

The requested zone map amendment clearly facilitates Policy 5.3.1 – Infill development as it 
promotes development patterns that maximize the utility of existing infrastructure. The subject site 
is in the Central ABQ CPA, and within a developed area of the City with established infrastructure 
and public facilities. The development of the vacant site would encourage the efficient use of land 
and thus supports the public good. 
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Policy 5.3.2 – Leapfrog Development: Discourage growth in areas without existing infrastructure 
and public facilities.

This Zone Map Amendment would discourage growth in areas without existing infrastructure and 
public facilities by directing said growth to an area that has the existing infrastructure and public 
facilities required to support it. This lot has been vacant throughout history, despite the surrounding 
area being developed significantly over the past twenty years. Therefore, infrastructure and public 
facilities have been developed and currently exist in a capacity that can support future land uses. 
The request clearly facilitates Policy 5.3.2 – Leapfrog Development. 

Policy 5.3.7 – Locally Unwanted Land Uses: Ensure that land uses that are objectionable to 
immediate neighbors but may be useful to society are located carefully and equitably to ensure 
that social assets are distributed evenly and social responsibilities are borne fairly across the 
Albuquerque area.  

Many MX-H uses that would be facilitated through this zone change would be useful to society. 
The proposed usage, a physical rehabilitation hospital, would provide much-needed non-
emergency medical services, easing the pressure on local hospitals by allowing for off-site, 
moderate-length outpatient treatment. However, other permissible uses in the MX-H district would 
provide benefit to society as well. Furthermore, the location of this lot, on the corner of Major Transit 
Corridors Mountain Rd and 1-25 Frontage, would ensure that any resulting development is located 
carefully, away from residential streets, and equitably, in the center of Albuquerque, near I-25 (an 
urban freeway), making it easy to access. This would ensure even distribution of social assets and 
fair sharing of social responsibilities in Albuquerque.

b) Ensure appropriate setbacks, buffers, and/ or design standards to minimize offsite 
impacts.

Many design standards are shared between the MX-M and MX-H zones. The only notable 
difference between the two appears to be allowable building height. The higher allowable 
height in MX-H zones has few offsite impacts as the site is on the edge of a neighborhood 
and is not within any VPO zones. Furthermore, as discussed elsewhere in this analysis, the 
increased height allowed in the MX-H zone would match the existing character of the 
immediately surrounding area. The request clearly facilitates sub-policy 5.3.7(b).

Goal 5.6 – City Development Areas: Encourage and direct growth to Areas of Change where it 
is expected and desired and ensure that development in and near Areas of Consistency reinforces 
the character and intensity of the surrounding area.

The request clearly facilitates Goal 5.6 – City Development areas as it would encourage and direct 
growth to the subject site, which is located wholly within an Area of Change. Areas of Change are 
where development is generally expected and desired, the requested MX-H zone and subsequent 
development would be appropriate in intensity, density, and location.

Policy 5.6.2 Areas of Change: Direct growth and more intense development to Centers, 
Corridors, industrial and business parks, and Metropolitan Redevelopment Areas where change is 
encouraged.

The requested Zone Map Amendment is for a subject site that is located within an Area of Change 
and within 660-feet of three Major Transit Corridors. Approval of the requested MX-H zone would 
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direct growth and more intense development where change is encouraged, expected, and 
appropriate. The request clearly facilitates Policy 5.6.2 – Areas of Change.

Goal 8.1 – Placemaking: Create places where businesses and talent will stay and thrive.

The zone map amendment and proposed development clearly facilitate Goal 8.1 – Placemaking 
because the request creates places where businesses and talent will stay and thrive by helping to 
ensure a variety of land uses within the Central ABQ CPA, the Santa Barbara / Martineztown 
community, and the greater Albuquerque area. The proposed development will create jobs for a 
range of workers with varying occupational skills and salary levels.

Policy 8.1.1 – Diverse Places: Foster a range of interesting places and contexts with different 
development intensities, densities, uses, and building scale to encourage economic development 
opportunities. 

The request clearly facilitates Policy 8.1.1 – Diverse Places because the zone map amendment 
from MX-M to MX-H would foster a range of development intensity, density, uses and building scale 
in an area with a wide range of existing land uses. The amendment from MX-M to MX-H would 
facilitate the development which would foster a range of intensities, uses and densities. Further, 
the subject site’s location along three Major Transit Corridors, within an Area of Change, and within 
the Central ABQ CPA are contributing factors to the appropriateness and success of this economic 
development opportunity.

a) Invest in Centers and Corridors to concentrate a variety of employment opportunities for a 
range of occupational skills and salary levels.

The request would clearly facilitate sub-policy 8.1.1(a) by investing in a subject site that is 
located within 660-feet of three different Major Transit Corridors. The proposed zone map 
amendment and proposed subsequent high intensity would create a variety of employment 
opportunities for a range of occupational skills and salary levels. 

c) Prioritize local job creation, employer recruitment, and support for development projects 
that hire local residents.

The request clearly facilitates sub-policy 8.1.1(c) because uses allowed in the MX-H zone 
would facilitate development which would generally hire local residents. The range of land 
uses allowed in the MX-H zone, along with the design standards, increases the likelihood 
of development on the subject site, thus prioritizing job creation and local hiring.

Policy 8.1.2 Resilient Economy: Encourage economic development efforts that improve quality 
of life for new and existing residents and foster a robust, resilient, and diverse economy. 

The proposed zone map amendment to MX-H would encourage an economic development effort 
that would improve the quality of life for new and existing residents by allowing a range of land 
uses at the appropriate location, scale, intensity and density. The subject site is located within the 
boundaries of three separate Major Transit Corridors. Development along these corridors would 
foster a robust, resilient, and diverse economy because the requested zone would allow a variety 
of land uses that would benefit the community. Further, the development would be infill 
development, and would maximize existing infrastructure and resources such as public transit, and 
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would provide opportunity for new jobs, thus ensuring a resilient economy. The request clearly 
facilitates Policy 8.1.2 – Resilient Economy.

Goal 8.2 – Entrepreneurship: Foster a culture of creativity and entrepreneurship and encourage 
private businesses to grow.

The request clearly facilitates Goal 8.2 Entrepreneurship because the requested MX-H zone district 
allows for various land uses and appropriate design standards, all of which would facilitate the 
development of the long standing, vacant lot. The subject site is in a prime area: near the Central 
ABQ CPA, along three Major Transit Corridors and within an area of change, all these factors 
contribute to growth of private business and the culture of creativity. 

11. Zone Map Amendment – Review and Decision Criteria

The request is supported by the Comprehensive Plan Goals and polices and meets the 
requirements for a Zoning Map Amendment – EPC Per IDO Section 14-16-6-7(G)(3) Review and 
Decision Criteria a – h as follows:

6-7(G)(3)(a) The proposed zone change is consistent with the health, safety, and general welfare 
of the City as shown by furthering (and not being in conflict with) a preponderance of applicable 
Goals and Policies in the ABC Comp Plan, as amended, and other applicable plans adopted by 
the City.

As discussed above, the requested zone map amendment from MX-M to MX-H will benefit the 
surrounding neighborhood by furthering a preponderance of applicable Goals and Policies in and 
clearly facilitating the implementation of the ABC Comp Plan as shown in the previous analysis. 
The analysis describes how the proposed Zone Map Amendment furthers Goals and Polices 
regarding Character, Centers and Corridors, Complete Communities, City Development Patterns. 
These Goals and policies are supported because the request will provide much needed high 
density, infill development as described in the definition of MX-H in the IDO, cited at the beginning 
of this letter. Further, the subject site is within 600-feet of three different Major Transit Corridors – 
Mountain Road NE, I-25 Frontage Road, and Lomas Boulevard. 

6-7(G)(3)(b): If the subject property is located partially or completely in an Area of Consistency (as 
shown in the ABC Comp Plan, as amended), the applicant has demonstrated that the zone would 
clearly reinforce or strengthen the established character of the surrounding Area of Consistency 
and would not permit development that is significantly different from that character. The applicant 
must also demonstrate that the existing zoning is appropriate because it meets any of the following 
criteria.

1. There was a typographical or clerical error when the existing zone district was applied to 
the property.

2. There has been a significant change in neighborhood or community conditions affecting the 
site.

3. A different zone district is more advantageous to the community as articulated by the ABC 
Comp Plan, as amended (including implementation of patterns of land use, development 
density and intensity, and connectivity), and other applicable adopted City Plan(s) 

The subject site is located wholly within an Area of Change, the above criterion does not apply.
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6-7(G)(3)(c): If the subject property is located wholly in an Area of Change (as shown in the ABC 
Comp Plan, as amended) and the applicant has demonstrated that the existing zoning is 
inappropriate because it meets any of the following criteria.

1. There was a typographical or clerical error when the existing zone district was applied to 
the property.

2. There has been a significant change in neighborhood or community conditions affecting the 
site that justifies this request.

3. A different zone district is more advantageous to the community as articulated by the ABC 
Comp Plan, as amended (including implementation of patterns of land use, development 
density and intensity, and connectivity), and other applicable adopted City Plan(s).

The requested zone map amendment meets criteria 3, as described above: the requested zone 
map amendment from MX-M to MX-H will benefit the surrounding neighborhood by clearly 
facilitating the implementation of and furthering a preponderance of applicable Goals and Policies 
in the ABC Comp Plan as shown in the previous analysis.

The analysis described how the proposed Zone Map Amendment clearly facilitates ABC Comp 
Plan Goals and Polices regarding Character, Distinct Communities, Centers and Corridors, 
Complete Communities, City Development Patterns, Land Uses, Areas of Change, Placemaking 
and others. These Goals and policies are supported because the request will provide much needed 
high density, infill development as described in the definition of MX-H in the IDO, cited at the 
beginning of this letter. Further, the subject site is within 600-feet of three different Major Transit 
Corridors – Mountain Road NE, I-25 Frontage Road, and Lomas Boulevard.

6-7(G)(3)(d): The requested zoning does not include permissive uses that would be harmful to 
adjacent property, the neighborhood, or the community, unless the Use-specific Standards in 
Section 14-16-4-3 associated with that use will adequately mitigate those harmful impacts.

Table 3 - Change In Use Summary Table

Change In Uses From MX-M To MX-H – Adapted from IDO Table 4-2
Residential Uses MX-M MX-H
Group home, small P

Commercial Uses
Kennel C
Nursery A

Campground or recreational vehicle park C
Paid parking lot P A

Construction contractor facility and yard C
Self-storage C P

Amphitheater C
Adult retail P

Park and ride lot P C
Industrial Uses

Light manufacturing A
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Accessory and Temporary Uses
Drive-through or drive-up facility A CA

Dwelling unit, accessory A
Outdoor animal run CA

Circus T

Permissive Uses

Regarding the new uses allowed by the proposed zone change, any uses conducted on this site 
shall be beholden to all IDO requirements and regulations. Adult retail would normally be allowed 
in the MX-H zone, but due to the site’s proximity to schools to the north, this use would not be 
permitted at all, as outlined in IDO Provision 14-16-4-3(D)(6). Self-storage, the other permissive 
use that would be granted through the approval of this request, is controlled by IDO Provision 14-
16-4-3(D)(29). 14-16-4-3(D)(29)(f) restricts access to individual storage units to be indoor only, 
heavily reducing outdoor on-site traffic. Furthermore, all storage would be required to be within fully 
enclosed portions of a building.

Conditional Uses

An amphitheater is a conditional use and therefore would require a conditional use permit. There 
are no use-specific standards for amphitheaters, but the size of the lot would significantly limit the 
level of activity that could occur were an amphitheater to be developed here. Another use 
conditionally allowed in MX-H is the Construction Contractor Facility and Yard. First, anywhere 
construction equipment or goods or vehicles are parked or stored, or where work is conducted, 
must comply with all requirements in 14-16-5-6 (Landscape, Buffering, and Screening). Secondly, 
a conditional use approval through the ZHE would be required, requiring additional public comment 
and internal review. Finally, a Park-and-Ride Lot becomes an available conditional use. This use 
would be beholden to all standards within 14-16-5-5 (Parking and Loading), ensuring that its 
development would be in line with all IDO regulations.

Accessory Uses

Light manufacturing becomes a newly allowed accessory use but would be beholden to all use 
requirements outlined in IDO Provision 14-16-4-3(E)(4), including screening and storage 
requirements. A paid parking lot also would typically become a newly allowed accessory use. 
However, in line with provision 14-16-4-3(D)(22)(d)6., due to the lot’s location in the 
Martineztown/Santa Barbara CPO-7, this accessory use would be prohibited. 

Gateway Site Plan for Subdivision

Per IDO Section 14-16-1-10(A)(2), any use standards or development standards associated with 
pre-IDO approval or zoning designation establish rights and limitations and are exclusive of and 
prevail over any other provision of this IDO. 

The Gateway site plan for subdivision establishes some design standards for the subject site, which 
prevail over the IDO and design standards found therein. Notably, the Site Plan for Subdivision 
establishes an allowable height of 180 feet.
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This height standard prevails over both the zone district design standards and the Martineztown / 
Santa Barbara CPO-7 standards. The CPO-7 design standards restrict height for lots that are less 
than 5 acres and are designated as Residential or Mixed-use zoned districts to 26 feet. The 
provision is found in IDO Section 3-4(H)(4) Building Height: 3-4(H)(4)(a) In Residential and Mixed-
use zone districts on project sites less than 5 acres, the maximum building height is 26 feet.

However, if approved, this Zone Map Amendment would encourage infill development that adds 
complementary uses and is compatible in form and scale to the immediately surrounding 
development because the immediately surrounding development is relatively high-intensity and 
density. To the south sits Embassy Suites, an 8-story, 100-foot-tall building. To the west is TriCore 
Laboratories, a 4-story, approximately 45-foot-tall building. To the north sits the Career Enrichment 
Center and Albuquerque High School, whose gymnasium stands approximately 55 feet tall. To the 
east is I-25, a highly trafficked urban freeway. The MX-H zoning allows for more intense uses and 
a higher allowed maximum building height, which would allow for development that is compatible 
in form and scale to the immediately surrounding development. In conjunction with the controlling 
site plan, the proposed zone map amendment would not be harmful to the surrounding community.

Further, the benefits of having an existing controlling site plan are the EPC would review any new 
uses on the subject site. There would be an opportunity for the community to provide input and the 
site plan would be reviewed by Staff prior to being submitted to the Commission for a final decision.

6-7(G)(3)(e): The City's existing infrastructure and public improvements, including but not limited 
to its street, trail, and sidewalk systems, meet any of the following criteria:

1. Have adequate capacity to serve the development made possible by the change of zone.
2. Will have adequate capacity based on improvements for which the City has already 

approved and budgeted capital funds during the next calendar year.
3. Will have adequate capacity when the applicant fulfills its obligations under the IDO, the 

DPM, and/or an Infrastructure Improvements Agreement (IIA).
4. Will have adequate capacity when the City and the applicant have fulfilled their respective 

obligations under a City-approved Development Agreement between the City and the 
Applicant.

The request meets the criteria above as described by number 3: will have adequate capacity when 
the applicant fills its obligations under the IDO, the DPM, and/or an IIA. The request will continue 
through various City application processes where infrastructure capacity will be addressed. A full 
Traffic Safety Study was conducted by Tierra West to determine appropriate safety measures when 
considering access and traffic. These measures are outlined in the attached Traffic Safety Study 
and the Executive Summary and are in review by the NMDOT and City’s Traffic Engineer.

6-7(G)(3)(f): The applicant’s justification for the Zoning Map Amendment is not completely based 
on the property’s location on a major street.

The subject site is bound by Woodward Pl NE (local urban street), Mountain Rd NE, and the I-25 
Frontage Rd. Both Mountain Rd NE and I-25 Frontage are classified as Major Collectors by 
MRCOG. Lomas Blvd and I-25 are in the vicinity of the subject site and are classified as Principal 
Arterial and Interstate by the MRCOG, respectively. Though the location of the subject site is 
appropriate for the requested Zone Map Amendment, our justification is not based predominantly 
on that. Rather, the justification is based on a thorough ABC Comp Plan analysis and shows that 
the request clearly facilitates and furthers a preponderance of Goals and Policies found therein. 
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6-7(G)(3)(g): The applicant’s justification is not based completely or predominantly on the cost of
land or economic considerations.

The request is not based on the cost of land nor economic considerations, rather, the request is 
based on the policy analysis above. The requested zone map amendment from MX-M to MX-H will 
benefit the surrounding neighborhood by clearly facilitating the implementation of and furthering a 
preponderance of applicable Goals and Policies in the ABC Comp Plan as shown in the previous 
analysis. The analysis described how the proposed Zone Map Amendment clearly facilitates ABC 
Comp Plan Goals and Polices regarding Character, Distinct Communities, Centers and Corridors, 
Complete Communities, City Development Patterns, Land Uses, Areas of Change, Placemaking 
and others. These Goals and policies are supported because the request will provide much needed 
high density, infill development as described in the definition of MX-H in the IDO, cited at the 
beginning of this letter. Further, the subject site is within 600-feet of three different Major Transit 
Corridors – Mountain Road NE, I-25 Frontage Road, and Lomas Boulevard. 

6-7(G)(3)(h): The Zoning Map Amendment does not apply a zone district different from surrounding
zone districts to one small area or one premises (i.e. create a “spot zone”) or to a strip of land along
a street (i.e. create a “strip zone”) unless the requested zoning will clearly facilitate implementation
of the ABC Comp Plan, as amended, and at least 1 of the following applies.

1. The subject property is different from surrounding land because it can function as a
transition between adjacent zone districts.

2. The subject property is not suitable for the uses allowed in any adjacent zone district due
to topography, traffic, or special adverse land uses nearby.

3. The nature of structures already on the subject property makes it unsuitable for the uses
allowed in any adjacent zone.

Planning staff has interpreted that the request is a spot zone, as such, the Zoning Map Amendment 
would apply a spot zone. The requested Zoning Map Amendment clearly facilitates the 
implementation of the ABC Comp Plan, as amended, and the request meets criterion 1, because 
the subject property would function as a transition between adjacent zone districts.

The requested MX-H zone would serve as an appropriate transition between adjacent zone districts
as follows: 

ransition – West to East – Broadway Blvd to I-25 Frontage between Lomas Blvd 
and Mountain Rd. 
The subject site would be the “peak” zone as shown in figure 3, below. Following the zone map
between Lomas Blvd NE and Mountain Road NE, the intensity of zones increases as it approaches
the interstate. There are parcels zoned NR-LM bordering Broadway Blvd (between Lomas Blvd NE
and Mountain Rd NE) but it then immediately shifts (with almost no transition in intensity) to 
properties zoned MX-L, which are bounded by properties zoned MX-M to the north and south. The
zone map increases in intensity as it approaches I-25. The zone map clearly shows that the parcels
shift from MX-L to MX-M moving eastward and would result in peak intensity of MX-H at the subject
site, which is bound by the I-25 commuter corridor. The resulting zone map amendment would be
a transition from lower intensity MX-L zone all the way to the more intense MX-H zone.

It is also important to consider, in this case, the proposed land use and development of the subject 
site. The land use would serve as an appropriate transition in intensity, as higher density uses are 
encouraged in areas of change, and within Major Transit Corridors. The land uses in the city block 
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bound by Broadway Blvd NE, Mountain Rd NE, Lomas Blvd NE, and I-25 all increase in intensity 
as the map moves eastward, thus resulting in an appropriate transition (barring the strip zoning of 
NR-LM along Broadway Blvd NE) from MX-L to MX-M, culminating in MX-H at the subject site.

The resulting zone map pattern would be an MX-H zone district (the subject site) along the I-25 
commuter corridor, and intensity and zoning transitions downward as the zone map transitions to 
the west, between Mountain Rd NE and Lomas Blvd NE and ending at Broadway Blvd NE. 

Figure 3: MX-H transition

Further, should the request be approved the resulting zoning map pattern would be very similar to 
the existing zoning patterns in the area. As shown in figure 3 above, directly east of the subject site 
(not including I-25), there are parcels zoned MX-H. To the southeast of the subject site, are parcels 
zoned MX-H which then transition into parcels zoned MX-M, MX-T, and R-1. Just south of the 
subject site, there are parcels zoned MX-H which transition to MX-M, MX-T, 

North of Subject Site
North of the subject site is a parcel zoned MX-T (Mixed Use – Transition Zone District). The
purpose of the MX-T zone district is defined in the IDO as a transition between residential
neighborhoods and more intense commercial areas. Primary land uses include a range of low-
density residential, small-scale multi-family, office, institutional, and pedestrian-oriented 
commercial uses. and R-1 zones. The parcel is currently developed with Albuquerque High School, 
specifically, the Career Enrichment Center (CEC) directly abutting the subject site. The CEC 
building is approximately 35 feet in height and would transition nicely into the proposed hospital 
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use and MX-H zone. The proposed use for the subject site in this case is relevant as the subject 
site is site plan controlled, and the site plan is part of this record. 

South of the Subject Site
South of the subject site there is a parcel zoned MX-M. Along the I-25 frontage are other parcels 
zoned MX-M and MX-H. MX-H is an appropriate step up from MX-M as they are separated by one 
degree of intensity per the IDO. The existing use on the southern, adjacent parcel is a hotel that is 
approximately 100-feet in height. 

Figure 4: Transition North / South

Conclusion
The requested zone map amendment from MX-M to MX-H would benefit the surrounding 
neighborhood by clearly facilitating the ABC Comp Plan and furthering a preponderance of 
applicable Goals and Policies in the ABC Comp Plan as shown in the preceding analysis. The 
proposed Zone Map Amendment furthers a preponderance of Goals and Polices regarding 
Character, Centers and Corridors, Complete Communities, City Development Patterns, and others. 
These Goals and policies are supported because the request would provide much needed high 
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221100 Woodward Zone Map Amendment

density, infill development as described in the definition of MX-H in the IDO. Further, the subject 
site is within 600-feet of three different Major Transit Corridors – Mountain Road NE, I-25 Frontage 
Road, and Lomas Boulevard where this type of development is desired.

Tierra West, on behalf of Cross Development, respectfully requests that this Zoning Map 
Amendment is considered and approved by the Environmental Planning Commission. Thank you 
for your consideration.

Sincerely,

Sergio Lozoya
Sr. Planner

cc:  Megan Vieren

JN:  2023123
SL/db/aj

Sincerely,

S i L
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From: Haynes, Margaret, DOT
To: Ron Bohannan
Cc: Sergio Lozoya; Cherne, Curtis; Jon Niski; Terry Brown; Haynes, Margaret, DOT; Perea, Nancy, DOT
Subject: Mountain Rd. Rehab Facility (Mountain Rd. / I-25)- Safety Study
Date: Tuesday, July 2, 2024 8:40:02 AM

Good morning Ron,
NMDOT is currently reviewing the requested safety study for the Rehab Facility adjacent to I-25
Southbound Frontage Road and Mountain. We have discussed preliminary recommendations for this
project to move forward. The study is in the queue to review. NMDOT will finalize its
recommendations when the review is complete.
 
Thanks,
Margaret
 
 
Margaret L. Haynes, P.E.
District 3 Assistant Traffic Engineer
 

New Mexico Department of Transportation
7500 Pan American Freeway N.E.
Albuquerque, NM 87109
505-288-2086 cell (VOICE ONLY)
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SIGN POSTING AGREEMENT

REQUIREMENTS

POSTING SIGNS ANNOUNCING PUBLIC HEARINGS

All persons making application to the City under the requirements and procedures established by the Integrated 
Development Ordinance are responsible for the posting and maintaining of one or more signs on the property which is 
subject to the application, as shown in Table 6-1-1. Vacations of public rights-of-way (if the way has been in use) also 
require signs. Waterproof signs are provided at the time of application for a $10 fee per sign. If the application is mailed, 
you must still stop at the Development Services Front Counter to pick up the sign(s). 

The applicant is responsible for ensuring that the signs remain posted throughout the 15-day period prior to any public 
meeting or hearing. Failure to maintain the signs during this entire period may be cause for deferral or denial of the 
application. Replacement signs for those lost or damaged are available from the Development Services Front Counter.

1. LOCATION

A. The sign shall be conspicuously located. It shall be located within twenty feet of the public sidewalk 
(or edge of public street). Staff may indicate a specific location.

B. The face of the sign shall be parallel to the street, and the bottom of the sign shall be at least two feet 
from the ground.

C. No barrier shall prevent a person from coming within five feet of the sign to read it.

2. NUMBER

A. One sign shall be posted on each paved street frontage. Signs may be required on unpaved street 
frontages.

B. If the land does not abut a public street, then, in addition to a sign placed on the property, a sign shall 
be placed on and at the edge of the public right-of-way of the nearest paved City street. Such a sign 
must direct readers toward the subject property by an arrow and an indication of distance.

3. PHYSICAL POSTING

A. A heavy stake with two crossbars or a full plywood backing works best to keep the sign in place, 
especially during high winds.

B. Large headed nails or staples are best for attaching signs to a post or backing; the sign tears out less 
easily.

4. TIME

Signs must be posted from   ___________________________To ___________________________

5. REMOVAL

A. The sign is not to be removed before the initial hearing on the request.
B. The sign should be removed within five (5) days after the initial hearing.

I have read this sheet and discussed it with the Development Services Front Counter Staff.  I understand (A) my obligation 
to keep the sign(s) posted for (15) days and (B) where the sign(s) are to be located. I am being given a copy of this sheet.

   ________________________________________ _________________
       (Applicant or Agent)   (Date)

I issued _____ signs for this application,    ________________,   _____________________________
       (Date)   (Staff Member)

PROJECT NUMBER:  __________________________
Revised 2/6/19

July 3rd, 2024 August 2nd, 2024

d for (15) days and (B) where the sign

______________________________
 (Applicant or 

7/1/24

PR-2024-009765, RZ-2024-00001
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 or hospital

Major Amendment - Site Plan EPC
PR - 2024 - 009765, SI - 2024 - 00468
1. Major Amendment for Area 3 of the controlling site plan for "Tract A" Only.
2. This amendment would change the allowable use on area 3 "Tract A" to include Hospital.
3. Building area and height maximums as described in controlling site plan, remain applicable to area 3 "Tract A".
4. Setbacks for Area 3 to be controlled by IDO.
5. Per IDO Section 1-10(A)(2) : Any use standards or development standards associated with any pre-IDO approval or zoning
designation establish rights and limitations and are exclusive of and prevail over any other provision of this IDO. Where those approvals
are silent, provisions in the IDO shall apply.
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MMarket Development CCriteria Supports 40 Bed
Inpatient Rehab Hospital In Albuquerque

The proprietary analysis by NNobis 
Rehabil itat ion Partners, an inpatient 
rehabilitation hospital operator with dec
of experience, has facilitated the growth
success of establishing new inpatient re
hospitals in 16 markets over the past 4 y
The robust analysis by Nobis considers 
of a market (>750k), population growth 
focus on senior adult population growth
projections in addition to numerous dat
points around the acute care hospitals 
their performance and types of cases, a
as needs for additional inpatient rehabi
services compared to the availability of
existing inpatient rehab services.

The analysis supports the need for a 4
inpatient rehabilitation hospital in Albuq

© 2024 Nobis Rehabilitation Partners, LLC.   Confidential and Proprietary Information  All Rights Reserved
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TThe Proposed Albuquerque Inpatient Rehabilitation
HHospital Will Provide the Needed Rehab Services
tto Meet the Growth Projected in
tthe Increased Aging Population in Albuquerque
  

By 2030 Over 40% of the Population in Bernalillo County will be Older 
Adults1

New Mexico Has High Prevalence of Heart Disease, Cancer, and 
Stroke 2

PROJECT FALCON CONFIDENTIAL 
21New Census data shows New Mexicans are getting older: UNM Newsroom

cabq_senioraffairs_onesheet_8-5x11_oct2021-aging-study.pdf

2NM-IBIS - Health Indicator Report - Prevalence of Multiple Chronic Conditions among Adults Ages 45 Years and Older 
by Year, New Mexico, * to 2017

© 2024 Nobis Rehabilitation Partners, LLC.   Confidential and Proprietary Information  All Rights Reserved
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SSnapshot of Nobis

BUSINESS 
OVERVIEW

• Founded in 2018 by Chester Crouch, Nobis Rehabilitation Holdings, LLC (“Nobis”) is a privately held healthcare
management company headquartered in Allen, Texas. Nobis management has significant experience developing,
scaling, and operating IRFs with a history of successful exits for investors.
• Nobis has an indirect minority interest (through wholly owned Nobis Hospital Investments, LLC) in each of its

operating partners holdings companies or individual IRF’s.  Nobis is the hospital operations manager and provides
management services to these IRFs through Nobis Rehabilitation Partners, LLC, a wholly-owned subsidiary of Nobis
Rehabilitation Holdings, LLC. Nobis receives a pre-opening fee, a 5% of Patient Net Revenue Fee once hospital
operations commence, a profit interest in each hospital, and a buyout of its management in the event of an OpCo
transaction.

IT’S PEOPLE

OUR PARTNERS

OUR GROWTH

• Opened 16 free standing IRF’s in 9 states 
current
• 2 additional opening in 2024 and 5 plann

2025
• Targeting to open a total of 30 free standi
• IRF’s range in size from 40-60 beds.  All 40

able to expand an additional 20 beds

PROJECT FALCON

• Nobis Executive Team is made up of professionals who are 
top within the IRF Industry
• 40 support personnel in the Nobis Corporate Office
• 2,500 total employees across all the companies
• Nobis Advisory Board made up of highly experienced 

industry professionals

• Nobis currently partners with 4 development groups to 
develop and build each IRF to Nobis specifications.

• Development group brings all equity and debt for each IRF 
PropCo and majority of equity for each IRF PropCo
• Each group holds the IRF OpCo’s under a Holding Co.
• Each IRF PropCo is an individual SPE.

© 2024 Nobis Rehabilitation Partners, LLC. Confidential and Proprietary Information All Rights Reserved
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NNobis Execut ive Team

4

• 25+ years healthcare financial exp
both for profit and non-profit ac
organizations with a focus in (IRF
health.  At Nobis, Jerry has execu
aspects of finance, revenue cycle 

• Jerry has provided leadership on 9 ho
totaling more than $211M in revenue
acquisition of 7 LTAC hospitals.

Jerry Huggler
Chief Financial Office

• 30+ years of healthcare leadership experience, Chester has held  
various hospital leadership roles in the acute, post-acute, non-
profit, for-profit, and private sectors of healthcare.

• Chester founded Nobis in 2018 that today  has developed 16 
new IRF across 10 states.

• Co-Founded Reliant Hospital Partners, LLC, an operator of  
IRFs, and grew the company until Reliant sold to Encompass, 
FKA HealthSouth,in 2015.

• He also served many years as a member of the Board of Directors  
for AMRPA

Chester Crouch
Founder & President

• 30+ years of experience in post-acute care serving in local, 
regional and national roles.  She is a regular speaker and 
educator for the IRF industry.   At Nobis, Tracey has executive 
oversight for corporate compliance, licensure, quality assurance, 
all regulatory and risk management as well as facilities, HIM, 
coding, credentialing and internal operational audits.

• Tracey is certified in healthcare compliance (CHC) and serves on 
the Board of Directors for AMRPA   

Tracey Nixon
Chief Compliance Officer

• 40+ years of healthcare expertise holding a number of clinical  
and leadership roles in non-profit acute care hospitals, and for-
profit, public, and private organizations.

• At Nobis, Gina has executive oversight for new market 
development, partnerships, and corporate communication and 
digital marketing. 

• The early portion of her career was  devoted to clinical roles at 
11 different healthcareorganizations.

Gina Thomas
Chief Development Officer & Public  
Relations Officer

• 25+ years of healthcare leadership expertise in post-acute  
operations, budgetary accountability and marketing for multiple  
inpatient rehabilitation hospitals and long-term acute care  
hospitals.

• At Nobis, Chris has executive oversight for all hospital operations 
and corporate leadership in therapy, nursing, pharmacy, sales, 
and managed care.

• Chris served previously as the EVP at Ernest Health over 24 
inpatient rehab hospitals and 7 long- term acute care hospitals

Christopher Bergh
Chief Operating Officer
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Nobis partners with 4 different investors for the 
hospital development has opened 16 hospitals over 
the last 3 years.  Nobis will open 2 more by end of 
2024.  Beyond 2024: We have another 5 under
development with the latest announcement in 
Albuquerque and we are planning future growth 
beyond these.

NNobis Managed Hospitals
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July 3, 2024 
Mr. Jonathan R. Hollinger, Chair 
Environmental Planning Commission 
600 Second NW 
Albuquerque, NM 87102 
 
RE: ZONE MAP AMENDMENT - EPC, MX-M TO MX-H TRACT A PLAT OF GATEWAY 
SUBDIVISION CONT 2.7845 AC IDO ZONE ATLAS PAGE J-15-Z 
 
 
Dear Mr. Hollinger, 
 
Below is an analysis of Tierra West’s position of the spot zone determination by Staff. Though the 
request satisfies all zone map amendment criteria found in IDO Subsection Section 14-16-6-
7(G)(3), we ask the EPC to consider that this request was not a spot zone to begin with and was 
misappropriately deemed so. 
 
This analysis evaluates the Integrated Development Ordinance (IDO) requirements for zoning 
designations and zone map amendments, focusing on the MX-H zone. Tierra West contends that 
staff has mistakenly applied the "contiguous" land requirement to the MX-H zone, which does not 
necessitate such a stipulation. 
 
Key Points: 

• Misapplication of Requirements: Staff erroneously applied the "contiguous" land 
requirement to the MX-H zone, which is not required. 
 

• Definition Clarification: The analysis clarifies the definitions of "contiguous" and 
"surrounding" using IDO and Merriam-Webster Dictionary definitions. It emphasizes the 
importance of using IDO definitions over dictionary terms in zoning contexts. 
 

• Minimum Acreage for Rezoning: The analysis highlights strict stipulations for contiguous 
land in other zones as identified in the IDO, noting that MX-H does not have this 
requirement. 
 

• Staff's Interpretation: Staff's interpretation of "surrounding" parcels as those directly 
bordering the site is considered overly stringent and inappropriate and is akin to the term 
“contiguous”. 
 

• LUHO's View: The Land Use Hearing Officer (LUHO) on the record agreed that staff may 
have misinterpreted or were overly onerous in their interpretation and application of 
definitions in not considering MX-H zones across the freeway as “surrounding”. 
 

• Conclusion: The analysis underscores the need for precise application of IDO 
requirements. It argues that the staff's misapplication of the contiguous land requirement 
for the MX-H zone has significant implications. Proximity to the nearest MX-H zone using 
typical industry and professional distances supports the argument against a spot zone 
designation.  

•  
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Tierra West Position and discussion on Spot Zone Requirement: 
 
In this analysis, we examine the requirements set forth by the Integrated Development Ordinance 
(IDO) for various zoning designations and zone map amendments. We contend that staff has 
erroneously applied the "contiguous" land requirement to the MX-H zone, which does not, in fact, 
necessitate such a stipulation. There are no requirements in the IDO which explicitly state that a 
zone map amendment to the MX-H zone district requires that other MX-H zones be “touching” 
the parcel which the zone map amendment request is for. There are clear stipulations for other 
zones such as the Non-Residential – Business Park zone district (NR-BP), the Planned 
Development (PD) zone district, and the Planned Community zone district (PC), which are 
outlined in this discussion. Additionally, we will delve into the definitions of "contiguous" and 
"surrounding" to clarify what we believe to be their proper usage within the context of zoning 
regulations. 
 
Below are the definitions of prominent terms used in this case which are found in the IDO (2022 
IDO Annual Update – Effective Draft July 2023), followed by definitions not found in the IDO but 
found in Mirriam Webster’s Dictionary (Merriam-Webster.com Dictionary, Merriam-Webster, 
https://www.merriam-webster.com. Accessed June 27th, 2024) Application of terms from the 
dictionary must be done in a careful manner as the Dictionary was not written to regulate city 
planning, nor does it consider the nuance in land entitlement cases such as this one. 
 
IDO Definitions: 
 
Adjacent: 
Those properties that are abutting or separated only by a street, alley, trail, or utility easement, 
whether public or private. See also Alley, Multi-use Trail, Private Way, Right-of-way, and Street. 
 
Interstate Highway: 
An access-controlled street that is part of the National Highway System. For the purposes of this 
IDO, this term includes all public right-of-way owned or controlled by NMDOT along Interstate 
Highway 25 and Interstate Highway 40 associated with the interstate highway, including but not 
limited to through lanes, frontage roads, on- and off-ramps, and interchanges.  
 
Street: 
The portion of a public right-of-way or private way, from curb to curb (or from edge of paving to 
edge of paving if there is no curb, or from edge of visible travel way to edge of visible travel way, 
if there is no paving), that is primarily devoted to vehicular use. 
 
Mirriam Webster Definitions ( 
 
Contiguous 
Being in actual contact: touching along a boundary or at a point 
 
Surround noun 
Something (such as a border or ambient environment) that surrounds  
 
surround noun, as in surroundings 
the circumstances, conditions, or objects by which one is surrounded 
 
Staff Position on Spot Zone: 
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Below is an excerpt taken from a project memo provided by Staff on January 24, 2024, regarding 
criterion H of a zone map amendment request: Criterion H specifically addresses spot zones. 
 
According to the IDO, this request would result in a “spot zone,” wherein the zoning map 
amendment would “apply a zone district different from surrounding zone districts to one small 
area or one premises.” According to the Merriam-Webster Dictionary,” surrounding” is 
defined as “to enclose on all sides.” For the purpose of our analysis, we interpret 
“surrounding” to include only the parcels that directly border (and thus enclose) the 
subject site. Parcels across a highway and in a different community than the subject site are not 
interpreted to “surround” the subject site, even though they might be technically classified as 
adjacent. Every parcel “surrounding” the subject site is zoned MX-T or MX-M. 
 
The definition of “surrounding” was used by staff to determine if the request should be considered 
a spot zone. We pose that the definition of “surrounding” used by staff is inappropriate and overly 
stringent and was interpreted in a manner that was more akin to “contiguous”. To further clarify 
this issue, we must examine the definitions of "contiguous" and "surrounding" within the context 
of zoning regulations. The term "contiguous" generally refers to parcels of land that share a 
common boundary or are in direct physical contact. In contrast, "surrounding" denotes areas that 
encircle or are adjacent to a particular parcel but do not necessarily touch it directly.  
 
Figure 4 and Figure 5 below clearly demonstrate that there are at least two parcels zoned MX-H 
that are in the “surrounding” area of the subject site. We used common planning measurements 
of 660-feet which is equal to 1/8th of a mile, and 1320 – feet which is equal to 1/4th of a mile.  
 
These measurements are used throughout the IDO, specifically for Comprehensive Plan 
designations such as Premium Transit Area’s, Main Street Corridor Areas, and others. A quarter 
mile is generally considered the maximum distance most people are willing to walk to reach a 
destination, such as a transit stop, a store, or a park, without experiencing significant 
inconvenience. This distance is often referred to as the "pedestrian shed" or "walkshed.". Thus, 
using this measurement applies logic to the use of the term ‘surrounding’ and clearly differentiates 
from the ‘contiguous’ requirement found in the IDO when considering zone map amendments to 
other zone districts. 
 
LUHO Position on “Spot Zone” 
Though the LUHO did not make an official determination, the following is an excerpt from the 
transcript of AC-24-11: 
 
So, you can't -- I mean, to me, it's like how do you say the narrow 
definition of surrounding doesn't include the broad definition of 
adjacent until you get to the subsection part of the analysis of 
spot zoning, and then it applies. I don't know if that's 
reasonable. I'm just concerned with that. 
 
So, I tend to lean with you on the fact that this is not a spot 
zone because there is an MX-H zone right across the freeway -- 
there's two of Them right across the freeway. 
 
And if you include that right-of-way, then you're adjacent. I 
don't know. But convince me that that's the correct way to look 
at this. 
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IDO Rules on Contiguous Zoning 
 
The spot zone determination by Staff (I do not have an official record of a ZEO determination 
regarding this issue) is very similar to how the IDO handles zone changes which require parcels 
to be contiguous. See examples, below: 
 

NR – BP, Non-Residential Business Park 
 

2-5(B)(3) District Standards 
 

2-5(B)(3)(a) Eligibility for Rezoning to NR-BP 
 

1. The minimum total contiguous area eligible for an NR-BP zone 
designation is 20 acres. 

 
PD – Planned Development 

 
2-6(A)(3) Eligibility for Rezoning to PD 

 
2-6(A)(3)(a) A PD zone district must contain at least 2 but less than 20 
contiguous acres of land. 

 
PC – Planned Community 

 
2-6(B)(3) Eligibility for Rezoning to PC 
2-6(B)(3)(a) Each PC zone district must contain at least 100 contiguous acres of land… 

 
The definition of “contiguous” more closely fits the way staff interpreted the word “surrounding” 
when considering the question of the spot zone. The IDO has strict requirements for certain zones, 
including a minimum acreage of contiguous land needed for eligibility for rezoning. It is important 
to note that although MX-H does not have this requirement, the applicant is being asked to justify 
a spot zone due to a lack of ‘contiguous’ MX-H zoning.  
 
Staff incorrectly applied 'contiguous' to the requirements of the MX-H zone and thus interpreted 
this request as a ‘spot zone’. Requirements for ‘contiguous’ or ‘touching’ are clearly outlined in 
the IDO and were not meant to include the MX-H zone district. The MX-H zone, which typically 
pertains to mixed-use high-intensity development areas, does not explicitly require the minimum 
contiguous land stipulation. This oversight has significant implications for zoning decisions and 
highlights the need for precise adherence to the IDO's provisions. 
 
The misapplication of the contiguous land requirement to the MX-H zone by staff highlights the 
need for careful review and adherence to the ordinance's stipulations. Clarifying the definitions of 
"contiguous" and "surrounding" and examining Tierra West’s position on the application of the 
word ‘surrounding’ to a spot zone provides a comprehensive understanding of the zoning 
regulations.  
 
Furthermore, it has been shown that the distance from the subject site to the nearest MX-H zone 
is less than 660 feet (see figures three and four, below). This proximity shows that there are other 
parcels zoned as MX-H within the “surrounding” area and further supports the position that our 
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request does not result in a spot zone. It is imperative that this and future zoning decisions reflect 
these clarified interpretations to ensure equitable and consistent urban development. 
 

 
Figure 4: Zoning within 660' of subject Site 
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Project Memo 

TO: Sergio Lozoya 

Tierra West, LLC 

FROM: Megan Jones, Principal Planner 

 Vicente Quevedo, Senior Planner 

City of Albuquerque Planning Department 

TEL: (505) 924-3352 

RE: PR-2024-009765 RZ-2024-00001_1100 Woodward Pl NE ZMA REMAND 

 

The LUHO decision for AC-24-11 regarding the request for a zone change from MX-M to MX-H at 1100 

Woodward Pl NE is a REMAND to be heard De Novo.  

 

Staff will need an updated Justification letter and supplemental information by: 

 

Monday June 3rd at 5 PM (to be analyzed by staff for the June 20th EPC hearing) 

 

and renotification by: 

 

Wednesday June 5th at 9:00 AM 

 

1. 6 LUHO instructions for AC-24-11 shall be met for this case. See attached decision. 

 

2. The following Items are needed in an updated application package to be reconsidered by the EPC: 

 

• Renotification per IDO 6-4(K) no later than June 5. This includes a new sign posting, notification 

to property owners, and notification to Neighborhood Associations.  

• Justification letter revisions were requested by Thursday, May 30th via email based on 

discussions had during the LUHO hearing. Please let us know if you cannot meet today’s 

deadline.   

• The new Justification letter will require: 

o An updated spot zone justification 

o updated discussion regarding harmful uses and the relation to the CPO-7 & the 

Controlling site plan 

o incorporate more info about the controlling site plan 

o discuss the proposed future use (being heard separately) 

 

3. Controlling Site Plan for the subject site: 

 

• The most recent amendment to the Gateway Center SDP for subdivision is the controlling 

document for the Site.  

o It was amended by the DRB on 2/17/1997 and included a revision to area three which 

reflects the most updated plat for a 2.78 acre Tract and up to 182,856 GFS (DRB-97-

466). See attached.  
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• This needs to be reflected in the record for the site for the zone change and the subsequent 

major amendment request.  
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–
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[Note: Items with an asterisk (*) are required.] 

CABQ Planning Dept. 1 Printed 12/23/2022 
Emailed/Mailed Public Notice to Neighborhood Associations 

 

 

Public Notice of a Proposed Project in the City of Albuquerque 
for Decisions Requiring a Meeting or Hearing 
Mailed/Emailed to a Neighborhood Association 

 
Date of Notice*:   

 

This notice of an application for a proposed project is provided as required by Integrated Development 

Ordinance (IDO) Subsection 14-16-6-4(K) Public Notice to: 
 

Neighborhood Association (NA)*:   
 

Name of NA Representative*:   
 

Email Address* or Mailing Address* of NA Representative1:   
 

Information Required by IDO Subsection 14-16-6-4(K)(1)(a) 
 

1. Subject Property Address*   

Location Description   

2. Property Owner*  

3. Agent/Applicant* [if applicable]   

4. Application(s) Type* per IDO Table 6-1-1 [mark all that apply] 

 Conditional Use Approval 
 Permit   (Carport or Wall/Fence – Major) 
 Site Plan 
 Subdivision   (Minor or Major) 
 Vacation   (Easement/Private Way or Public Right-of-way) 

 Variance 

 Waiver 
 Other:   

Summary of project/request2*: 
 
 

 
 
 
 
 

1 Pursuant to IDO Subsection 14-16-6-4(K)(5)(a), email is sufficient if on file with the Office of Neighborhood 
Coordination. If no email address is on file for a particular NA representative, notice must be mailed to the mailing 
address on file for that representative. 
2 Attach additional information, as needed to explain the project/request. 

June 26, 2024

Santa Barbara Martineztown NA

Andrew Tafoya Leverett

salamdezia@gmail.com

1100 Woodward Pl NE
Tract A Plat of Gateway Subdivision Containing 2.7845 Acres

JDHQ Land Holding LLC C/O Atrium Holding Company
Tierra West, LLC

■ Zone Map Amendment to MX-H

De novo rehearing of Zone Map Amendment from MX-M to MX-H
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[Note: Items with an asterisk (*) are required.] 

CABQ Planning Dept. 2 Printed 12/23/2022 
Emailed/Mailed Public Notice to Neighborhood Associations 

5. This application will be decided at a public meeting or hearing by*:

Zoning Hearing Examiner (ZHE) Development Hearing Officer (DHO)

Landmarks Commission (LC) Environmental Planning Commission (EPC)

Date/Time*: 

Location*3: 

Agenda/meeting materials: http://www.cabq.gov/planning/boards-commissions 

To contact staff, email devhelp@cabq.gov or call the Planning Department at 505-924-3860. 

6. Where more information about the project can be found*4:

Information Required for Mail/Email Notice by IDO Subsection 6-4(K)(1)(b): 

1. Zone Atlas Page(s)*5

2. Architectural drawings, elevations of the proposed building(s) or other illustrations of the

proposed application, as relevant*: Attached to notice or provided via website noted above

3. The following exceptions to IDO standards have been requested for this project*:

Deviation(s) Variance(s) Waiver(s)

Explanation*:

4. A Pre-submittal Neighborhood Meeting was required by Table 6-1-1:   Yes  No

Summary of the Pre-submittal Neighborhood Meeting, if one occurred:

3 Physical address or Zoom link 
4 Address (mailing or email), phone number, or website to be provided by the applicant 
5 Available online here: http://data.cabq.gov/business/zoneatlas/ 

■

July 18, 2024, 8:40 AM

Zoom: https://cabq.zoom.us/j/2269592859

J-15-Z

A meeting offer was not required by the Land Use Hearing Officer (LUHO) for the de novo hearing.

Meetings were held on 1/18/24 and 1/30/24
Tierra West is in communication with SBMTNA legal counsel.
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[Note: Items with an asterisk (*) are required.] 

CABQ Planning Dept. 3 Printed 12/23/2022 
Emailed/Mailed Public Notice to Neighborhood Associations 

 

 

5. For Site Plan Applications only*, attach site plan showing, at a minimum: 

 a. Location of proposed buildings and landscape areas.* 
 b. Access and circulation for vehicles and pedestrians.* 
 c. Maximum height of any proposed structures, with building elevations.* 
 d. For residential development*: Maximum number of proposed dwelling units. 
 e. For non-residential development*: 

 Total gross floor area of proposed project. 
 Gross floor area for each proposed use. 

Additional Information [Optional]: 
 

From the IDO Zoning Map6: 
 

1. Area of Property [typically in acres]    

2. IDO Zone District   

3. Overlay Zone(s) [if applicable]   

4. Center or Corridor Area [if applicable]   

Current Land Use(s) [vacant, if none]   
 
 

NOTE: Pursuant to IDO Subsection 14-16-6-4(L), property owners within 330 feet and Neighborhood 
Associations within 660 feet may request a post-submittal facilitated meeting. If requested at least 15 
calendar days before the public meeting/hearing date noted above, the facilitated meeting will be 
required. To request a facilitated meeting regarding this project, contact the Planning Department at 
devhelp@cabq.gov or 505-924-3955. 

 

Useful Links 
 

Integrated Development Ordinance (IDO): 
https://ido.abc-zone.com/ 

 
IDO Interactive Map 
https://tinyurl.com/IDOzoningmap 

 
 

Cc:   [Other Neighborhood Associations, if any] 
 
 
 
 
 
 

6 Available here: https://tinurl.com/idozoningmap 

2.7845 Acres
MX-M

CPO-7: Martineztown/Santa Barbara
Mountain Rd Major Transit Corridor, I-25 Frontage Major Transit Corridor

Vacant
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[Note: Items with an asterisk (*) are required.] 

CABQ Planning Dept. 1 Printed 12/23/2022 
Emailed/Mailed Public Notice to Neighborhood Associations 

 

 

Public Notice of a Proposed Project in the City of Albuquerque 
for Decisions Requiring a Meeting or Hearing 
Mailed/Emailed to a Neighborhood Association 

 
Date of Notice*:   

 

This notice of an application for a proposed project is provided as required by Integrated Development 

Ordinance (IDO) Subsection 14-16-6-4(K) Public Notice to: 
 

Neighborhood Association (NA)*:   
 

Name of NA Representative*:   
 

Email Address* or Mailing Address* of NA Representative1:   
 

Information Required by IDO Subsection 14-16-6-4(K)(1)(a) 
 

1. Subject Property Address*   

Location Description   

2. Property Owner*  

3. Agent/Applicant* [if applicable]   

4. Application(s) Type* per IDO Table 6-1-1 [mark all that apply] 

 Conditional Use Approval 
 Permit   (Carport or Wall/Fence – Major) 
 Site Plan 
 Subdivision   (Minor or Major) 
 Vacation   (Easement/Private Way or Public Right-of-way) 

 Variance 

 Waiver 
 Other:   

Summary of project/request2*: 
 
 

 
 
 
 
 

1 Pursuant to IDO Subsection 14-16-6-4(K)(5)(a), email is sufficient if on file with the Office of Neighborhood 
Coordination. If no email address is on file for a particular NA representative, notice must be mailed to the mailing 
address on file for that representative. 
2 Attach additional information, as needed to explain the project/request. 

June 26, 2024

Santa Barbara Martineztown NA

Loretta Naranjo Lopez

lnjalopez@msn.com

1100 Woodward Pl NE
Tract A Plat of Gateway Subdivision Containing 2.7845 Acres

JDHQ Land Holding LLC C/O Atrium Holding Company
Tierra West, LLC

■ Zone Map Amendment to MX-H

De novo rehearing of Zone Map Amendment from MX-M to MX-H
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[Note: Items with an asterisk (*) are required.] 

CABQ Planning Dept. 2 Printed 12/23/2022 
Emailed/Mailed Public Notice to Neighborhood Associations 

5. This application will be decided at a public meeting or hearing by*:

Zoning Hearing Examiner (ZHE) Development Hearing Officer (DHO)

Landmarks Commission (LC) Environmental Planning Commission (EPC)

Date/Time*: 

Location*3: 

Agenda/meeting materials: http://www.cabq.gov/planning/boards-commissions 

To contact staff, email devhelp@cabq.gov or call the Planning Department at 505-924-3860. 

6. Where more information about the project can be found*4:

Information Required for Mail/Email Notice by IDO Subsection 6-4(K)(1)(b): 

1. Zone Atlas Page(s)*5

2. Architectural drawings, elevations of the proposed building(s) or other illustrations of the

proposed application, as relevant*: Attached to notice or provided via website noted above

3. The following exceptions to IDO standards have been requested for this project*:

Deviation(s) Variance(s) Waiver(s)

Explanation*:

4. A Pre-submittal Neighborhood Meeting was required by Table 6-1-1:   Yes  No

Summary of the Pre-submittal Neighborhood Meeting, if one occurred:

3 Physical address or Zoom link 
4 Address (mailing or email), phone number, or website to be provided by the applicant 
5 Available online here: http://data.cabq.gov/business/zoneatlas/ 

■

July 18, 2024, 8:40 AM

Zoom: https://cabq.zoom.us/j/2269592859

J-15-Z

A meeting offer was not required by the Land Use Hearing Officer (LUHO) for the de novo hearing.

Meetings were held on 1/18/24 and 1/30/24
Tierra West is in communication with SBMTNA legal counsel.
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[Note: Items with an asterisk (*) are required.] 

CABQ Planning Dept. 3 Printed 12/23/2022 
Emailed/Mailed Public Notice to Neighborhood Associations 

 

 

5. For Site Plan Applications only*, attach site plan showing, at a minimum: 

 a. Location of proposed buildings and landscape areas.* 
 b. Access and circulation for vehicles and pedestrians.* 
 c. Maximum height of any proposed structures, with building elevations.* 
 d. For residential development*: Maximum number of proposed dwelling units. 
 e. For non-residential development*: 

 Total gross floor area of proposed project. 
 Gross floor area for each proposed use. 

Additional Information [Optional]: 
 

From the IDO Zoning Map6: 
 

1. Area of Property [typically in acres]    

2. IDO Zone District   

3. Overlay Zone(s) [if applicable]   

4. Center or Corridor Area [if applicable]   

Current Land Use(s) [vacant, if none]   
 
 

NOTE: Pursuant to IDO Subsection 14-16-6-4(L), property owners within 330 feet and Neighborhood 
Associations within 660 feet may request a post-submittal facilitated meeting. If requested at least 15 
calendar days before the public meeting/hearing date noted above, the facilitated meeting will be 
required. To request a facilitated meeting regarding this project, contact the Planning Department at 
devhelp@cabq.gov or 505-924-3955. 

 

Useful Links 
 

Integrated Development Ordinance (IDO): 
https://ido.abc-zone.com/ 

 
IDO Interactive Map 
https://tinyurl.com/IDOzoningmap 

 
 

Cc:   [Other Neighborhood Associations, if any] 
 
 
 
 
 
 

6 Available here: https://tinurl.com/idozoningmap 

2.7845 Acres
MX-M

CPO-7: Martineztown/Santa Barbara
Mountain Rd Major Transit Corridor, I-25 Frontage Major Transit Corridor

Vacant
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[Note: Items with an asterisk (*) are required.] 

CABQ Planning – Public Notice – Policy Decisions 1 Printed 5/24/2024 
X:\PL\SHARES\PL-Share\IDO Forms\PublicNotice   

Public Notice of a Hearing in the City of Albuquerque   
for a Policy Decision  

 
Date of Notice*:   _______________________________________ 

This notice of an application for a proposed project is provided as required by Integrated Development 

Ordinance (IDO) IDO §14-16-6-4(K).1  

� Emailed / mailed notice to Neighborhood Association Representatives on the attached list 
from the Office of Neighborhood Coordination.* 

� Mailed notice to Property Owners within 100 feet of the Subject Property. 

Information Required by IDO §14-16-6-4(K)(1)(a) 

1. Subject Property Address*_______________________________________________________ 

Location Description ___________________________________________________________ 

2. Property Owner*_______________________________________________________________ 

3. Agent/Applicant [if applicable] ____________________________________________________ 

4. Application(s) Type* per IDO Table 6-1-1 [mark all that apply] 

� Zoning Map Amendment_____________________________________(EPC or Council)  
� Other: ______________________________________________________________ 

Summary of project/request2*:   

______________________________________________________________________________ 

______________________________________________________________________________ 

5. This application will be decided at a public hearing by*:     

� Environmental Planning Commission (EPC)   � City Council  

This application will be first reviewed and recommended by: 

� Environmental Planning Commission (EPC)   � Landmarks Commission (LC)  

� Not applicable (Zoning Map Amendment – EPC only) 

Hearing Date/Time*: _____________________________________________________________ 

Location*3: _____________________________________________________________________ 

 
1 Please mark as relevant. See IDO Table 6-1-1 for notice requirements. 
2 Attach additional information, as needed to explain the project/request. 
3 Physical address or Zoom link 

1100 Woodward Pl NE

1100 Woodward Pl NE
Tract A Plat of Gateway Subdivision Containing 2.7845 Acres

Tierra West, LLC

EPC - MX-M to MX-H

Request to amend IDO Zoning Map from MX-M to MX-H

De novo rehearing of Zone Map Amendment from MX-M to MX-H February 15, 2024

July 18, 2024, 8:40 AM

Zoom: https://cabq.zoom.us/j/2269592859

✔

✔

6/27/24
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[Note: Items with an asterisk (*) are required.] 

CABQ Planning – Public Notice – Policy Decisions 2 Printed 5/24/2024 
X:\PL\SHARES\PL-Share\IDO Forms\PublicNotice  

Agenda/meeting materials: http://www.cabq.gov/planning/boards-commissions  

To contact staff, email devhelp@cabq.gov or call the Planning Department at 505-924-3860 and 

select the option for “Boards, Commissions, and ZHE signs.” 

6. Where more information about the project can be found*:

Preferred project contact name: __________________________________________________

Email:  _______________________________________________________________________

Phone: _______________________________________________________________________

Online website or project page:____________________________________________________

Attachments:___________________________________________________________________

Information Required for Mail/Email Notice by IDO §14-16-6-4(K)(1)(b): 

1. Zone Atlas Page(s)*4 ________________________

2. A Pre-submittal Neighborhood Meeting was required by Table 6-1-1:    � Yes     � No

Summary of the Pre-submittal Neighborhood Meeting, if one occurred:

______________________________________________________________________________

______________________________________________________________________________

______________________________________________________________________________

______________________________________________________________________________

[Note: The meeting report is required to be provided in the application materials.]

Additional Information from IDO Zoning Map5: 

1. Area of Property [typically in acres] ________________________________________________

2. IDO Zone District _______________________________________________________________

3. Overlay Zone(s) [if applicable] _____________________________________________________

4. Center or Corridor Area [if applicable] _______________________________________________

5. Current Land Use(s) [vacant, if none] ________________________________________________

NOTE:  Pursuant to IDO §14-16-6-4(L), property owners within 330 feet and Neighborhood Associations 
within 660 feet may request a post-submittal facilitated meeting up to 15 calendar days before the 
public hearing date. Contact the Planning Department at devhelp@cabq.gov or 505-924-3860 and select 
the option for “Boards, Commissions, and ZHE signs.”  

Integrated Development Ordinance (IDO):  https://ido.abc-zone.com 

4 Available online here: http://data.cabq.gov/business/zoneatlas 
5 Available here: https://tinyurl.com/idozoningmap  

Tierra West LLC

slozoya@tierrawestllc.com

505-858-3100

As required

J-15-Z

A meeting offer was not required by the Land Use Hearing Officer (LUHO) for the de novo hearing.

Meetings were held on 1/18/24 and 1/30/24
Tierra West is in communication with SBMTNA legal counsel.

2.7845 Acres

Mountain Rd Major Transit Corridor, I-25 Frontage Major Transit Corridor

Vacant

MX-M

CPO-7
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JDHQ HOTELS LLC ATTN: ATRIUM 
HOSPITALITY 
12735 MORRIS RD SUITE 400 EXT 
ALPHARETTA GA 30004-8904 

 REGENTS OF UNM C/O REAL ESTATE 
DEPT 
1 UNIVERSITY OF NM MSC06 3595 
ALBUQUERQUE NM 87131-0001 

 JDHQ LAND HOLDING LLC C/O 
ATRIUM HOLDING COMPANY 
12735 MORRIS RD SUITE 400 EXT 
ALPHARETTA GA 30004-8904 

BOARD OF EDUCATION C/O 
PROPERTY MANAGER 
PO BOX 25704 
ALBUQUERQUE NM 87125-0704 

 REGENTS OF UNM C/O REAL ESTATE 
DEPT 
1 UNIVERSITY OF NM MSC06 3595 
ALBUQUERQUE NM 87131-0001 

 SANDIA FOUNDATION C/O PARADIGM 
TAX GROUP - ESS #0116 6890 S 2300 E 
PO BOX 71870 
SALT LAKE CITY UT 84171-0870 

REGENTS OF UNM REAL ESTATE DEPT 
MSC06-3595-1 UNIVERSITY OF NM 
ALBUQUERQUE NM 87131-0001 

 HUGH A CARLISLE POST 13 DEPT OF 
NEW MEXICO 
1201 MOUNTAIN RD NE 
ALBUQUERQUE NM 87102-2716 

 TRICORE REFERENCE LABORATORIES 
1001 WOODWARD PL NE 
ALBUQUERQUE NM 87102 
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CITY OF ALBUQUERQUEENVIRONMENTAL PLANNING COMMISSION 
PLANNING DEPARTMENT Project # PR-2024-009765 / Case # RZ-2024-00001 
CURRENT PLANNING SECTION Hearing Date: July 18, 2024 

Page F 

F) NEIGHBORHOOD MEETING REPORT
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Page 1 of 3 

Post Application Facilitated Meeting Report 
CABQ ADR Office 

EPC Case #: RZ-2024-00001 
Subject Property Location: 1100 Woodward Place, NE  
Date Submitted: January 24, 2024 
Submitted By: Tyson Hummell 
Meeting Date/Time:  January 18, 2024, 6:00 pm 
Meeting Location: 1420 Edith Boulevard, NE 
Facilitator: Tyson Hummell, CABQ ADR Office 
Applicant / Presenter:  Sergio Lozoya; Tierra West, LLC. 
Community Stakeholders: SBMTNA 

Background: 

Applicant seeks an IDO zone map amendment, from MX-M to MX-H.  The purpose of this zone 
map amendment is to allow a physical rehabilitation hospital to be developed on the subject, 
vacant property.  EPC approval is a threshold requirement in said process. Please refer to actual 
EPC Application and Staff Report for full and specific proposed details.   

Meeting Summary:  

The purpose of the post-application meeting was to engage Community Stakeholders, provide 
accurate information regarding this application, and to address Community questions and 
concerns. This Facilitated Meeting Report is to present the topics covered, Community questions 
and Community concerns.  No negotiated agreements were considered or discussed in this 
meeting.  

Sergio Lozoya gave a detailed presentation of relevant information regarding the subject 
application.  Content included, but was not limited to: 

1. Application Purpose, Scope and Intent
a. Nature of proposed site, building and operational characteristics
b. Potential Community benefits

i. Location and available infrastructure will mitigate historical character
impacts, within SBMT

ii. Employment Opportunities
iii. Needed Medical Services
iv. Low comparative impacts w/re other allowed uses

c. Other preemptive impact mitigation
i. CABQ Traffic Engineering Review and Approval

2. Appropriateness of proposed land use, pursuant to most recent Sector Development Plan
and IDO

a. Proposed use is consistent with intent of IDO
b. Comparative Sector Plan Zoning designations also support proposed use.
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Page 2 of 3 

Topics of Inquiry and Community Concerns: 

1. Q:  Will there be a formal traffic study?
A:  Yes, if required.  However, the City Traffic Engineer has already approved.

2. Q:  Will Applicant consider a smaller facility? (approximately ½ of proposed size)
A:  Not at this time.

3. Q:.  Will Applicant consider a different type of land use, on this site, if this application is
denied?
A: No. Applicant is only interested in purchasing / developing this site for this specific
use. If denied, Applicant will not purchase or develop this site.

4. Q:  Where will the primary traffic entry and exit point be located?
A:  Primary ingress / egress point will be off Woodward Place, NE.

Community Stakeholder Objections 

1. Community state that IDO MX-H designation is not equivalent to Sector Plan C-3
designation.

a. Community Stakeholders feel that proposed use is not appropriate.

2. Traffic
a. Increased Congestion
b. Safety

i. School in proximity and related foot traffic
ii. Excessive speed and accidents on adjacent frontage road may increase.

3. Procedure
a. Community Stakeholders objected to Applicants’ submission, prior to date of

meeting.

*Community Stakeholders made several additional objections, which were not related to the
subject application.  Those objections were omitted, here.

Procedural Timing and Meeting Type: 

This matter was initially referred to ADR as a Pre-Application Neighborhood Meeting request. 
However, Applicant submitted prior to the 1/18 meeting date.  Therefore, this was actually 
delivered as a Post-Submittal Facilitated Meeting.   

Relevant timeline is as follows:  

 SBMTNA requested a Pre-Application Neighborhood Meeting on Tuesday, November 
21, 2023, and proposed a Pre-Application meeting date of January 18, 2024 (in-person). 

 On November 29, 2024, Applicant objected to the proposed date, citing undue delay.  
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Page 3 of 3 

ADR Office then offered a ZOOM meeting format, with flexible availability, beginning
as early as December 4, 2023.
SBMTNA was adamant that the meeting be held on January 18, 2024 (in person).
Applicant disclosed post-application status during January 18 Facilitated Meeting

Outcome

No agreement was negotiated or achieved.  Community Stakeholders expressed general 
objection to the Application, as presented.  

Names & Affiliations of Participants:

Applicant Team:
Tierra West, LLC Sergio Lozoya

Adam Johnstone

Community Stakeholder Participants:
SBMTNA All attendees of SBMTNA Regular Meeting on 1/18/2024

*Regular Meeting records created and retained by
SBNTNA*

City Participants:
Tyson Hummell CABQ ADR Office 
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CITY OF ALBUQUERQUEENVIRONMENTAL PLANNING COMMISSION 
PLANNING DEPARTMENT Project # PR-2024-009765 / Case # RZ-2024-00001 
CURRENT PLANNING SECTION Hearing Date: July 18, 2024 

Page G 

G) PUBLIC COMMENT
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II 
EMBASSY 

SUITES 

by HILTON
™ 

Albuquerque Hotel & Spa 

Jonathan R. Hollinger 

July 10, 2024 

Chair, Environmental Planning Commission 

City of Albuquerque 

600 Second Street NW 

Albuquerque, NM 87102 

RE: SUPPORT FOR THE NOBIS ALBUQUERQUE REHABILITATION HOSPITAL 

EPC Project and Case Numbers: PR-2024-009765, RZ-2024-00001 Zone Map Amendment and 

Sl-2024-00468, Site Plan-EPC, Major Amendment@ Gateway Center/1100 Woodward Pl NE 

Hello EPC Commissioners: 

I am a General Manager of the Embassy Suites by Hilton Albuquerque, located off Lomas Blvd at 

1000 Woodward Pl NE. As a key part of the local business community, Embassy Suites is 

supportive of initiatives that contribute to the overall well-being and growth of Albuquerque. 

I am writing to voice our support for the NOBIS Albuquerque Rehabilitation Hospital and the 

requests being brought forward to the Environmental Planning Commission on July 18th. This 

development is a desirable use that furthers the health and well-being of our community, 

families, and friends in multiple ways, including the following: 

1. Addressing Healthcare Needs: Our state lacks sufficient hospital care, leaving many

without necessary support. An intensive care rehabilitation hospital will free up beds in

our hospital system for other high-needs patients.

2. Social Infrastructure: Healthcare is more than treatment-it's social infrastructure. This

project represents an investment in the well-being of our community. This is especially

important as our communities, families, and neighbors age.

3. Job Creation: Approximately 100 healthcare jobs will be created-60 during the day and

40 at night-boosting our local economy and providing essential services.

4. Strategic Location: Situated in our greater downtown area, this project will build on an

infill site adjacent to other medical uses, and will add a buffer between residential

neighborhoods and the freeway.

5. Compatibility: We see no adverse impact to our hotel operation and find it to be a very

compatible adjacent use. Located directly north of our hotel, the proposed hospital can

include family members traveling from across the state. To the extent of any such travel,

1000 Woodward Place NE I Albuquerque, NM 87102 

505-245-7100 I embassysuites.com
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CITY OF ALBUQUERQUEENVIRONMENTAL PLANNING COMMISSION 
PLANNING DEPARTMENT Project # PR-2024-009765 / Case # RZ-2024-00001 
CURRENT PLANNING SECTION Hearing Date: July 18, 2024 

Page H 

H) CONTROLLING SITE PLAN
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Jonathan R. Hollinger June 2024
Chair, Environmental Planning Commission
City of Albuquerque
600 Second Street NW
Albuquerque, NM 87102

RE: SUPPORT FOR THE NOBIS ALBUQUERQUE REHABILITATION HOSPITAL
EPC Project and Case Numbers: PR-2024-009765, SI-2024-00468, PR-2022-007999
1100 Woodward Pl NE

Hello EPC Commissioners:

I am a member of Generation Elevate New Mexico (“GENM”). GENM is a coalition of young
leaders committed to positively shaping the future of New Mexico by championing smart,
sustainable, and resilient growth development projects and governmental policies.

I am writing to voice my support for the NOBIS Albuquerque Rehabilitation Hospital and the
requests being brought forward to the Environmental Planning Commission on June 20th.
This development is important for the health and wellbeing of our community, families, and
friends, and will help New Mexicans.

I live downtown and we need this kind of infrastructure. There are many areas around the
state that are essentially healthcare deserts, the more resources we can add, the better.
According to the US Census Bureau, 8.2% of New Mexicans are without healthcare coverage
and 19.2% of our population is over 65 years old, above the national average of 17.3%. These
stats underscore the importance of increasing our health resources.

This project is a no-brainer for our community and will have a tremendous long-term
benefit.

In closing, I want to express my wholehearted support for this project. Together, we can
make a difference in the lives of countless individuals and build a stronger, healthier
community for generations to come.

Thank you,
JT Mitchell
www.letselevatenm.org
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Jonathan R. Hollinger July 2024
Chair, Environmental Planning Commission
City of Albuquerque
600 Second Street NW
Albuquerque, NM 87102

RE: SUPPORT FOR THE NOBIS ALBUQUERQUE REHABILITATION HOSPITAL
EPC Project and Case Numbers: PR-2024-009765, SI-2024-00468, PR-2022-007999
1100 Woodward Pl NE

Hello EPC Commissioners:

I am a member of Generation Elevate New Mexico (“GENM”). GENM is a coalition of young
leaders committed to positively shaping the future of New Mexico by championing smart,
sustainable, and resilient growth development projects and governmental policies.

I am writing to voice my support for the NOBIS Albuquerque Rehabilitation Hospital and the
requests being brought forward to the Environmental Planning Commission on June 20th.
This development is important for the health and wellbeing of our community, families, and
friends, and will help New Mexicans in the following ways:

1. Addressing Healthcare Needs: Our state lacks sufficient hospital care, leaving many
without necessary support. A specialized intensive care rehabilitation hospital will
free up beds in our hospital system for other high-needs patients.

2. Social Infrastructure: Healthcare is more than treatment—it's social infrastructure.
By investing in this project, we're investing in the well-being of our community as a
whole. This is especially important as our communities, families, and neighbors age.

3. Job Creation: Approximately 100 healthcare jobs will be created—60 during the day
and 40 at night—boosting our local economy and providing essential services.

4. Strategic Location: Situated in our greater downtown area, this project will build on
an infill site adjacent to other medical uses, and will add a buffer between residential
neighborhoods and the freeway.

5. Convenience for Families: Adjacent to a hotel, family members traveling from across
the state will have a comfortable place to stay, supporting their loved ones during
rehabilitation.

6. Specialized Care: This hospital will bring a specialized rehabilitation facility to New
Mexico for complex issues like stroke, spinal cord injury, brain injury, and other
medical and neurological disorders.
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In closing, I want to express my wholehearted support for this project. Together, we can 
make a difference in the lives of countless individuals and build a stronger, healthier 
community for generations to come.

Thank you,

Nicole Wilson, MPH

Albuquerque Resident and healthcare researcher

www.letselevatenm.org
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 1 

 
July 15, 2024 
 
SBMTNA SUPPLEMENTAL REVIEW OF THE REQUEST FOR A ZONE MAP 
AMENDMENT FROM MX-M TO MX-H FOR 1100 WOODWARD NE 

Steve Chavez, Land Use Hearing Officer states that after reviewing the record, listening to 
arguments and cross examination testimony, he found that the application that the EPC relied on 
material inaccurate and conflicting evidence that was submitted by the City of Albuquerque Staff 
Planner.  As a result, LUHO remanded the case back to EPC. 

LUHO made it clear that the Gateway site plan for subdivision is material to the zone 
amendment.  LUHO further states the staff planner failed to advise the EPC that CPO-7 overlay 
regulations are or could be supplanted by the design standards incorporated in and with the 
1994 site plan for subdivision and that the MX-H transition recommended by staff is 
erroneous. 

The Hearing Officer further states that the proposed zone creates a spot zone.  Because the 
existing zoning at the site is MX-M not C-3, EPC finding 12.C is erroneous.  He further states 
that there is insufficient evidence that the proposed MX-H zone is different from surrounding 
zone districts and that it can function as a transition between adjacent zone districts.  SBMTNA 
supports the LUHO’s statement. 

The applicant for PR-2024-009765, RZ-2024- 00001 is Cross Development, the property owner 
is on record John Q. Hammons, LLC.  The agent is Tierra West LLC.  The legal description is all 
or a portion of Tract A Plat of Gateway Subdivision, the location is 1100 Woodward Place NE, 
between Mountain Road and Lomas Boulevard, the size is approximately 3.0 acres.  The existing 
zoning is MX-M and the proposed zoning is MX-H. 

The applicant has not adequately justified the request pursuant to IDO Review and Decision 
Criteria 14-16-6 7(G)(3) based upon the proposed zoning is not more advantageous to the 
community than the current zoning because it would not facilitate a preponderance of applicable 
Goals and policies, 4.1 to preserve and protect the historical residential neighborhood. 

The subject site is vacant and surrounded by the frontage road that has the highest fatalities in all 
of Albuquerque including, two high schools to the north that has approximately 4000 students a 
day, and the 2 Steps Ahead Learning Center with up to 100 children, to the west is the historical 
residential Martineztown single family dwellings, and TRICOR to the southwest is New Heart 
Cardiac Rehabilitation and Prevention Program, southeast is Embassy Suites (owner John Q. 
Hammons, applicant), and further south at 505 Elm Street NE is the Lovelace UNM 
Rehabilitation Hospital, Medical Arts UNMH outpatient Rehab Service, 1025 Medical Arts 
Avenue NE, Odelia Healthcare, Rehabilitation Center and Physical Therapy,  1509 University 
Blvd N, Kindred Hospital 700 High Street NE, Albuquerque is for treatment and rehabilitation. 
The subject site directly abuts I-25 and Frontage Rd S. to the east.  
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The subject site has been used for special events and over flow of parking by Embassy Suites.  
The old “site plan” was not complete.  The site plan is not readable on some parts, the site 
development plan does not follow the requirements on Lot 3, the Embassy Suites is on two of the 
lots that required different development than the current hotel, and the subject property on the 
“site development plan” states it is for general offices.   

The subject site is located in an Area of Change as designated by the Comprehensive Plan and is 
side by side in an Area of Consistency which requires the City of Albuquerque to protect and 
preserve the neighborhood.   It is not located within a designated Center.  

The subject site is also located within the Santa Barbara Martineztown Character Protection 
Overlay Zone (CPO-7), and thus must adhere to the standards associated with this Overlay Zone. 
CPO-7.  (See LUHO Remand, July 3, 2024) 

The subject site is included in the Central Albuquerque Community Planning Assessment (CPA) 
area. The Central ABQ Community Planning Area (CPA) is currently being updated and the 
Historic Neighborhood Alliance has asked to have input in the plan and is waiting for a 
scheduled meeting to address our concerns. 

ANALYSIS of APPLICABLE ORDINANCES, PLANS, AND POLICIES  

The subject site is zoned MX-M [Mixed-use – Medium Intensity Zone District, IDO 14-16-2-
4(C)], which was assigned upon adoption of the IDO as a conversion from the former SU-2 (C-
3) Heavy Commercial zone corresponds to the C-3 Zone with the following exceptions A. 
Permissive Uses 1.  Uses permissive and regulated in the C-2 zone. E. Height Structures shall not 
exceed 26 feet in height…  

CHAPTER 4: COMMUNITY IDENTITY 
GOAL 4.1 - CHARACTER: Enhance, protect, and preserve distinct communities  

It is clear that the request would not protect and preserve distinct communities, higher intensity 
uses are not permissive in the existing residentially zoned portions of the SB/MT neighborhood. 
The HNDEF Plan 2022 states it will displace the residents that live in the neighborhood.  The 
MX-M zone is detrimental to the neighborhood which is already causing cultural genocide.  The 
request does not clearly facilitate Goal 4.1 – Character.  

POLICY 4.1.1 – DISTINCT COMMUNITIES: Encourage quality development that is consistent 
with the distinct character of communities.  

The request is detrimental to the residential area.  The existing varying intensity of uses are 
contributing to the neighborhood children’s learning abilities and causing many health issues.  
The City of Albuquerque continues to perpetuate racial inequities in the Santa Barbara 
Martineztown Neighborhood by allowing industrial, manufacturing next to the existing historical 
residential neighborhood.  The request locates a hospital use within 330 feet of existing 
residential zoned parcels.  The old site development plan for the subject site provides a specific 
use for the subject site (General Office), the requested zone map amendment (if approved) would 
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change the intent of future development of the site to a proposed hospital use. The office use is 
an accepted transition than a 24 hours hospital.  The request does not facilitate Policy 4.1.1. 
Distinct Communities.  

POLICY 4.1.2 – IDENTITY AND DESIGN: Protect the identity and cohesiveness of 
neighborhoods by ensuring the appropriate scale and location of development, mix of uses, and 
character of building design.  

The request will not protect the identity and cohesiveness of the surrounding neighborhood 
because the height of the these uses over shadow the neighborhood and bring uses that are 
detrimental to the health, safety and welfare of the residents.  residentially zoned parcels as 
articulated by the controlling Gateway Center Site Development Plan. The request is not 
consistent Policy 4.1.2 Identity and Design.  

POLICY 4.1.4 – Neighborhoods would be violated by not enforcing the historical protection to 
enhance, protect and preserve the historical residential neighborhood and traditional 
communities as key to our long term.  Based on this Goal, the more restrictive zoning is required 
to be applied.  

THE ABQ COMP PLAN PART 14-16-1 GENERAL PROVISION PURPOSE 1-3 (A-L) – The 
proposed use will bring increased large diesel trucks and other traffic to an already congested 
area, having a detrimental effect on health, safety and welfare, particularly given the location of 
the subject property next to the freeway, frontage road, and congested Mountain Road NE. 

ABQ COM PLAN INTRODUCTION ON ENVIRONMENTAL JUSTICE – The negative 
effects are unfairly focused on a vulnerable population in an historic residential neighborhood. 

According to 5-9(A)  PURPOSE This Section 14-16-5-9 is intended to preserve the residential 
neighborhood character of established low-density residential development in any Residential 
zone district on lots adjacent to any Mixed-use or Non-residential zone district.  

PART 1.4 LEGAL PURPOSE OF THE COMP PLAN – The Comp Plan purpose in the NMSA 
1978, Section 3-19-9(A) is “to guide and accomplish a coordinated, adjusted and harmonious 
development of the City of Albuquerque …,  Promote health, safety, morals, …. This proposed 
hospital will be out of harmony with existing and future needs of the neighborhood, because of 
the negative impacts on environment, health, safety and welfare.  (See Health Impact Study 
Report) 

5-9(B)  APPLICABILITY 5-9(B)(1) Protected Lots the Neighborhood Edges provisions in 
this Section 14-16-5-9 are intended to protect lots in any R-A, R-1, R-MC, or R-T zone district 
that contains low-density residential development. The general requirement 5-9(C ) Building 
Height 5-9(C)(2) General Requirement on Regulated Lots, any portion of a primary or 
accessory building within 100 feet of the nearest Protected Lot property line shall step down to a 
maximum height of 30 feet. (See figure below.)  
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Generally, the permissive uses allowed in the MX-H zone district are more more detrimental to 
those allowed in the MX-M zone district and are detrimental to any residential neighborhood 
including Martineztown Santa Barbara Neighborhood.  

POLICY 5.1.1(C) 

It is important to protect the public health and safety by separating residents, children and youth 
from high intense land uses.  Policy 5.6.3(a-j)Areas of Consistency – Protect and enhance the 
character of existing single-family neighborhoods.  The request will result in an incompatible use 
that should be located in the westside of the city of Albuquerque next to the hospitals were jobs 
are needed.  The area is already over developed and has sufficient physical therapy hospitals.  
The use will be next to an old historical roadway that cannot carry any more traffic and will 
eradicate the historical area over time.  The request is better served on the westside where there 
is a larger population and a greater need.  The request is not consistent with Sub-Policy 5.1.1(c).  

POLICY 5.1.2 DEVELOPMENT AREAS:  Direct the physical therapy in the westside to more 
intense growth to centers and corridors and use development areas to establish and maintain 
appropriate density and scale of development within or side by side Areas of Consistency.  The 
request is not consistent with this policy. 

Policy 5.1.10 Major Transit Corridors: Foster corridors that prioritize high frequency transit 
service with pedestrian-oriented development.  

The proposed use is for patients that need rehabilitation.  The transit service will not be 
utilized by these patients or the people that visit them. 

Goal 5.2 Complete Communities: Foster communities where residents can live, work, lean, shop, 
and play together.  

The request is for an MX-H zone district which allows a broader mix of higher-intensity land 
uses that are not compatible to a historical residential area. The subject site is currently vacant 
and surrounded by a two high schools and another children’s school to the north, to the west 
single-family dwellings and Tri Core, and directly south is New Heart Physical Therapy 
facility and Embassy Suites. This development would not add to these types of land uses.  The 
current site is used by Embassy Suites for over flow of parking and special events.  There is 
nothing at this location that the residents would use.  The youth may go to the high schools, 
but nothing at Gateway would foster communities where residents can live, work, lean shop 
and play.  The requests do not facilitate this policy. 

Policy 5.2.1 Land Uses: Create healthy, sustainable, and distinct communities with a mix of uses 
that are conveniently accessible from surrounding neighborhoods.  

The request does not create a healthy, sustainable, and distinct community with a mix of uses 
that are conveniently accessible from surrounding neighborhoods. There is nothing the 
residents would need at this location.  The transit system has minimal usage along Mountain 
Road.  The request does not  facilitate Policy 5.2.1 Land Uses.  
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Policy 5.2.1 a): Encourage development and redevelopment that brings goods, services, and 
amenities within walking and biking distance of neighborhoods and promotes good access for all 
residents.  

The request does not encourage development that brings goods, services, and amenities within 
walking and biking distance of neighborhoods and does not promote good access for all 
residents. 

The MX-H zone is detrimental to any neighborhood.  The office uses in the old site plan is an 
8 am to 5 pm office use.  This would be better than a 24-hour service with traffic all night 
long.  The request does not facilitate Policy 5.2.1 a.  

Policy 5.2.1 e): Create healthy, sustainable communities with a mix of uses that are conveniently 
accessible from surrounding neighborhoods.  

The request would not create a healthy, sustainable community.  There is already a mix of 
uses.  The hospital would not be  a conveniently accessible use for the surrounding 
neighborhoods because the MX-H zone district would allow higher-intensity land uses on the 
subject site, which is incompatible to neighborhoods.  The neighborhood does not need 
another rehabilitation hospital.  The request does not facilitate Policy 5.2.1 e).  

Policy 5.2.1 h): Encourage infill development that adds complementary uses and is compatible in 
form and scale to the immediately surrounding development.  

The request does encourage infill development.  The hospital is not a complementary use and 
is not compatible in form and scale to the immediately surrounding area.  The uses and 
standards allowed in the MX-H zone district are not similar to the surrounding properties 
zoned MX-M. The request does not facilitate Policy 5.2.1 h).  

Policy 5.2.1 n): Encourage more productive use of vacant lots and under-utilized lots, including 
surface parking.  

The request does not encourage more productive use of vacant lots and under-utilized lots 
Development can be made possible under the MX-M zone with more compatible use such as 
general offices.  The current vacant lot has been used for many special events and over flow of 
parking for Embassy Suites. The request does not facilitate Policy 5.2.1 n).  

Goal 5.3 Efficient Development Patterns: Promote development patterns that maximize the 
utility of existing infrastructure and public facilities and the efficient use of land to support the 
public good.  

Future development on the subject site featuring uses allowed in the MX-M Zone District 
supports the public good by building a swimming pool for AHS and Open Space to protect the 
residents from the environmental impacts of the freeway.  This type of use would keep the 
existing traffic which is already over capacity.  The request for MX-H zone does not  facilitate 
Goal 5.3 Efficient Development Patterns.  
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Policy 5.3.1 Infill Development: Support additional growth in areas with existing infrastructure 
and public facilities.  

The subject site is a vacant infill site located in an area already served by existing 
infrastructure and public facilities. The request is for an incompatible use for the subject site.  
The site is now utilized by Embassy Suites for over flow of cars and special events.  The 
current MX-M allows for future growth.  The City of Albuquerque should require a use that 
will protect and preserve the residential area in order to be consistent Policy 5.3.1 Infill 
Development.  

Policy 5.3.2 Leapfrog Development: Discourage growth in areas without existing infrastructure 
and public facilities.  

The subject site is zoned MX-M and is located in an area already served by existing 
infrastructure and public facilities. Any development made possible by the current zoning  
could result in infill development of the currently subject site.  This request does not facilitate 
Policy 5.3.2 Leapfrog Development since the current zone allows development.  The issue is 
the overcapacity of traffic in an area that is over developed and the detriments of this traffic to 
nearby residents and students. The westside has existing infrastructure where this 
development is more suited to be built. 

POLICY 5.3.7 – Locally Unwanted Uses: Ensure that land uses that are objectionable to 
immediate neighbors but may be useful to society are located carefully and equitably to ensure 
that social assets are distributed evenly and social responsibilities are borne fairly across the 
Albuquerque area.  

The applicant is proposing a use that is already available to the nearby community.  The 
proposed use would be better served on the westside in a large community for healthcare.  The 
westside is in desperate need of jobs. The request does not facilitate Policy 5.3.7 Locally 
Unwanted Land Uses.  

POLICY 5.3.7(b) – Ensure appropriate setbacks, buffers, and/or design standards to minimize 
offsite impacts.  

The site plan will not ensure appropriate setbacks, buffer, and or design standards to minimize 
offsite impacts.  The proposal does not meet the CP0-7 of 26 feet in height.  The 55 feet is out of 
character for the neighborhood, but more importantly the added traffic from this facility will be 
detrimental to the neighborhood.   The request is not consistent with Sub Policy 5.3.7(b).  

 

Goal 5.6 City of Albuquerque of Albuquerque Development Areas: Encourage and direct growth 
to Areas of Change where it is expected and desired and ensure that development in and near 
Areas of Consistency reinforces the character and intensity of the surrounding area.  
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The subject site is located in an Area of Change and side by side in an Area of Consistency, 
where growth is not expected nor desired. Any future development on the subject site, which 
has been regularly used by Embassy Suites for overflow of parking and Special events, will 
increase an already environmentally impact area for residents and children and youth and 
create more traffic problems including increase in fatalities. 

Due to the standards established by the CPO-7 Overlay Zone, including site standards, setback 
standards, and building height standards, any future development needs to adhere to CPO-7 
standards in order to be compatible in form and scale to the immediately surrounding area, 
where CPO-7 standards also apply. The future development would not  reinforce the character 
and intensity of the surrounding area residential area.  The request does not facilitate this goa 
because it is out of character and will be developed in an area that has over built with medical 
facilities.  The intensity and density are out of character with the residential area.  General 
Offices is much preferred.  

Policy 5.6.2 Areas of Change: Direct growth and more intense development to Centers, 
Corridors, industrial and business parks, and Metropolitan Redevelopment Areas where change 
is encouraged.  

The request should be located in Centers and Corridors area where change is encouraged.  
The City of Albuquerque of Albuquerque of Albuquerque over built this area.  Mountain Road 
cannot accommodate any more traffic.  There are accidents on the frontage road, Lomas, 
Mountain Road NE every day.   

The allowable uses and development standards associated with the MX-M zone support transit 
and commercial and retail uses. The request clearly does not facilitate Policy 5.6.2 d.  The 
MX-M is already detrimental to nearby residents and MX-H will be more detrimental. The 
patrons of the hospital will not be using the transit system and neither will the employees or 
visitors. 

Chapter 8: Economic Development  

Policy 8.1.1 Diverse Places: Foster a range of interesting places and contexts with different 
development intensities, densities, uses, and building scales to encourage economic development 
opportunities.  

The current MX-M fosters a range of interesting places and contexts with different 
development intensities, densities, uses, and building scales.   The  MX-H zone district allows 
higher- intensity land use than the MX-M zone district, which will be detrimental to the 
neighborhood. Economic development opportunities should never be a factor for a zone map 
amendment. However, according to the Housing and Neighborhood Economic Development 
Fund (HNEDF)Plan states “Higher rents, lower vacancies, and increasing demand for new real 
estate development characterize the office, industrial, retail, and multi-family rental markets 
since 2002 and suggest that while the real estate market in the Pocket is growing, these 
conditions have not improved local residents’ economic prospects.”  The HNEDF further states 
these economic prospects will create inhospitable economic conditions, displacement of 
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residents, and overall gentrification.  This type of development would not improve economic 
conditions for local residents. 

The request does not  facilitate Policy 8.1.1.,  The subject site is currently vacant and being 
used as surface parking and for special events.   

CHAPTER 8: ECONOMIC DEVELOPMENT 
GOAL 8.1 – PLACEMAKING: Create places where businesses and talent will stay and thrive.  

City of Albuquerque of Albuquerque staff states, “It is unclear from the applicant’s response 
how the requested zone map amendment will lead to a place where businesses and talent will 
stay and thrive. No studies or statistical data has been provided by the applicant to demonstrate 
or confirm that this will be the case.”  SBMTNA agrees, but also understand that economics 
should not be a part of the decision of a zone map amendment.  The request does not facilitate 
Goal 8.1 Placemaking.  

POLICY 8.1.1 DIVERSE PLACES: Foster a range of interesting places and contexts with 
different development intensities, densities, uses, and building scales to encourage economic 
development opportunities.  

The request is not an interesting place since it is available in the surrounding area.  The area is 
over developed with medical facilities.  The proposal is located within the Gateway Site 
Development Plan for Subdivision which has already created a traffic problem in this area and 
brings unwanted traffic into the neighborhood. The request does not facilitate Policy 8.1.1. – 
Diverse Places already exist.  

POLICY 8.1.1(a) – Invest in Centers and Corridors to concentrate a variety of employment 
opportunities for a range of occupational skills and salary levels.  

The request is required in the westside where employment is needed. The request is doe not 
facilitate Sub Policy 8.1.1(a) to concentrate in an area with Centers and Corridors.  

POLICY 8.1.1.(c) – Prioritize local job creation, employer recruitment, and support for 
development projects that hire local residents.  

Staff states, “The request could prioritize local job creation and recruitment during the 
construction phase of the proposed development; however, staff notes that the applicant’s (Nobis 
Rehabilitation Partners) headquarters is located in Allen, Texas. It is therefore unclear how the 
proposed use will continue to prioritize local job creation and hire local residents.”  SBMTNA 
agrees.   The request does not facilitate Policy 8.1.1(c).  

POLICY 8.1.2. RESILIENT ECONOMY: Encourage economic development efforts that 
improve quality of life for new and existing residents and foster a robust, resilient, and diverse 
economy.  
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The HNDEF Plan 2022 states it will be detrimental to the neighborhood.  The neighborhood will 
be displaced.  A use that is more compatible to the school and neighborhood needs to be 
developed on this lot.  . The request does not facilitate Policy 8.1.2 – Resilient Economy 
when reports state that there is a greater need of economic development in the westside 
where there is a larger concentration of people.  

GOAL 8.2 – ENTREPRENEURSHIP: Foster a culture of creativity and entrepreneurship and 
encourage private businesses to grow.  

Staff states, “While the request may result in encouraging a private business to grow on the 
subject site, it is unclear from the applicant’s response how this would foster a culture of 
creativity and entrepreneurship given the permissive uses under the MX-H zone district.”  
SBMTNA agrees.   The request does not facilitate Goal 8.2 – Entrepreneurship since the 
jobs at the hospital are for educated and trained physical therapist, nurse and doctors who 
work for the hospital.  

Integrated Development Ordinance (IDO) 14-16-6-7(G)(3)-Review and Decision Criteria for 
Zone Map Amendments  

 
The review and decision criteria outline policies and requirements for deciding zone change 
applications. The applicant must provide sound justification for the proposed change and 
demonstrate that several tests have been met. The burden is on the applicant to show why a 
change should be made.  

The applicant must demonstrate that the existing zoning is inappropriate because of one of three 
findings: 1) there was an error when the existing zone district was applied to the property; or 2) 
there has been a significant change in neighborhood or community conditions affecting the site; 
or 3) a different zone district is more advantageous to the community as articulated by the 
Comprehensive Plan or other, applicable City of Albuquerque of Albuquerque plans.  

 
The subject site is currently zoned MX-M (Mixed-use Medium Intensity). The requested zoning 
is MX-H (Mixed-use High Intensity). The reason for the request is to facilitate the development 
of an Inpatient Rehabilitation Facility (IRF).  

The Santa Barbara Martineztown Neighborhood Association understands that the proposed zone 
change does not meet the zone change decision criteria in IDO §14-16-6-7(G)(3). The request is 
an illegal spot zone.  The existing MX-M is detrimental to the neighborhood and 
neighborhood has asked for years for the City of Albuquerque of Albuquerque to stop the 
environmental impacts and preserve and protect the neighborhood.  The HNDEF Plan 
2022 and the Health Impact Study clearly defends the neighborhoods repetitive requests to 
protect the health, safety and welfare of the residents and repeatedly the request has been 
on deaf ears.  (See   
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A. A proposed zone change must be found to be consistent with the health, safety, and general 
welfare of the City of Albuquerque of Albuquerque as shown by furthering (and not being in 
conflict with) a preponderance of applicable Goals and Policies in the ABC Comp Plan, as 
amended, and other applicable plans adopted by the City of Albuquerque of Albuquerque.  

This request is a spot zone, the applicant must “clearly facilitate” implementation of the ABC 
Comp Plan (see Criterion H).  The request is not consistent with the City of Albuquerque of 
Albuquerque’s health, safety, morals and general welfare. The response by the applicant is not 
sufficient to Criterion A.  The traffic impact will be detrimental and the hospital will cause 
displacement of residents and gentrification.  

B. The proposed amendment is not located in just an Area of Change (as shown in the ABC 
Comp Plan, as amended), it is side by side to an Area of Consistency next to a narrow historical 
road and in area that has the highest fatalities in all of Albuquerque.  The applicant has 
demonstrated that the new zone would destroy the established character of the surrounding Area 
of Consistency and would permit development that is significantly different from the historical 
low density single-family dwellings.  The City of Albuquerque of Albuquerque of Albuquerque 
has perpetuated racial inequities in our area and continues to allow uses that are not compatible 
to residential area.  The applicant must also demonstrate that the existing zoning is inappropriate 
because it meets any of the following criteria:  

1. There was no typographical error when the Zoning was applied.  There was not a 
typographical or clerical error.  The MX-M was approved during the initial approval of 
the IDO and then staff provided another chance for property owners to apply for a 
Zoning Conversion.  The property owner was not allowed to go to a higher intense use, 
but could recommend a down zone. 

2. There have not been significant changes in the neighborhood.  The historical single-
family dwellings existed since 1850.  What has been a detriment to the neighborhood is 
Gateway.  The uses are not compatible and are detrimental to neighborhood.  The MX-
H is not compatible and will not complement the neighborhood. (See the Health 
Impact Study and HNEDF Plan 2022, page 16) 

3. A MX-H district will not be advantageous to the community as articulated by the ABC 
Com Plan, policy 4.1 to protect and preserve the neighborhood. As stated in the 
HNEDF Plan the proposal will be economical disastrous. The City of Albuquerque of 
Albuquerque has failed to protect the neighborhood from gentrification and cultural 
genocide.  (See HNEDF Plan 2022 Plant) There are sufficient Rehabilitation Hospitals 
nearby.  The City of Albuquerque of Albuquerque over developed the area with uses 
that are not compatible and detrimental to the neighborhood. 

The subject site is in an Area of Change and side by side in an Area of Consistency.  

C. If the proposed amendment is located in an Area of Change and side by side an Area of 
Consistency (as shown in the ABC Comp Plan, as amended) and the applicant has demonstrated 
that the existing zoning is inappropriate because it does not meet any  of the following criteria:  
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1. There was typographical or clerical error when the existing zone district was applied to 
the property.  

2. There has been a significant change in neighborhood or community conditions affecting 
the site that justifies this request.  

3. A different zone district is more advantageous to the community as articulated by the 
ABC Comp Plan, as amended (including implementation of patterns of land use, 
development density and intensity, and connectivity), and other applicable adopted City 
of Albuquerque of Albuquerque plan(s).  

The subject property is within an Area of Change and next to Area of Consistency.  There was 
no typo graphical error when the zoning was applied. There have not been significant changes 
in the neighborhood. The residential area still exists.  The high schools still exist. Along with 
the adoption of the IDO the zoning designation of the subject site was changed from C-2 
(Heavy Commercial Permissive Uses) to MX-M. The MX-H is a high intense use that will not 
benefit the surrounding neighborhood and will not facilitate the implementation of the 
applicable Goals and Policies in the ABC Comp Plan to protect and enhance the historical 
neighborhood. These Goals and policies are not supported because the request will not protect 
the health safety and welfare of the residents and is not compatible to a historical residential 
neighborhood.   

D. The zone change does not include permissive uses that are harmful to adjacent property, the 
neighborhood, or the community, unless the Use-specific Standards in Section 16-16-4-3 
associated with that use will adequately mitigate those harmful impacts.  

The uses in the MX-M are already harmful to the neighborhood.  The high intense use of 
the MX-H will only exacerbate the situation.  The HIA report states that the government 
should alleviate the traffic.  The report indicates it is not trying to alleviate the traffic 
situation it is increasing the traffic.  The report further states the environment the 
neighborhood is living in that the government created is impacting the children’s ability to 
learn and impacts their health.  The permissive use and proposed uses are harmful to 
adjacent property, neighborhood and community.  

E. The City of Albuquerque of Albuquerque's existing infrastructure and public improvements, 
including but not limited to its street, trail, and sidewalk systems meet 1 of the following 
requirements:  

1. Have adequate capacity of Albuquerque of Albuquerque to serve the development made 
possible by the change of zone. There is adequate capacity of Albuquerque under the 
current zone.  The rehabilitation hospital service is already provided through the 
community.  

2. Will have adequate capacity of Albuquerque based on improvements for which the City of 
Albuquerque has already approved and budgeted capital funds during the next calendar year. 
There is no budget to try to alleviate the current issues with traffic.  The State needs to go back to 
the drawing board and build the south frontage road to only exit at Lomas. 
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3. Will have adequate capacity of Albuquerque when the applicant fulfills its obligations under 
the IDO, the DPM, and/or an Infrastructure Improvements Agreement. There will be no 
adequate capacity. 

4. Will have adequate capacity when the City of Albuquerque and the applicant have fulfilled 
their respective obligations under a City of Albuquerque - approved Development Agreement 
between the City of Albuquerque and the applicant.  

The request does not meet the criteria.  The City of Albuquerque has done nothing to alleviate 
the existing problems with traffic.  The proposed increase of traffic exasperates the situation. 

F. The applicant's justification for the requested zone change is not completely based on the 
property's location on a major street.  

The location of the subject site is not appropriate for the requested Zone Map Amendment 
based on the ABC Comp Plan and the studies done in the area demonstrate that this request 
will be detrimental to the neighborhood residents and youth at the high schools 

G. The applicant's justification is not based completely or predominantly on the cost of land or 
economic considerations.  

The zone map amendment from MX-M to MX-H will not benefit the surrounding 
neighborhood because it does not meet the ABC Comp Plan goals to preserve and protect the 
neighborhood. The applicant’s justification based upon economic considerations should never 
be considered.  The HNEDF Plan 2022 states this request for zone map amendment is to allow 
a hospital which will create inhospitable economic conditions. 

H. The zone change does apply a zone district different from surrounding zone districts to one 
small area or one premises (i.e., create a "spot zone") or to a strip of land along a street (i.e., 
create a "strip zone") unless the change will clearly facilitate implementation of the ABC Comp 
Plan, as amended, and at least one of the following applies. 1.2.3.  

According to the LUHO, the request is a spot zone because it would apply a zone different 
from surrounding zone districts. The proposed zoning MX-H will not function as a transition 
between adjacent zones.  The zones are MX-T to the north, R-1 to the east and Mx-M and Mx-
M to the south.  The proposed zone will not facilitate implementation of the Comprehensive 
Plan. The applicant has not demonstrated that subject site could function as a transition 
between the MX- M and MX-T zones.  The east side of the property is the frontage road and 
freeway. The subject site is located within the CPO-7 Overlay Zone and the standards 
associated with this Overlay Zone require only 2 story 26 feet. 

As required, the applicant has shown that the request will not clearly facilitate implementation 
of the ABC Comp Plan by preserving and protecting the residential neighborhood.  The 
proposed use is already available in the surrounding area.  

CONCLUSION  
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The applicant is requesting a zone change from MX-M zoning to MX-H zoning, which would 
result in a spot zone. The request could facilitate a pool for the High Schools and Open Space to 
protect the residents from the air pollution associated with the frontage roads and freeway.  The 
proposed future development of a hospital use can be built today with only 26 feet in height and 
20 beds. This will clearly bring more traffic that Mountain Road cannot accommodate, but the 
City of Albuquerque failed to vision the over built environment in this area and allowed 
incompatible uses that are detrimental to the neighborhood 

The applicant does not adequately justify the request based upon the proposed zoning is not more  
advantageous to the community than the current zoning because it would not  facilitate a 
preponderance of applicable Goals and policies. The applicant’s responses to the Review and 
Decision Criteria for Zone Map Amendments established in 14-16-6-7(G)(3) of the IDO are not 
sufficient.   

The applicant is still proposing a 3-story building which originally was designed for 60 beds.  I 
find this deceiving to say the least when the proposal all along has been for 60 beds.  The old 
site plan required general offices which SBMTNA understands to be more compatible – 8 
am to 5 pm service and not a 24-hour service. 

The proposed amendment to MX-H does not align with the City of Albuquerque ABC 
Comprehensive Plan.  The neighborhood does not need more traffic, air and noise pollution.  The 
City of Albuquerque has over developed in this area with healthcare services and the hospital 
does not meet the needs of the longtime residents in the neighborhood. 

The site is located within the Central ABQ Community Planning Area which is designated as  
Area of Consistency. It is next to a historical single family residential neighborhood, a low-
density development and next 4000 students that attend the two high schools as well as a day 
care center with 100 children.  The commercial uses do not provide the day to day needs of the 
neighborhood.  The buses that go down Mountain Road are rarely used.  

Santa Barbara Martineztown Neighborhood Association met with the applicant.  The concerns 
SBMTNA had is regarding the Higher Intensity use of the MX-M, is the spot zone, the 
increase in traffic, the current traffic congestion, safety, the environmental impacts from the 
freeway and frontage road, as well as the highest fatality rate of accidents in all of Albuquerque. 
The neighborhood association recommended the hospital to be built in westside near the 
hospitals since the roadways can accommodate this type of traffic and the need is much greater.  
The neighborhood area is saturated with rehabilitation hospitals. 

The amendment does not facilitate the ABC Comp Plan's goals.  Economics are not to be a factor 
in a zone map amendment.  Due to the historical area, and the establishment of MX-M zone the  
is allowed to develop a 20-bed hospital.  The proposed MX-H zone and the proposed hospital  
will interfere in the quality of life of the residents.  The 48-bed hospital is detrimental to the 
residents. A facility which allows up to 60 beds would be more than adequate to address the 
needs of Albuquerque in the westside near the hospitals where there is a larger population.  
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The request is a spot zone.  To the north is MX-T to the west is MX-M and R-1, to the 
south is MX-M and to the east is the frontage roads and the Interstate.   The Albuquerque's 
Comprehensive Plan goals advocates for infill development that meets the needs of the residents.  
The efficient land use would be a swimming pool for the high schools and open space to protect 
the residents from the environmental impacts of the freeway.  The City of Albuquerque already 
over developed south of Lomas.   

SBMTNA understands that the City of Albuquerque has continued to perpetuate racial 
inequities in this neighborhood.  In 2017, SBMTNA was involved in the  discussion with the 
City of Albuquerque regarding the Traffic Impact Study for the neighborhood.   

For the last two years, the City of Albuquerque has submitted the roundabout for Edith and 
Mountain to the Legislature and no money has been provided to get this project moving.  Why 
now that this illegal request of a spot zone  proposed hospital us are these recommendations 
made in this Crash Analysis.  Why not in 2017 did the City of Albuquerque and State request 
funding for the roundabout at Edith and Mountain, cross walk with light for the youth at CEC 
and AHS, cross walk with median to prevent five-ton trucks from turning down at Mountain 
and South Frontage, a left turn only at the South Frontage and Mountain? 

I find the inactions by the City of Albuquerque and State Officials to be criminal in nature due 
to the high volume of accidents at this location.  The neighborhood association has waited for 
nine years after the discussion in 2017 on the Traffic Analysis for measures to be taken to 
protect the citizens of Albuquerque, the residents of Martineztown/Santa Barbara 
Neighborhood and the youth at the high schools etc.  Yet, now because Cross Development an 
outside developer comes in represented by Tierra West you want to consider a zone map 
amendment to MX-H zone, an incompatible use, an illegal spot zone,  next to a historical 
residential neighborhood and further commit culture genocide (deliberately targeting and 
taking out all aspects of the historical Martineztown Santa Barbara Neighborhood residents, 
culture, religious and ethnic group).The City of Albuquerque continues to inflict on the Santa 
Barbara Martineztown Neighborhood with zone categories and land uses that are detrimental 
to the health safety and welfare of the residents.    

SBMTNA respectfully request that the Environmental Planning Commission to deny the 
Zoning Map Amendment from MX-M to MX- H for the subject site, facilitating the 
development of a healthcare facility which already exists in the surrounding area.  The 
request is an illegal spot zone.  This request does not support the  City of Albuquerque 
Comprehensive Plan goals Goal 4.1 Character Enhance, protect, and preserve distinct 
communities. According to the HNDEF Plan 2022, the hospital will destroy the historical 
neighborhood of Martineztown Santa Barbara Neighborhood.  The comments from NMDOT 
traffic report and Environmental Impact Study needs to be provided before any development 
happens on this site.  This area has been over developed with medical facilities.  The proposed 
physical therapy hospital is already available in the neighborhood.  The neighborhood is 
environmentally impacted with the proposed MX-H zone.   
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MOUNTAIN ROAD REHABILITATION HOSPITAL MOUNTAIN 
ROAD/WOODWARD PLACE NE, CRASH ANALYSIS JUNE 3, 2024 DRAFT 
REVIEWED BY SBMTNA 

This Crash Analysis was prepared in conjunction with the development of a 48-bed rehabilitation 
center and provides a comprehensive analysis of crash data at three key intersections near 
Mountain Rd and the south frontage road of Interstate 25…\  The person that wrote the report 
deceives the public by stating there will only be 48 beds, when the applicant still proposes from 
the initial application a three-story building which accommodates 60 beds.  This report is not 
sufficient because it did not review for 60 beds. The Impacts on High Density Developments 
on Traffic and Health, Health Impact Assessment on Martineztown states that Mountain Road 
is one of the top ten having crash rates involving pedestrians and bicycles.  Diesel trucks come 
down Mountain Road and they are most dangerous for the neighborhood.  The hospital will 
bring more diesel trucks to provide supplies for the hospital which is detrimental to the 
residents’ health.  Diesel trucks cause cancer.  The conclusion of the HIA states how the 
increase traffic will affect the resident.  SBMTNA pleads with the City of Albuquerque to 
utilize this land with what is existing there now.  The existing traffic from freeway, frontage 
road impacts the residents and the children’ health. 

Intersection #1 – Mountain Rd. / Edith Blvd.: SBMTNA has learned over the years that the City 
of Albuquerque does not provide the correct record for the accidents that occur at this 
location.  The neighbors state there is an accident every week in this location with the limited 
improvements. 

Intersection #2 – Mountain Rd. / Woodward Pl.: The analysis is based on limited information. 

Intersection #3 – Mountain Rd. / I-25 W. Frontage Rd.: The crashes are due to the fact that 
there is a hill with no visibility before you enter the intersection of Mountain and the South 
Frontage Road NE.  My neighborhood who lived on High Street near this intersection stated 
there was an accident every week.  From his account of traffic accidents, the record is not 
complete.  The City of Albuquerque Buses do not follow the required speed limit and have had 
several crashes at this location, but this is not recorded. 

NMDOT performed an internal Crash Safety Analysis and subsequently installed mitigation 
measures in 2018.  NMDOT recommended the following: 

To address the identified crash trends at the Mountain Rd. / I-25 W. Frontage Rd. intersection, 
several recommendations are made:  

1. Mask the green signal indicator at the E. Frontage Rd. to prevent confusion for drivers at 
the W. Frontage Rd.  

2. Install lane configuration signage on the signal mast arm to clearly indicate the lane 
purposes for southbound traffic.  

3. Implement bright yellow backplates on signal heads to enhance their visibility.  
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The recommendations in the Crash Analysis should have been done when we met with the 
City of Albuquerque in 2017.  The Martineztown Santa Barbara Traffic Study February 2018 
states “There were several comments regarding the intersection of Mountain Road and the I-25 
Frontage Road. The comments received from the public were both for and against closing the 
intersection. This intersection is actually outside the scope of this project and is an ongoing 
project of the NMDOT. The NMDOT is currently doing improvements to the Frontage Road to 
try to reduce speeds and prevent accidents at the intersection.” 

There is no evidence that any of the recommendations made in the NMDOT study in 2018 or 
the Martineztown Santa Barbara Traffic Study that they were taken seriously to obtain the 
funding to improve the area. 

These Crash Analysis accommodations are not sufficient. The City of Albuquerque Buses 
continue to crash at this corner and all 5-ton trucks continue to come down Mountain Road.  I 
find this Crash Analysis to be extortion by the government to benefit the applicant. 

Crash Analysis recommends to reduce crashes at the signalized intersection of Mountain Rd. / I-
25 W. Frontage Rd.:  

1. 1)  Mask the green signal indicator at the E. Frontage Rd. so that it is not visible from the 
W. Frontage Rd.  

2. 2)  Construct lane configuration signage on the signal mast arm for the southbound 
approach on the W. Frontage Rd. to inform drivers that the far-left lane is a thru / left turn 
lane and the second from inside lane is a thru lane ONLY.  

3. 3)  Construct the bright yellow backplates on the signal heads at the intersection to 
improve visibility of the signals.  

As I understand, the Crash Analysis the table is inaccurate and the recommendations by the 
neighborhood association are not included. The Analysis does not take into account that the 
South Frontage was an afterthought when the Interstate was being redeveloped.  Jesse Lopez, 
SBMTNA Board Member was on the Interstate Committee and according to him Mountain 
Road was not an exit it was only Lomas.  Drivers are coming up the hill on the south Frontage 
Road and are unable to see the light at the intersection. According to witnesses, more 
accidents have happened since the State Transportation made some small changes in or 
around 2018 such as cuts on the roadway and signal stating the light is red. 
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AMERICAN LEGION DEPT OF NM & 
AMERICAN LEGION AUXILIARY DEPT OF 
NM 
1215 MOUNTAIN RD NE 
ALBUQUERQUE NM 87102 
 

 ARCHDIOCESE OF SANTA FE REAL 
ESTATE CORPORATION 
4000 ST JOSEPHS PL NW 
ALBUQUERQUE NM 87120-1714 
 

 BOARD OF EDUCATION C/O PROPERTY 
MANAGER 
PO BOX 25704 
ALBUQUERQUE NM 87125-0704 
 

BOARD OF EDUCATION C/O PROPERTY 
MANAGER 
PO BOX 25704 
ALBUQUERQUE NM 87125-0704 
 

 CHAVEZ VALENTINO REYES 
1117 HIGH ST NE 
ALBUQUERQUE NM 87102-2425 
 

 DUNEMAN CHRISTOPHER S & JAYMIE A 
919 GRECIAN AVE NW 
ALBUQUERQUE NM 87107-5732 
 

ENDEAVOR HOSPITALITY LLC 
12105 SIGNAL AVE NE 
ALBUQUERQUE NM 87122-1514 
 

 HUGH A CARLISLE POST 13 DEPT OF 
NEW MEXICO 
1201 MOUNTAIN RD NE 
ALBUQUERQUE NM 87102-2716 
 

 JDHQ HOTELS LLC ATTN: ATRIUM 
HOSPITALITY 
12735 MORRIS RD SUITE 400 EXT 
ALPHARETTA GA 30004-8904 
 

JDHQ LAND HOLDING LLC C/O ATRIUM 
HOLDING COMPANY 
12735 MORRIS RD SUITE 400 EXT 
ALPHARETTA GA 30004-8904 
 

 MOFFETT DOLORES & ALESHA MYRA 
DILLANDER 
103 E ARAGON RD 
BELEN NM 87002-4601 
 

 MOFFETT DOLORES & ALESHA MYRA 
DILLANDER 
103 E ARAGON RD 
BELEN NM 87002-4601 
 

REGENTS OF UNM ATTN: DIRECTOR 
REAL ESTATE DEPT 
1 UNIVERSITY OF NM MSC06 3595 
ALBUQUERQUE NM 87131-0001 
 

 REGENTS OF UNM C/O REAL ESTATE 
DEPT 
1 UNIVERSITY OF NM MSC06 3595 
ALBUQUERQUE NM 87131-0001 
 

 REGENTS OF UNM C/O REAL ESTATE 
DEPT 
1 UNIVERSITY OF NM MSC06 3595 
ALBUQUERQUE NM 87131-0001 
 

REGENTS OF UNM REAL ESTATE DEPT 
MSC06-3595-1 UNIVERSITY OF NM 
ALBUQUERQUE NM 87131-0001 
 

 SANDIA FOUNDATION 
6211 SAN MATEO BLVD NE SUITE 100 
ALBUQUERQUE NM 87109-3533 
 

 SANDIA FOUNDATION 
6211 SAN MATEO BLVD NE SUITE 100 
ALBUQUERQUE NM 87109 
 

SANDIA FOUNDATION 
6211 SAN MATEO BLVD NE SUITE 100 
ALBUQUERQUE NM 87109 
 

 SANDIA FOUNDATION 
6211 SAN MATEO BLVD NE SUITE 100 
ALBUQUERQUE NM 87109 
 

 SANDIA FOUNDATION C/O PARADIGM 
TAX GROUP - ESS #0116 6890 S 2300 E 
PO BOX 71870 
SALT LAKE CITY UT 84171-0870 
 

SANDIA FOUNDATION C/O PARADIGM 
TAX GROUP - ESS #0116 6890 S 2300 E 
PO BOX 71870 
SALT LAKE CITY UT 84171-0870 
 

 TRICORE REFERENCE LABORATORIES 
1001 WOODWARD PL NE 
ALBUQUERQUE NM 87102 
 

 VIGIL FRIEDA & GEORGE WYLER & LOUIE 
WYLER & ELIZABETH GRIEGO ETAL 
2733 GRACELAND DR NE 
ALBUQUERQUE NM 87110-2959 
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UPC Owner Owner Address Owner Address 2 SITUS Address SITUS Addr  Tax DLegal Description Pro  Deeded  Calculated  
1.02E+17 AMERICAN LEGION DEPT OF NM & AMERICAN LEGION AUXILIARY DEPT OF NM 1215 MOUNTAIN RD NE ALBUQUERQUE NM 87102  LEGION RD ALBUQUER   A1A TR 7-B PLAT OF TRS 7-A & 7-B SPRINGE     C 0.3535 0.35487
1.02E+17 ARCHDIOCESE OF SANTA FE REAL ESTATE CORPORATION 4000 ST JOSEPHS PL NW ALBUQUERQUE NM 87120-1714 1212 STONE ST NE ALBUQUER  A1A W'LY PORT OF TR 6 PLAT OF SPRINGER     C 2.76 2.7558
1.02E+17 BOARD OF EDUCATION C/O PROPERTY MANAGER PO BOX 25704 ALBUQUERQUE NM 87125-0704  ALBUQUER  A1A E'LY PORT TR WEST OF FREEWAY BEING            C 2.746 2.07711
1.02E+17 BOARD OF EDUCATION C/O PROPERTY MANAGER PO BOX 25704 ALBUQUERQUE NM 87125-0704 807 MOUNTAIN RD NE ALBUQUER    A1A E'LY PORT OF TR 6 PLAT OF SPRINGER T     C 5.565 6.09533
1.02E+17 CHAVEZ VALENTINO REYES 1117 HIGH ST NE ALBUQUERQUE NM 87102-2425 1118 HIGH ST NE ALBUQUER   A1A LT 6 SUMMARY PLAT LANDS OF ISAAC C     R 0.2257 0.24526
1.02E+17 DUNEMAN CHRISTOPHER S & JAYMIE A 919 GRECIAN AVE NW ALBUQUERQUE NM 87107-5732 824 MOUNTAIN RD NE ALBUQUER   A1A TR A SUMMARY PLAT TR A LANDS OF BR      R 0.0421 0.05014

101505818ENDEAVOR HOSPITALITY LLC 12105 SIGNAL AVE NE ALBUQUERQUE NM 87122-1514 900 MEDICAL ARTS NE ALBUQUER   A1A TR LRMA W MED ARTS CENTER LAND O          C 2.8 2.92544
1.02E+17 HUGH A CARLISLE POST 13 DEPT OF NEW MEXICO 1201 MOUNTAIN RD NE ALBUQUERQUE NM 87102-2716 1201 LEGION ALBUQUER   A1A TR 7-A PLAT OF TRS 7-A & 7-B SPRINGE     C 1.869 1.87897
1.02E+17 JDHQ HOTELS LLC ATTN: ATRIUM HOSPITALITY 12735 MORRIS RD SUITE 400 EXT ALPHARETTA GA 30004-8904 1000 WOODWARD PL NE ALBUQUER    A1A TR B-1 PLAT OF TRACT B-1 GATEWAY SU             C 9.3316 9.1881
1.02E+17 JDHQ LAND HOLDING LLC C/O ATRIUM HOLDING COMPANY 12735 MORRIS RD SUITE 400 EXT ALPHARETTA GA 30004-8904 1100 WOODWARD PL NE ALBUQUER   A1A TRACT A PLAT OF GATEWAY SUBDIVISIO    V 2.7845 2.54761
1.02E+17 MOFFETT DOLORES & ALESHA MYRA DILLANDER 103 E ARAGON RD BELEN NM 87002-4601 914 MOUNTAIN RD NE ALBUQUER   A1A 50X100FT NAWYLER E ENTRANC SEMARR 0.1756 0.21136
1.02E+17 MOFFETT DOLORES & ALESHA MYRA DILLANDER 103 E ARAGON RD BELEN NM 87002-4601  MOUNTAIN RD NE ALBUQUER   A1A 25X100 N MARTINEZ S MARTINEZ E ALL   V 0.0574 0.05689
1.02E+17 REGENTS OF UNM ATTN: DIRECTOR REAL ESTATE DEPT 1 UNIVERSITY OF NM MSC06 3595 ALBUQUERQUE NM 87131-0001 1001 MEDICAL ARTS AVE NE ALBUQUER   A1A TRACT K-1B LANDS OF SOUTHWESTERN       C 0.99 1.03032
1.02E+17 REGENTS OF UNM C/O REAL ESTATE DEPT 1 UNIVERSITY OF NM MSC06 3595 ALBUQUERQUE NM 87131-0001  ALBUQUER   A1A TR Z SOUTHWESTERN CONST CO EXC T                 V 17.839 17.7325
1.02E+17 REGENTS OF UNM C/O REAL ESTATE DEPT 1 UNIVERSITY OF NM MSC06 3595 ALBUQUERQUE NM 87131-0001  UNIVERSITY BLVD NE ALBUQUER   A1A TRACT IN S D 12 IN NE1/4 SW1/4 CONT      V 0.596 0.58933
1.02E+17 REGENTS OF UNM REAL ESTATE DEPT MSC06-3595-1 UNIVERSITY OF NM ALBUQUERQUE NM 87131-0001 1000 LOMAS NE ALBUQUER   A1A TR K-1A1 PLAT SUBD OF TR K-2 & PORT      V 3.79 3.89222
1.02E+17 SANDIA FOUNDATION 6211 SAN MATEO BLVD NE SUITE 100 ALBUQUERQUE NM 87109-3533  LOMAS BLVD NE ALBUQUER   A1A 34X34X646 S16 IN 3E D 512 P 421EXCEP   V 0.43 0.5388
1.02E+17 SANDIA FOUNDATION 6211 SAN MATEO BLVD NE SUITE 100 ALBUQUERQUE NM 87109  LOMAS BLVD NE ALBUQUER   A1A TRACT M2 SOUTHWESTERN CONST CO          V 0.36 0.41648
1.02E+17 SANDIA FOUNDATION 6211 SAN MATEO BLVD NE SUITE 100 ALBUQUERQUE NM 87109 1200 LOMAS BLVD NE ALBUQUER   A1A T10N SEC16 R3E CON 3.73421APARCEL   C 3.21 3.77169
1.02E+17 SANDIA FOUNDATION 6211 SAN MATEO BLVD NE SUITE 100 ALBUQUERQUE NM 87109  LOMAS BLVD NE ALBUQUER   A1A TRACT M SOUTHWESTERN CONST CO E          V 1.182 1.20741
1.02E+17 SANDIA FOUNDATION C/O PARADIGM TAX GROUP - ESS #0116 6890 S 2300 E PO BOX 71870 SALT LAKE CITY UT 84171-0870 1200 LEGION RD NE ALBUQUER   A1A TR W LANDS OF SOUTHWESTERN CONS         C 2.046 2.17232
1.02E+17 SANDIA FOUNDATION C/O PARADIGM TAX GROUP - ESS #0116 6890 S 2300 E PO BOX 71870 SALT LAKE CITY UT 84171-0870 1200 LEGION RD NE ALBUQUER   A1A TR M-1 SOUTHWESTERN CONSTRUCTIO     C 0.8531 0.97629
1.02E+17 TRICORE REFERENCE LABORATORIES 1001 WOODWARD PL NE ALBUQUERQUE NM 87102 1001 WOODWARD PL NE ALBUQUER   A1A TR D-1-A-1 PLAT FOR LOTS 1 & 2 TR D-1                 C 8.3708 8.49583
1.02E+17 VIGIL FRIEDA & GEORGE WYLER & LOUIE WYLER & ELIZABETH GRIEGO ETAL 2733 GRACELAND DR NE ALBUQUERQUE NM 87110-2959 822 MOUNTAIN RD NE ALBUQUER   A1A D 17 P 464 50 BY 100BD R 0.1374 0.06447
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PR 2024-010493, RZ-2024-00032
EPC Hearing 7-18-24

Jonathan Hollinger: So being said, let's open case number 4, and just a short recap for Vice chair. 
Remember that this is a remand. So we're hearing this de novo meaning a new, and there are clear 
instructions, one through 6 in the staff report, which I'm sure you read. But we just need to make sure that 
we have an opportunity for cross examination. Should the public not have all their questions answered, 
make our decision based on our own merits.Um, accept all the new information that's been provided in 
the case and ensure that notification as well as records, are all considered. So that being said. I'm sure 
Staff is gonna elaborate on that. Just want to get that out. Put it on the record and we can open Case 4. 
Let's move to the staff presentation. 

Vicente Quevedo - Senior Planner: Hollinger. I would note I haven't been sworn in yet, and I don't think 

Miss Jones has been sworn in yet, so. 

Jonathan Hollinger: Very well. Okay, let's go ahead and take care of that. Your name and address. 

Vicente Quevedo - Senior Planner: Name Vicente Quevado. Address, 600 Second Street, northwest 

Albuquerque, New Mexico, 87102. 

Jonathan Hollinger: And will you raise your right hand, and you swear to tell the truth, on a penalty of 

perjury? 

Vicente Quevedo - Senior Planner: I do. 

Jonathan Hollinger: Thank you. Miss Jones, would you also like to? Follow procedure. 

Megan Jones: Yes. 

Jonathan Hollinger: name, address. 

Megan Jones: Megan Jones. 600 Second Street, northwest, Albuquerque, New Mexico 87102 

Jonathan Hollinger: Thank you, and will you raise your hand? You swear to tell the truth, under penalty of 

perjury? 

Megan Jones: Yes, I do. 

Jonathan Hollinger: Thank you. 

Megan Jones: Thank you. 

Jonathan Hollinger: Okay, I think we have all those boxes checked. Let's begin with the presentation. 
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Vicente Quevedo - Senior Planner: Okay. Um, let's see. Here, let me pull up my Powerpoint real quick  

and share my screen. Go. Okay, let's see, I'm not sure. Oh, there we go! Can everybody see the 

presentation. 

 

Gary Eyster: Yes.  

 

Vicente Quevedo - Senior Planner: Okay. Good. Alright. Good afternoon. Chair and Commissioners. This 

is agenda item number 4, project number 2024-009765, case number RZ-2024-0001 this is a request for 

a zoning map amendment or ZMA from MX-M mixed use medium intensity to MX-H, mixed use high 

intensity for an approximately 3 acre site located at 1100 Woodward place northeast between Mountain 

Road and Lomas Boulevard, which would result in a spot zone. The purpose of the MX-H Zone district is 

to provide for large-scale destination, retail and high intensity, commercial, residential, light industrial and 

institutional uses as well as high density residential uses particularly along transit corridors and in urban 

centers. The Mx Ag Zone district is intended to allow higher density, infill development in appropriate 

locations. If approved, the Zma request would facilitate development of a future rehabilitation Hospital use 

which is being reviewed and decided by the EPC. Subsequent to this request. The ZMA request was 

originally heard by the EPC. On February 14, th 2024. It was appealed by the opposing Santa Barbara, 

Santa Barbara Martineztown Neighborhood Association, and was heard by the land use Officer or LUHO. 

On May 15th 2024, the request was remanded back to the EPC to be heard anew. The LUHO included 6 

remand instructions as part of his decision for the case to be heard anew. I will review them in detail for 

the record. The 1st instruction requires that the EPC. Review the request for consideration anew due to 

an insufficient record. Second, instruction allows the parties and planning staff to supplement the record 

with additional evidence, so that the EPC can make a decision based on accurate information. Instruction 

3 requires that the applicant meet notice requirements in the IDO, 14-16-6-4-k for the request to be 

reconsidered requires that the EPC offer the opportunity for cross-examination under procedural due 

process for New Mexico State law. Number 5 requires that planning staff accept all evidence submitted 

by applicants, whether Staff believes is relevant or not and finally, States that the EPC should make its 

own independent findings and conclusions. Um, Okay. Moving on. Staff received. I'm sorry. Let's see, 

we're on Slide 4. The subject site is vacant, undeveloped, and surrounded by a mix of commercial, 

educational, and office land uses that generally range from mid to high intensity. The subject site directly 

abuts i. 25, and the frontage road to the east. The subject site is located wholly in an area of change as 

designated by the comprehensive plan. Areas of change. Policies allow for a mix of uses and 

development of higher density and intensity in areas where growth is desired and can be supported by 

multimodal transportation. While the subject site is located within the CPO. 7. Character protection 

overlay Zone. The pre-IDO approved Gateway Center Site Development Plan for subdivision is the 

controlling document for the subject site. With regard to design guidelines the requirements of CPO 7 only 

govern the site where the controlling site plan is silent. Per IDO, 14-16-1-10-A pre-IDO approvals. The 

subject site is located along or within 660 feet of 3 major transit corridors, the I-25, frontage, mountain 

road and Lomas Boulevard Corridor. Those policies encourage higher density and higher intensity 

276



7-18-24 
EPC Hearing  
Agenda Item #4 
 

 

3 
 

development in appropriate places to create vibrant walkable districts that offer a wide range of services 

and recreational opportunities. The subject site is directly served by bus Route 5 Montgomery Carlisle, 

which is visible here on the screen, and the nearest bus stop directly abuts the subject site's northern 

boundary as well. That final picture there all affected neighbor associations and property owners within 

100 feet were notified as required by IDO, 14-16-6-4-K. And the LUHO Remand instructions. Staff 

received several letters of support, and is aware of ongoing opposition to this request by the Santa 

Barbara Martineztown Neighbor Association. All materials were submitted to prior to and within the 48-

hour Rule requirements and have been included as part of the record. For this case. As mentioned, Staff 

has determined that the request will result in a spot zone, and the applicant has justified the request 

according to Criterion H, of the Zone map, amendment, justification criteria stating that the subject site will 

function as a transition between adjacent zones to the west, due to the existing pattern of zoning in the 

area, with more intent zone districts being located closer to I-25, in the frontage and less intent zones 

moving away from the subject site. Staff also notes that the applicant has submitted an additional analysis 

of the spot zone determination. It is up to the Commission to deliberate the topic of spot zoning regarding 

this case. The zoning Enforcement officer is in attendance to provide any, any additional information that 

the Commission may require to reach a conclusion. Staff finds that the applicant has justified has 

adequately justified the request based upon the proposed zoning being more advantageous to the 

community than the current zoning, because it would clearly facilitate the preponderance of applicable 

goals and policies of the comprehensive plan. The applicant's responses to the additional review and 

decision criteria for zone map amendments establish an IDO Section 14-16-6-7-G-3 are sufficient Staff 

does note that we have some amended language for finding number 3 instruction one, mostly clerical and 

for finding 13-h. And we can put that on the screen whenever the Commission is ready. Regarding PR-

2024-009765, and case number RZ-2024-00001 staff recommends approval according to findings, 1 

through 16 in the staff report and with that, staff stands for questions. 

 

Jonathan Hollinger: Thank you, Mr. Vicente, for the presentation, as well as all the additional clarification. 

Commissioners, questions. All right. We’ll move to the applicant, and your presentation. Will that be you, 

Mr. Bohannan? 

 

Ronald Bohannan: It will be myself and Mr. Lazoya from my office. 

 

Jonathan Hollinger: Okay. I believe we swore you in earlier. Mr. Lazoya. Go ahead and get you sworn in 

as well. Will you say your name and address for the record? 

 

Sergio Lozoya, Tierra West: My name is Sergio Lozoya, Senior planner at Tierra West. My address is 

5571 Midway Park Place, northeast, Albuquerque, New Mexico, 87109. 

 

Jonathan Hollinger: Thank you. Will you raise your right hand? Do you swear to tell the truth, under 

penalty of perjury? 
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Sergio Lozoya, Tierra West: I do. 

 

Jonathan Hollinger: Thank you. 

 

Ronald Bohannan: Mr. Chair, if I may. Would you? I would, for a complete record, and that was some of 

the issues that we had with the with the appeal. I would like to enter my name and have you swear me in 

as well. Ronald R. Bohannon, 5571, Midway Park Place. 

 

Jonathan Hollinger: Thank you. Will you raise your right hand? You swear to tell the truth, on a penalty of 

perjury? 

 

Ronald Bohannan: I do? 

 

Jonathan Hollinger: Very well. 

 

Ronald Bohannan: Thank you, Mr. Chair. We're going to. We didn't know if this was going to be heard. 

Can concurrently with Item Number 5 on the site plan. There was some discussions with the hearing 

officer that the site plan would have been good to be heard concurrently. But we're fine with going through 

each individual case in sequence with the zone change. And then the site plan following this directly. 

Again. This site is located in a major corridor of I-25 to the south of our site is the Embassy Suite Suites 

hotel. That is very large. Prominent feature in the community. Across I-25 is MX-H zoning quite a bit of 

that. The whole area is quite a bit of medical facilities under the MX-M and MX-N(?unclear), zoning and 

MX-H east of that so with that, I'm going to let Mr. Lozoya walk through our zoning request. We're gonna 

hit the highlights we have provided a complete record to the for the record. But we're gonna hit the high 

points so that we can discuss this with the commission from those high points. With that I'll turn it over to 

Mr. Lozoya. One last thing is the owner Megan Veran is in the audience as well. Should we need should 

we need her to discuss anything from an owner’s Perspective as well. Mr. Lazoya? 

 

Sergio Lozoya, Tierra West: I thank you. Chair. Thank you, Mr. Bohannan. So as stated by Staff and Mr. 

Bohannan, the subject site is located on 1100 Woodward place between mountain road and Lomas 

Boulevard, and is bound by the Interstate, furnished to the East Albuquerque High to the north, Tri Core 

labs to the west and Embassy suites to the south beyond I-25 to the east and southeast are parcels 

zoned Mx-m. The existing zoning of the area is some Mx-m. Mx-L. and RT. And R- 1 to the west. MX-T. 

To the north again, Mx-H. To the east and southeast, and some MX-m and other parcels on and XH. To 

the south. So here's just a bit of a time lapse of the overall controlling Site plan for subdivision, and our 

parcel, as you can see, was totally vacant in 2002. By 2004 tri-core labs was fully built, and construction 

on Embassy suites had begun. And the most current satellite imagery available on Google shows the 

Embassy suites fully built out along with the Tricor and a heart facility here on the south and our site 

remains vacant. I would like to just quickly go over the initial meetings that were had as part of the original 

request. These meetings were held in January. During these meetings we discussed with the 
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Neighborhood Association what the request was what the requested zone at the moment would be. and 

what type of development would follow should this zone map amendment be approved? They raised 

concerns regarding traffic. Mostly traffic and the intensity of uses at that point. In time we were proposing 

60 beds. Since then we have reduced the number of proposed beds for the use down to 48 beds. We 

also did in response to their comments and to the concerns. create a traffic safety study which Ron will go 

over, more likely in the Site Plan. a presentation, or if you all want him to go over that in this presentation 

we can certainly do that as well and we are in the middle of finalizing a traffic impact study. the traffic 

impact study was not required by the city. Our thresholds are well below what would be required, which is 

a hundred trips. That's the trigger our peak trips in the morning are more around 35 trips and 37 trips in 

the evening, which is more akin to a nursing facility. as Mr. Quevedo showed on his presentation. Here is 

the controlling site plan for subdivision, which was most recently amended in 1997. I did highlight what 

our subject site is here. Area 3. This amendment essentially added more parcels to these site plans. So 

this was one big lot before. And this further subdivided that that area. Here's an image of the proposed 

Site plan which will be discussed in the following agenda item. it is for a 3 story physical rehabilitation 

facility with 48 beds though this use is allowed in the Mx-M Zone district. We are requesting the Mx-H. 

Zone district, because the Mx-H. Zoning allows for a higher bed capacity which is essential for providing 

comprehensive rehabilitation services. Further, the increased capacity under Mx-H. Zoning enables 

operational efficiency by supporting the deployment of adequate medical staff equipment and specialized 

program. The site is strategically located and is well served by major transit corridors, Mountain road, 

northeast I-25 frontage road, and Lomas Boulevard, which is an ideal location for a medical facility. 

This aligns with Albuquerque's comprehensive plan goals which advocate for infill development efficient 

land use and enhance community services Here's an image of the elevations, and I have a more, a higher 

quality image if we'd like to see that again, this is going to be discussed in the following agenda. Item, the 

building height will be 55 feet. The parapet actually comes up to 50 feet, and there's an additional 5 feet 

beyond that to accommodate the stairwell. As stated in the Staff Report and our Justification letter, the 

proposed amendment would clearly facilitate the comprehensive plan, and would further a preponderance 

of goals and policies therein, as described in the Staff Report and Justification Letter. The request clearly 

facilitates goals and policies regarding land use centers and corridors desired growth development areas, 

major transit corridors and economic development. The request meets all criteria outlined in IDO 14-16-6, 

7-G, 3-A through H, as described in the justification letter and the staff report. Here's a slide touching 

quickly on the community need for the Zone app amendment. Again, I'll we are stating that what is 

required to fully accommodate Albuquerque, and beyond is the need for a larger medical facility than 

what is allowed in the MX-M Zone district. As shown on the slide by 2030 or over 40% of the population in 

perennial county will be older adults which is 65 or older and New Mexico has a high prevalence of heart 

disease, cancer and stroke which may require surgery and thus rehabilitation services. So this zone map 

amendment is fulfilling the need for medical services, specialized medical services in Albuquerque and in 

New Mexico. I just wanted to demonstrate the transition that was discussed in the justification letter. As 

you can see here to the west, we have MX-L. Zones, and as you travel on the site plan, heading east, it 

slowly raises an intensity to Mx-M Where it will culminate in our proposed MX-H. Site. Thus, the transition 

of intensity of land use and zoning will work nicely. Here should this be approved. And just to quickly 
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touch on again our view, though we meet all the criteria for a zone map amendment, including status 

determination of a spot zone. It is our belief that this should not have been a spot zone. To begin with the 

definitions that you see on screen now are of adjacent and contiguous and the definition question would 

be surrounding. And so Staff determined that the definition of surrounding is meant to be touching. But we 

are in disagreement with that, because the IDO clearly has requirements or certain zones when 

requesting a zone map amendment which do require other zones to be touching. Mx-h is not one of those 

zones. The zones that do require contiguous land or rezoning are shown on the screen and are in the 

IDO. So you have non-residential business park, which requires a contiguous 20 acres of land to be 

rezoned. You have planned development which requires at least 2, but not less than 20 contiguous acres 

of land for a rezone and planned community, which requires a hundred contiguous acres. We believe that 

these requirements were inappropriately applied to our request as you can see in this diagram there is an 

Mx.-h zone, just just under 660 feet across the right of way, which is, i-25 and other instances in the IDO. 

The right of way is not considered to be a land use, and is not considered in distance measurements or 

notification and so it is our belief that it should not be considered in this case. This would not be a spot 

zone. There's the mx-h across there I use the measurement of 660 feet, because that's a commonly used 

measurement. It is 1/8th of a mile and here is 1,320 feet, which is a quarter mile, and you can see it starts 

to reach the Mx-H zone here to the southeast, and the one right across I-25. I also just wanted to point 

out that the nearest residential zone district to our site is just over 350 feet we measured from the 

property line to the Zone line In closing the proposal zoning from Mx-m to Mx-h meets the current needs 

of New Mexico and Albuquerque for healthcare. The Mx-m. Zoning's limitation of 20 beds is insufficient to 

support the comprehensive rehabilitation services required by the community. Particularly given the 

projected increase in the aging population and prevalence of chronic health conditions. the Mx-h. Zoning 

will enable the development of a state-of-the-art rehabilitation Hospital significantly enhancing the 

healthcare infrastructure and operational efficiency in Albuquerque. The amendment aligns with the city's 

comprehensive plan goals by promoting high density, mixed use, development, and a strategically 

located area well served by major transit corridors. It supports infill development, maximizes the utility of 

existing infrastructure and addresses the clear community need for expanded healthcare services by 

approving the zoning Map Amendment. The Environmental Planning Commission will facilitate a vital 

healthcare project that will have long lasting positive impacts on the community's health and well-being. 

With that I stand for questions, if Ron has nothing further to add. 

 

Ronald Bohannan: Mr. Holstead, Ron Bohannon. I just want to reiterate that we did do a safety analysis 

in the area worked very closely with the New Mexico Department of Transportation and the city of 

Albuquerque Transportation Department as well as we just wrapped up a traffic impact study, and I'll be 

happy to go through the differences between those 2. But we have pulled all of the crash data for 

basically the last 15 years in this area. The summary is that we did not find any significant safety issues 

with this area. We did agree to some site modifications that we’ll go over on the on the subsequent Site 

Development Plan, as well as working through some additional access easements through the Embassy 

suites with. So so with that, I think we'll be happy to answer any questions that the Commission might 

have. 
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Jonathan Hollinger: Thank you, Mr. Bohannan. Thank you, Mr. Lozoya. We appreciate the presentation 

Commissioners, questions. 

 

Gary Eyster: Eyster. 

 

Jonathan Hollinger: Mr. Eyster. 

 

Thank you. Chair, Mr. Lozoya. Mr. Bohannon. review and decision criteria, D. Says, requested zoning 

does not include permissive uses harmful to adjacent property neighborhood community. unless use 

specific standards will adequately mitigate those harmful impacts The Mx-H. Has 2 permissive uses that 2 

uses that become permissive beyond Mx-m. One is adult retail. One is self storage. Can you address 

how? Those will not be harmful to the neighborhood? 

 

Ronald Bohannan: Thank you, Mr. Chair. This is Mr. Bohannan. Thank you, mister. Cher. Commissioner 

Eyster, the adult establishment would not be allowed, because it's within the distance requirements from 

the Albuquerque High School across the street, across mountain, so that would not be required. 

Considering storage units I've done storage units for 38 years from a traffic impact study standpoint 

storage units is even actually a much less you much less traffic generator than the medical facility that 

we're doing right now. And so I don't see that as a from a traffic and harmful issue would not have any 

additional impacts to the network. That if that use were to come in front of the Commission it would still 

have to follow the same site plan processes that we're going through on the subsequent case on it, to be 

able to mitigate any additional concerns that that a storage unit would have. 

 

Gary Eyster: Could you remind us, the distance that adult retail must be from a school. 

 

Ronald Bohannan: I'm doing it from memory, and maybe Sergio can look at it for me while I'm looking at 

it. But I want to say it has to be greater than 300 feet. That's my recollection. 

 

Gary Eyster: Thank you. If he finds something different, he could report that later. Thank you, Mr. 

Bohannan. 

 

Jonathan Hollinger: It's vice chair. I'll take an opportunity. I had a question for you in regards to 

applicable goals and policies, policy or goal. 4.1 speaks to character. In the staff. Report. It says that this 

request does not clearly facilitate this goal. Can you speak to that? 

 

Ronald Bohannan: Yes, Mr. Chair, this is Ron Bohannon. The character of this area is is well defined 

today, and this is actually in harmony with that character. What you have to the south of us is the 

Embassy suites. To the west of us is Tricore, but further south on Lomas is a myriad of medical facilities, 

including the Heart Hospital, Manzano Mesa clinic, and a few others. To the east of this, across the 

281



7-18-24 
EPC Hearing  
Agenda Item #4 
 

 

8 
 

Interstate, which people will argue, is not part of the area, but looking at it from a per zoning standpoint 

point it does. There's additional medical facilities all through this area. So this whole core area, the Lomas 

I-25 area is really developing as a medical facility. And so this is, in my opinion, in complete harmony with 

that with that policy, in that it is promoting that And during this I think the the need is there. And you know 

it's striking that 40% of our population is in a situation where they need medical facilities. And that's why I 

urge the bike, the bike plan support earlier in this meeting is that. And that's why I bike as well. So I we 

believe that it is it does meet that policy. And that's why we included it in our analysis. 

 

Jonathan Hollinger: Okay? So you're in disagreement with the staff report. 

 

Ronald Bohannan: Yes. 

 

Jonathan Hollinger: Okay, I had one other. I'll let other commissioners jump in goal 5.2 Complete 

communities. Would you like to speak to that? 

 

Ronald Bohannan: So. Again. Thank you. Mr. Chair., Ron Bohannon. Complete communities is, how do 

you balance all of the components for a complete community? And that that goes across the range from 

housing to various employments to retail and whatnot. So medical is a as as we've shown is a need. And 

so with that, we think that it has a very good need for meeting that policy. That it is compatible. The other 

good thing is is part of the overall fabric of network is, it is located to a lot of major hospitals down in this 

area. So it is a short distance from essentially 3 hospitals in this area. And again, what we did, what will 

go on the record this time, since it's an a de novo hearing is that what this allows, what this facility allows 

is it allows to free up bed space in these hospitals for more critical space. And it's a rehabil rehabilitation 

center. So this is where you go to get well. You're not sitting in a hospital for 10 or 12 days. You come to 

this facility, which is we will relieve those other facilities in the community. and Mr. 

 

Jonathan Hollinger: Welcome! 

 

Ronald Bohannan: Still add something. 

 

Jonathan Hollinger: Oh, go ahead, please. I didn't mean to cut you off. 

 

Sergio Lozoya, Tierra West: Chairman Hollinger. So just to answer vice chair Eyster’s question the 

distance, separation from a school or other types of residential zones and land uses is 500 feet through 

an adult retail, so it would not be allowed in that location. 

 

Jonathan Hollinger: Thank you, Mr. Lasway. Thank you, Mr. Bohannon. I'll yield the floor for now. Other 

Commissioners. Okay, I have one more. Then Goal 5 2.1-  healthy, sustainable communities. Can you 

speak to that one. 
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Ronald Bohannan: This, Mr. Chair, so sustainable communities is where you are not, in my opinion, is 

you're not using up a facility that you are, or a a resource. So it is one of those things that you continue to 

regenerate and renew your portion. A medical facility like this is we have generations. You, you know. 

Now, we have many generations that are out there that need continuing work and support from that from 

that area. So we are this. This facility will be needed for a number of years. And it's not a 1 and done the 

facility is is kind of the best answer that I have for you right now. 

 

Jonathan Hollinger: Okay, last one I have for you, and I'll I'll kind of summarize that you're applying for 

Mx-h, and I believe, based on your presentation. You said it was for a higher bed, count, what would you 

be able to accomplish under Mx-m. Or what would hinder your ability. 

 

Ronald Bohannan: Thank you, Mr. Chair, that's a great question. So under the Mx-m. There is a limitation 

to 20 beds. I actually champion that IDO amendment for Albuquerque ER in the northeast Albuquerque 

Heights, and that was a pretty arbitrary number that was picked at that point in time. And so what we are 

looking for is a facility that will house 48 beds. 

 

Jonathan Hollinger: Okay? And you took that down from 60 based on your presentation. 

 

Ronald Bohannan: That is correct. 

 

Jonathan Hollinger: And was that decision based on interaction with the public. 

 

Ronald Bohannan: It was based on interaction. It was based on actually generating more of the floor 

plans and their business model to where that was needed. And as well as as we got into the Site 

Development Plan to meet all of the other constraints and conditions that we need to meet on the on the 

site plan. So it's a parking ratio. Without going higher, you know, you could go 10 stories and put a 

parking structure underneath this thing that doesn't meet meet the business model, that what they're 

looking for. So this is a balance of building to parking, to, to landscaping and access. 

 

Jonathan Hollinger: Got it Okay, thank you Other commissioners. Still the store for the floor for a while. 

Any additional questions. 

 

Jarrod Likar: Likar. Yeah. 

 

Jonathan Hollinger: Mr Laker. 

 

Jarrod Likar: Mr. Bohannan and Mr. Lozoya. Would you say it sounds like the intensity of this zoning to 

the mx-h versus mx-m? Would you say, the surrounding businesses, Tricore, Embassy suites. I don't 

know if you ran those numbers, but it sounded like you're below the threshold of a traffic analysis with 
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those 2 businesses, actually generate more traffic then this business and this business would, if you 

could, put something else on there would actually generate less impact on the surrounding road? 

 

Ronald Bohannan: This is Ron Bohannan. Thank you, Commissioner Liker. So to answer your 1st part of 

your question Embassy suites definitely generates a lot more traffic than than what we will, what we do, 

what we propose to generate and would require if it was being proposed, would require a a traffic impact 

study tricore is very close to that threshold. To, would you require a traffic impact Study. What can go 

under this under the Site Development Plan as you could put in a 10 story office building under the 

current approved Site Development plan and you could do that administratively. That also, too, would 

require traffic impact study would have a lot more impacts than what we're proposing. 

 

Ronald Bohannan: And and I think, I hopefully answered, that what your complete question, and if I didn't 

I'll try to do it again. 

 

Jarrod Likar: Yeah, so this this development could be something way more intense of the Mx-h zoning as 

opposed to what you're proposing. 

 

Ronald Bohannan: That that is correct. 

 

Jarrod Likar: Thank you. 

 

Gary Eyster: Eyster. 

 

Jonathan Hollinger: Okay. Vice chair. 

 

Gary Eyster: Thank you. Chair. I I thought I heard you say, Mr. Bohannan, that under the current site plan 

you could do a I thought I heard you say 10 Story office building, but that not under Mx-m. 

 

Ronald Bohannan: Mr. Chair, Mr. Commissioner, I, sir. Yes, you could. You could under the existing 

Controlling Site plan, based on our review and analysis is you could go up to 10. It allows a 10-story office 

development. 

 

Gary Eyster: It trumps the Mx-m height, restriction. 

 

Ronald Bohannan: Mr. Eyster, Yes, Commissioner is. 

 

Gary Eyster: Oh, thank you! I did not know that. 

 

Jonathan Hollinger: To Commissioner Esther. Mr. Lozoya, you have a question? 
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Sergio Lozoya, Tierra West: Chairman. Thank you. Chairman Hollinger. Vice chair. I just wanna clarify as 

well the site plan. The controlling site plan over this area. Allows for ours parcel 180 feet height. So just to 

give a frame of reference, the Embassy suites is approximately 100 feet and height, so you could have 

potentially under current zoning under current site plan, an office building at 180 feet. Again, our our 

proposal is is that 55 feet so less than a 3rd of what is allowed, and and we will discuss in in more detail 

in the Site Plan. I guess it's worth mentioning. Now me share my slide So per the ide under ID0 14-16-1-

10-8-2. Any use standards or development standards associated with any pre-IDO approval or zoning 

designation, established rights and limitations, and are exclusive of and prevail over any other provision 

of this IDO, where those approvals are silent provisions in the IDO shall apply.  So that was a major point 

in the Re is that this controlling Site plan was not presented as part of that case. So we needed to notify 

you all the Commissioners that this is the controlling Site plan. This is what heights are allowed on the 

Site plan, and that the site plan prevails over the IDO. 

 

Gary Eyster: Thank thank you, Mr. Lozoya. Thank you, Mr. Bohannon. And when we get after we hear 

the public input, we get to close. I would like to ask the zoning Enforcement officer to verify all of that for 

us. That would be very helpful to me. 

 

Jonathan Hollinger: Thank you. Vice chair. I'll add a note. And typically, since this is a a zone map. 

amendment, we wouldn't allow site plan, however, per the remand instruction number 2, I believe it's 

acceptable to add additional information as instructed. So typically we wouldn't allow that. But since this is 

a special case. I just want to get that on the record. Any other commissioners with questions before we 

move to public comment? Alright, this chat is. I see we have a few people signed up to speak. 

 

Christina Chavez-Gonzales: Yes, Chair Hollinger, our 1st speaker, is going to be Ciaran Lithgow. 

 

Gary Eyster: Seal. 

 

Jonathan Hollinger: Hello would you state your name and address for the record. 

 

Ciaran Lithgow: Yes, my name is Ciaran Lithgow. My address is 318 Amherst drive southeast 

Albuquerque, New Mexico, 87106. 

 

Jonathan Hollinger: Thank you. Will you raise your right hand, and you spread, to tell the truth, on the 

penalty of perjury? 

 

Ciaran Lithgow: I do? 

 

Jonathan Hollinger: Very well. Since this is a bit of a special case, I will make note to the public that you 

are encouraged to ask questions. In lieu of extending cross examination. So you certainly make your 
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comments. If you have a question, then we'll do our best to address it? Other than that. Please proceed. 

Yeah. 2 min. 

 

Ciaran Lithgow: Thank you. Chair Hollinger. Good afternoon. As I said, my name is Ciaran Lithgow. I am 

a citizen of Albuquerque and a founding board member of generation elevate New Mexico. Gen. M. Is a 

coalition, and we're dedicated to improving our community by championing smart and meaningful 

projects, and we encourage our membership to come speak at hearings like this I'm here to speak in 

favor of the proposed physical rehabilitation hospital. Right now, as the applicants have kind of laid out. 

Our State lacks sufficient hospital care, and it leaves many without the necessary support. A specialized 

intensive care. Rehabilitation hospital would free up beds in our hospital system for other high need 

patients. I want to point out that New Mexico's population has grown only 2% over the past 10 years, but 

that the population of people over 65 has grown by 46%. And that makes this particular type of a hospital 

especially important as our communities, our family members and our neighbors continue to age and 

require more specialized care We need to acknowledge our changing realities and plan for the needs of 

our community accordingly. So I urge EPC. Not to be afraid to approve changes like the 2 that are 

requested by the applicant. This one for the zoning change as a way to accommodate these changing 

needs of our community. This parcel has always been zoned to allow a medical use, and making this 

small zoning change to allow additional beds is not a massive change, and it provides an outsized 

benefit. I think that the part of the planning Commission's duty is really to consider everything in the 

balance and help steer the growth of our city. To meet community needs and healthcare is more than 

treatment. It's also social infrastructure. By investing in this project we're really investing in the wellbeing 

of our community as a whole. And so, I urge recommendation of approval and thank you for your time. 

 

Jonathan Hollinger: We appreciate you. Thank you. 

 

Jonathan Hollinger: Miss Chavez, who's next? 

 

Christina Chavez-Gonzales: Yes, Chair Hollinger, our next speaker, is going to be Loretta Naranjo Lopez. 

 

Jonathan Hollinger: Ms. Naranjo Lopez, are you with us? 

 

Loretta Naranjo Lopez: Yes. 

 

Jonathan Hollinger: Hi! Can you state your name and address for the record? 

 

Loretta Naranjo Lopez: My name is Loretta Naranjo Lopez. I'm president of the Santa Barbara Martinez 

Town Neighborhood Association. I live at 1127, Walter Northeast, Albuquerque, New Mexico, 87102. 

 

Jonathan Hollinger: And you swear to tell the truth, on our penalty of perjury? 
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Loretta Naranjo Lopez: I do. 

 

Jonathan Hollinger: Very well. Are you requesting more than 2 min to speak? 

 

Loretta Naranjo Lopez: Yes, please. 

 

Jonathan Hollinger: Okay. And did you have a facilitated meeting where both was cast, allowing you to 

speak on others behalf? 

 

Loretta Naranjo Lopez: Yes. 

 

Jonathan Hollinger: Okay. Please. Proceed. You have 5 min. 

 

Loretta Naranjo Lopez: Good morning. Chair and EPC. Commissioners. I just wanted to refer to July 15, 

2024 letter that we have written. The Santa Barbara Martinez Town Neighborhood Association submits 

this letter for the scheduled hearing today to request again denial or deferral of the Zone Map 

Amendment in the remand hearing ordered by the LUHO for AC-24-11 at this time, based on the 

following, SBMTNA restates and incorporates all prior evidence and arguments from AC-24-11 against 

the proposed Zona Map Map Amendment, including the attached exhibits and the supplemental 

information that we provided. I I, I just want to state that this is within the 330 feet of residential zoned 

area, and the buffer map was provided as part of the exhibit. So I want to make it clear that the record 

that Tierra West provided is not accurate The SBMT Would like to emphasize the importance of the Cpo. 

7. Character protection overlay restrictions for the neighborhood. A hospital within established limits is 

contemplated within CPO 7. The hospital proposed by the applicant violates the height limitations of the 

Cpo. 7 cpo. 7 does not contemplate Mx-h uses. The staff applicant analysis of the application of the Cpo. 

7 to the subject site is in error as discussed below  I I also wanna go into the The Zone map amendment 

constitutes a spot zone and Mx-h zoning is not a transition zone for the area upon information and belief. 

The City Council only recently amended the IDO definition of adjacent to state properties that are on 

opposite of an intersection diagonally, Kitty Corner, Caddy Corner or Caddy Corner are not considered 

EPC should require a traffic study subject to reasonable public review and comments for this application. 

The draft traffic report submitted by the applicant and apparently accepted to Staff, describes 

improvements that should have been made as requested by the neighbor over the last years. And if you 

look at the email that Councilor Benton, it was in 2009 we were discussing this to require approval of the 

applicants intense development as a condition of making needed traffic. Safety improvement is 

extortionate to the neighborhood. The city should be making the improvements with or without the 

applicants promises. I would just like to say that before the city of Albuquerque considers to accept the 

application for the request for a zone map amendment to Mx-h. The planner should have considered the 

overdevelopment in this area and the impacts it has on the residents living next to the freeway. The traffic 

condition that has been imposed. Excuse me That has been imposed on an old historic roadway that was 

developed before cars. The planning staff should have considered the political decision to open the South 
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frontage road and the fatalities that have occurred in this intersection, because the New Mexico DOT did 

not consider protecting the drivers or students. The planning staff immediately needed to recommend, 

based on the health, safety, and welfare of Martineztown, Santa Barbara residents, an environmental 

impact and traffic impact study that has accurate information. The impacts of high density developments 

on traffic and health written by Bernalillo County health matter. States continued increase of traffic will 

negatively impact residents into this area that traffic is impacting the children's learning ability. We know 

we have the highest health problems in this area because of the freeway because of the frontage road, 

because of the high traffic on Lomas Mountain, Odelia, Broadway. And we want something done now. 

and we would like the city. Consider that the noise from these areas are impacting the learning, ability 

and the health of the residents. We live right next door, within the 330 feet. We're here. We're living here. 

 and we want something done. And this is not a use that is compatible for this neighborhood. We would 

prefer the offices. It's 8 Am. To 5 Pm. No noise, no diesel trucks coming in and out that cause impact to 

the health. So we're saying, Look at the letter review, the health impact study that was provided to you. 

Look at all the studies that were given by the city that nothing has been done. We've recommended 

different things to deal with this issue, and nothing has been done. The height is not appropriate for this 

area, and the number of beds. 3 story was 60 when they presented their case. They're saying, 48. That is 

not true. They're going to put 60 beds regardless because they're building the same, same building they 

proposed to us from the beginning. So it's it's so unfair to be saying that they're gonna just do 48. I'm 

please place everything as part of the record that we have provided. And we object to this. And we're we 

plead for you to understand that we're in a very delicate situation here. And we need to start planning and 

looking at this area, the West side needs these types of facility. We have hundreds of physical therapy 

hospitals nearby. We don't need anymore. The West Side does. And as a business, major, I would look at 

that as a better marketplace for this facility than here, because they have more people and wider arterials 

that can accommodate this kind of traffic. It's not appropriate in this area. Thank you for this opportunity to 

speak, and I would like to ask the applicant a question some questions. If I have the opportunity. I would 

like to do that. 

 

Nichole Maher - EPC: You're on mute, Chair. 

 

Jonathan Hollinger: See if I can remember everything I just said. Thanks. So thank you for your 

comments Ms. Naranjo. I I was just getting let. I was just getting ready to remind you that your your 

comment section was kind of running out. But since this is a hybrid version, we encourage the questions. 

They used to have to go through me but we've altered the rules for this meeting. So if you'd like to ask a 

question to the applicant this would be a great time. 

 

Loretta Naranjo Lopez: I would like to ask Chair Who owns the property? Now, who's the property owner? 

Because there's been several names provided, and the media stated that it wasn't John Q. Hammonds 

that was the owner. It was I think. In the in the record. It says, I forget the name of the 

person that spoke to us at one of the facilitated meetings that their company was the one that owned the 

land. So for the record. I would like to know who owns the land. 
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Jonathan Hollinger: Mr. Bohannon, would that be you. 

 

Ronald Bohannan: Thank you, Mr. Chair, Mr. Lozoya, would you pull up the actual owner so to answer 

the question. The current owner is in the process. We have a purchase agreement to buy the land from 

the owner to develop the hospital the rehab facility. So, Mr. Lozoya, will you pull up the actual owner of 

record? 

 

Loretta Naranjo Lopez: And I have another question I wanna ask. 

 

Sergio Lozoya, Tierra West: I can answer this question, if that's okay. And so the current owner is J. H. 

EQ. Land, holding LLC. And atrium holding companies. So they have authorized cross development to 

move forward with this application. They are, currently still finalizing that. But the owner of record is is the 

same one that we submit our applications with. We are agent of cross development, and they were 

authorized by the landowner to make this application. 

 

Loretta Naranjo Lopez: Okay. And the other question let me just that I wanted to know was under the 

existing zoning. Mx-m you are allowed to build a physical therapy, a hospital with 20 beds But there is 

also a process for you to go through the zoning. Hearing examiner to request any more increase in beds. 

Is that not correct? 

 

Ronald Bohannan: Mr. Hollinger, Ronald Bohannan. That is not correct. That zoning limits the number of 

beds to 20, 20 beds. That's my understanding. We could ask Staff to verify that But that's my 

understanding is it's a limitation of 20 beds. 

 

Loretta Naranjo Lopez: I would like to ask Staff to clarify that recommendation, because my 

understanding is that they can go through the LUHO to increase the height, I guess, and they can. 

So that's another question. Can they go through the the I mean through the ZHE to go through the to 

request the heights of from 26 feet over and and they can go over the 20 beds if they requested through a 

conditional use. Is that not correct? because we're already with high, intense use. That's not compatible to 

any neighborhood. Martineztown has been treated very unequitablY, you know. So we would like to make 

clear that right with the existing zone. What can they recommend at the zoning, hearing Examiner, under 

the conditional use? 

 

Jonathan Hollinger: And I'll step in, this is Chair Hollinger. I also saw Miss Jones. Mr. Vos, I see that 

you're on. Would that appro that question be appropriate for you, and if so, I'll need to swear you in. 

 

Michael Vos, ZEO: Thanks for Hollinger. My name is Michael Voss. Addresses 600 Second Street, 

Northwest 87102. I'm the city zoning Enforcement officer. 
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Jonathan Hollinger: Thank you, but you raise right hand, and do you spread to tell the truth and come to 

your virtue? 

 

Michael Vos, ZEO: I do. 

 

Jonathan Hollinger: Okay. Thank you. 

 

Michael Vos, ZEO: So the the 1st part of that question was regarding the conditional use approval 

process under the Mx-m zoning Mr. Bohannon was correct, that in Mx-m. The number of beds is capped 

at 20, regardless of of any process you go through. The conditional use. Requirement is for properties 

that are located within 330 feet of residential. So it's permissive up to 20 when you're farther than 330 feet 

away. It's conditional. but only can the ZhE could only grant a conditional use up to the 20 bed 

requirement or limit within 330 feet of residential  so any more than 20 has to go through this zone 

change process. 

 

Loretta Naranjo Lopez: So then it's clear that with this high, intense use of Mx-m that we're asking even 

for higher intensity use from the 20 bed, because it's not allowing more than the 20 bed right? So we're 

already saying that it's an intense use. Next to residential. Mr. Chair. I would like Michael Vos to answer 

that. 

 

Jonathan Hollinger: Very well. We've heard I think he's just gathering his thoughts. 

 

Loretta Naranjo Lopez: Oh, okay. 

 

Michael Vos, ZEO: Thanks. Chair not sure exactly how to answer that question. You know the Mx-m is 

the medium or moderate intensity uses that allow hospital up to 20 beds, and that's the current zoning of 

the property. The applicant has requested a change to to a higher intensity zone district. And if if you 

determine that they meet the criteria, that's the decision of this commission on whether more intense, 

which is more than 20 beds for a hospital is appropriate for this site and property. 

 

Loretta Naranjo Lopez: So when does it come in? Mr. Chair? I would like to ask Mr. Ross. 

 

Jonathan Hollinger: Very well, good. 

 

Loretta Naranjo Lopez: When does it come in to You know, as Planner that we look at how the intensity of 

already the existing use and then requesting a higher intensity that an environmental impact study needs 

to be done in this area when we're looking at the health impact assessment done by by place matters. It's 

already saying that any more increases anymore. We, we deal with 4,000 students in this state daily that 

we're we deal with the freeway. That is, they're saying, even 10 miles out, you're impacted by that 
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freeway. We live right next door to it. We're dealing with Diesel trucks coming in and out of this area, daily 

impacting our health. And I would like to know, when are we deciding that this is enough. 

 

Matt Myers: Chairman, Chairman Hollinger, this is Matt Myers. you know. I I this is it. Okay? Chair 

Hollinger, if I comment here? 

 

Jonathan Hollinger: Sure I I was gonna ask a question. But go ahead, please. 

 

Matt Myers: So you know, the the idea is we're opening this up and we're trying to get some questions 

answered. And chair Hollinger you, you keep. Keep in mind that if you still have the authority, if if you find 

the questions irrelevant or or repetitive to what has been addressed before. You still have the right as the 

chair, to say, I don't think those need to be answered, and I also think that the person who the question is 

asked towards. If if the question you know you can't answer it, I think you can feel free to say I can't 

answer it, especially in some of these, where I think the question might be not very clear, you know. So I 

just wanna make that clear what we're doing here that's all. Thank you. 

 

Loretta Naranjo Lopez: So I just wanna clarify. My question is, I'm saying. 

 

Jonathan Hollinger: Hold on a second. 

 

Loretta Naranjo Lopez: Require an environmental impact study When does it say that? Enough is 

enough. 

 

Jonathan Hollinger: So, miss Naranjo. 

 

Loretta Naranjo Lopez: The regulations. 

 

Jonathan Hollinger: Hold on a Second. 

 

Loretta Naranjo Lopez: When do we meet the? We used to call it the Resolution 270-19. 

 

Jonathan Hollinger: Ms. Naranjo, I'm gonna I'm gonna pause you for just a second. Okay, Mr. Bohannon, 

in one of your reports. I'm not sure exactly which one. I believe it was the traffic impact study. 

I read the executive summary, and I recall that you had proposed, or they had proposed additional 

upgrades to was the lighting to improve traffic conditions as well as prohibiting trucks. If that's correct, can 

you speak to that? 

 

Ronald Bohannan: This is Ron Bohannon, chairman Hollinger the safety study. And so there's a 

difference between a safety study and a traffic impact study. The safety study again for for the benefit of 

the Commission We looked at the crash analysis. We looked at all of the turning movements in this area. 
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And what we're what we have on the Site Development Plan is, we have a series of additional mitigation 

measures. They're fairly, they're fairly minor when it comes to traffic and traffic mitigation measures to 

to limit any potential future future crashes. To that point. We also worked on the turning movements. 

Where we are limiting movements to mountain to a right in right out into our site as well as to Woodward 

as to our access as a right in right out. We have negotiated with Embassy suites a full movement to the 

South that will allow movements that we can go southbound  from this to Woodward to Lomas, and then 

back at those other directions. And so that's those are the things that we are. We'll review during the Site 

Development Plan process. So I hope, I answered. We didn't limit trucks in this area because we still 

have deliveries through this area. But again, the deliveries are fairly routine. And as a percentage of our 

overall trips is pretty minor. Our peak days are about 37 trips in the morning and equal exiting, entering, 

and exiting. And about that same in the afternoon trip generation. Our traffic back studies are normally 

triggered. When your peak peak hours over 100 trips. We're well below that threshold. But we went ahead 

and did a traffic impact study as well, which which we looked at the intersections of Mountain, Woodward, 

Lomas, and the intersect the frontage road, as well as various other intersections in this area, all of those 

where there's a level of service that goes from A to A to F all of those intersections were well under a 

level of service C or ABE (?), so this this proposed use has really impacts on the traffic and traffic 

networks in this area. 

 

Jonathan Hollinger: Thank you, Mr. Bohannan. I appreciate that. 

 

Loretta Naranjo Lopez: I get to finish my questions, or or was there something going on that I'm not 

understanding? Could you please explain, Chair cause I was asking him about the environment impact 

study. Where? What? What in the in the IDO like we, this triggers it when we're saying that any increase 

of traffic. You could do what you think you're gonna do here. But we already have the over capacity. So 

I'm asking him, when does it trigger that the environmental impact study needs to be done. That's what 

I'm asking is that something that should have is I'm asking you, chair is, can that be answered? And if 

Mister Boss can't answer it, who can. 

 

Jonathan Hollinger: So we, we hear your questions. I'm just trying to get the right players in so that we 

can address your questions appropriately. And I thought the traffic impact study that was done could have 

helped answer that. Mr. Bohannon or Mr. Boss, do you feel capable? Answering Ms. Naranjo’s current 

question. 

 

Ronald Bohannan: This is Ron Bohannan. Let me address it. So the the traffic impact study that we did 

does take into account all of the background traffic that's existing now. So we did go out and count all of 

the traffic at those intersections. That were provided by Mr. Cog, or the city of Albuquerque, or the State 

in the Mexico Department of Transportation. So all of the existing traffic that's there present today has 

been accounted for in our traffic impact study and our safety analysis What the, the, to my knowledge. 

There is no additional studies that are required. Unless you have specific needs that take a what 
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Ms. Naranjo Lopez is trying to address as far as social impacts and social in this area from a community 

need I don't know of any any requirements in the IDO, but I'll let Mr. Vos answer that question. 

 

Michael Vos, ZEO: Thanks, Mr. Bohannon. This is Michael Vos again. There is no IDO specific 

requirement that the that an applicant, particularly for a zone map amendment produce an environmental 

impact study, which is what Ms. Naranjo Lopez has mentioned some applications for site plans may 

require a cumulative impact analysis When located in what we call the railroad and spur area. This lot is 

not in the railroad and spur area, and further, a hospital use that there that when you get to the Site plan 

again, this is just a zone map amendment. A hospital use is not one of the uses that requires a 

cumulative impact. Analysis under the IDO insofar as different impact studies may be produced or put into 

the record by an applicant or other parties this is a policy decision, so that could be evidence accepted by 

this commission as whether or not an applicant or a request meets certain is compliant with city policies, 

or I would point you at your to your review and decision. Criteria 6-7-g-3-D. Which says that the zoning 

does not pro include permissive uses that are harmful to the adjacent properties. It goes on to say, unless 

you specific standards adequately mitigate. But studies could be evidence about adequate mitigation. But 

there is no specific requirement that an app that an applicant produce such studies. If they can prove their 

meeting. The criteria, otherwise. 

 

Loretta Naranjo Lopez: So, Mr. Vos, there's been like different traffic report from I think it was back in 20 I 

forget that they did in 2007, 2017. Maybe there was this report, this crash impact study that states in the 

report that it's kept not complete. And then there's a study that the DOT supposed to get that hasn't been 

received yet? And shouldn't we have all that information to make a decision for the EPC. To make a 

decision because it we're we're saying that we're giving these documents that aren't even complete. And 

yet we're waiting on New Mexico, DOT. Why isn't staff asking for a deferral to that dot is the the DOT 

reviews. This report, this so called traffic impact study report, and also for the neighborhood to review it, 

cause we haven't seen it So I'm really curious as to why Staff would not consider waiting on this before 

any decision is made, or deferring the case because we haven't reviewed the traffic impact study. We 

have reviewed the incomplete. We, we disagree with that crash study. It's it's it. Whoever did. It wasn't 

very good at it, and needs to go back to understanding how to do crash reports, because the information. 

 

Jonathan Hollinger: So let's let's keep your questions specific so they can be answered. 

 

Loretta Naranjo Lopez: What they provided. 

 

Jonathan Hollinger: So yep. 

 

Megan Jones: Sure, how. 

 

Vicente Quevedo - Senior Planner: Sure, did you? Yeah. 
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Loretta Naranjo Lopez: the question is why Wasn't this deferred. 

 

Jonathan Hollinger: Okay, hold on, everybody. Hold on too many people at once, Ms. Johns? 

 

Megan Jones: Thank you. Chair, Hollinger. I'd like to give Vicente, though a chance to speak. I believe he 

had his hand raised. 

 

Jonathan Hollinger: I appreciate that. Thank you. Mr. Vicente Let's go to you. 

 

Vicente Quevedo - Senior Planner: Yes, thank you. Because the question was directed to Staff. We do 

have response to that again. It goes back to what Mr. Vos was referencing. This is a zone map 

amendment we are following the instructions of the land. Use hearing officer, which is why we're talking 

about the Site plan at all But the question that Ms Naranjo Lopez asked is more appropriate for the Site 

plan which is being heard subsequent to this case. And so we we did. Actually, we did discuss all of this 

with transportation staff We do have a Ernest Armijo here with transportation planning. If there's anybody 

wants to get into detail about that. But to directly answer Ms Naranjo Lopez question. That was something 

specific to the Site plan request, not the Zone Map amendment. And we did. Look into that. We didn't 

overlook it. So I just wanna make that clear. And there is actually a condition of approval for that. That 

addresses that, too. But again, we're not. We're not there yet. So that would be my response. 

 

Jonathan Hollinger: Thank you, Mr. Vicente. There was a lot of people at once. Did anyone else have 

their hand up? Okay, Doesn't look like I'm gonna ask a question, Miss Travis. Is anyone else signed up 

from the public to speak. 

 

Christina Chavez-Gonzales: Chair Hollinger at this moment. We have no other members of the public that 

have signed up to speak. 

 

Jonathan Hollinger: Okay, just wanna make sure we give everyone an opportunity. I do see iphone with a 

hand up. 

 

Christina Chavez-Gonzales: Yes they've just joined the queue. 

 

iPhone: Yes, my name's Gilbert Speakman. 

 

Jonathan Hollinger: And can you state your address for the record. 

 

iPhone: 3800 Morningside drive northeast. But I'm a member of the Santa Barbara Martinez 

Neighborhood Association. 
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Jonathan Hollinger: Ok, Hold on we put you right that number, and do you swear to tell the truth, under 

penalty of perjury? 

 

iPhone: I do? 

 

Jonathan Hollinger: Okay. Are you requesting 1, 2 min to speak? 

 

iPhone: Yes, 

 

Jonathan Hollinger: vote cast, allowing you to speak on their behalf? 

 

iPhone: Okay, yes, I was born and raised in in San, in Santa Barbara Martineztown. 

 

Jonathan Hollinger: Hold on a second, sir, so I have a specific question for you. Were you part of a 

meeting where a vote was cast, authorizing you to speak on others behalf? 

 

iPhone: Yes, miss, not Uncle Lopez, president of the Neighborhood Association authorized me. 

 

Jonathan Hollinger: And was there a vote made. 

 

iPhone: Yes, with our with our committee. 

 

Jonathan Hollinger: Okay. Mr. Myers, I assume that qualifies. Maybe we're digging into the weeds. 

 

Matt Myers: Chairman Hollinger. I I think they already had one designated speaker, who was a who was 

Ms. Naranjo Lopez, who was, who was entitled to 5 min, I think. You know you, you can do what you 

want. But I it sounds like he is speaking, and it would be a 2 min time limit for the rules, and of course you 

can always give him a little more time if you feel like it. Chair. 

 

Jonathan Hollinger: Thank you, sir. Okay, so we just wanted to make sure we're playing all by the rules. 

Let's give you 2 min, and then, if we need additional time, we can, we can move into that. 

 

iPhone: Okay, thank you. Yes. In 2017, I attended a a traffic study for for the area there. And it was 

Councilor Benton was was then the counselor, and he approved a roundabout on on the intersection of 

Edith and mountain road, and nothing ever got done there The the the traffic study that supposedly is is 

current now is is is not somebody's not telling the truth there. Because if you want car parts, you can 

stand in that corner there and pick your car parts There's there's accidents there weekly just about 

as far as the hospital goes. I I was I had a double bypass heart surgery in 2014, and I have the the 

hospital right there. Love this hospital. So why do we need another heart hospital we have east of there 
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we have the UNM hospital. We have hospitals all over, and and by my comment here is that this further 

gentrifies our neighborhood. So I I am against this this building and that's all I have to say. Thank you. 

 

Jonathan Hollinger: Thank you for your comment, sir. Mr. Bohannan. Would you like to speak to the 

necessity or or not? 

 

Ronald Bohannan: I I don't understand your question, Mr. Chair. 

 

Jonathan Hollinger: The speaker said, that he doesn't believe there's a necessity for type of hospital. I 

was just curious if you'd like to address that or or not? 

 

Ronald Bohannan: Yes, I I'll be happy to as well, and whenever you're ready I'm ready to address some 

of the other comments that have been raised in general public comment. But no, there is a need. There is 

a need in this community. Having lost my father just recently at 95, and having a 93 year old mother and 

a 88 year old stepfather and my sister 73, who's getting ready for a double bypass as well. There is a big 

need for this, and and anybody who is goes to the hospitals these days. You go to the ER and you sit 

there and you get checked in, and then you wait hours, if not days, for a bed  And I I beg for anybody to 

go to Presbyterian to Lovelace, to any of the other major hospitals in this area, and and prove us that 

that's not wrong. So what you have is this is a facility, and we probably need a lot more of these facilities 

that will free up our primary hospitals to do what they need to do, which is that 1st line of treatment. 

These hospitals fill a big need in our community to allow those hospital beds to free up for the rest of our 

community. So there is a big need in this, this community. 

 

Jonathan Hollinger: Thank you Mr. Bohannan. Miss Chavez, is anyone else signed up from the public to 

speak? 

 

Christina Chavez-Gonzales: Chair Hollinger, at this moment no other members of the public have signed 

up to speak on this matter. If you wish to speak on this matter. Please say so now. No chair. 

 

Jonathan Hollinger: Okay, thank you, Miss Chavez. Mr. Myers, I'll seek some guidance from you if there's 

no one else to speak. I think we can close the floor to public comment. This, in my opinion, and open up 

the opportunity for cross examination. Should any members of the public feel like they don't have their 

questions answered. Would you agree with that? 

 

Matt Myers: Yeah, yes, I would agree with that. And I and I'd also agree that that the people who've 

already asked questions have had apple ample opportunity to do so. So you know, I unless there's 

somebody new, I think, the people who've already asked questions have had their opportunity as 

required, you know, pursuant to case law. Unless there's some new people who have not asked 

questions, they're certainly entitled to cross-examine somebody. Hmm. So with that guidance. I guess we 
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could ask if there are any additional members of the public who have questions and or ask the speakers 

who've already presented. If there's new information that they'd like to ask either staff or the applicant. 

 

Gary Eyster: Eyster. 

 

Jonathan Hollinger: Vice, chair. 

 

Gary Eyster: Thank you. Chair. 

 

Gary Eyster: I feel a certain amount of trepidation about the not going through a I think we should go 

through the formal process for cross examination, or we may get in trouble with the LUHO again. In other 

words I don't. I don't know that we we want to cut anyone off, even if they have spoken and asked 

questions already. 

 

Matt Myers: Yeah, this. I certainly agree with that as well, Mr. Eyster, I mean, it's certainly the 

Commission's decision to do that. And I I was just saying, I think I think legally the the requirement is that 

people get an opportunity to ask questions. And and there it's reasonable to have some limit on that. But 

certainly that's the that's the Commission's ultimate decision to be made. 

 

Gary Eyster: Thank you, Mr. Myers. I have the utmost appreciation. Respect for your legal knowledge. 

Perhaps another Commissioner has a point of view? Just, you know, it's a remand. We don't want to re 

remand. We just wanna make sure that we get this right. 

 

Loretta Naranjo Lopez: I heard. 

 

Tim MacEachen: Chair. 

 

Jonathan Hollinger: Hold on just a second. Just the normal Mr. MacEachen. 

 

Tim MacEachen: So, and I want everybody to be heard. I want everybody feel like they've been heard. 

But sometimes these questions are evolving into testimony again. There's some kind of question in there, 

but it's like 8 or 9 min of testimony, and then getting to a question. So I'd like to keep kind of a strong hand 

on that. As we move forward. 

 

Jonathan Hollinger: Appreciate that. So that being said we can't open the floor to cross examination 

again, we'll make sure that the questions are direct, and not something that you've already asked. 

So should a member of the public have additional questions we can. We can certainly entertain that. I see 

Miss Naranjo's hand up. Yes, I just have a concise question. 
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Loretta Naranjo Lopez: Yes, I you know we had a comment by Mr. Bohannan like stating that he has 

elderly people, which we all do, and we're all aging. But you know that doesn't justify or diff. So I'm asking 

that we provide accurate information because I gave on our report all the hospital physical therapy 

hospitals that are surrounding us. We're overwhelmed with physical therapy hospitals. So I I you know 

I've gone to the hospital with my husband or with people. My husband had to do physical therapy, and 

there wasn't any issue of him getting physical therapy. So please do not give me that kind of comment. I 

want you to look at the record and see that there is these these facilities, provided we don't need 

anymore. They need them on the west side, where there's bigger arterials to accommodate the traffic 

again where. 

 

Jonathan Hollinger: Ms. Naranjo. 

 

Loretta Naranjo Lopez: Going to be. 

 

Jonathan Hollinger: Ms. Naranjo. 

 

Loretta Naranjo Lopez: Information, because I don't. 

 

Jonathan Hollinger: I'll ask you to to try and form your statement in a question. 

 

Loretta Naranjo Lopez: Did I get the the question clear to you? I just wanted. I don't wanna be giving 

people like, just, you know, experiences. We've all had those experiences I want. 

 

Jonathan Hollinger: We We didn't. We didn't get your question. I was asking if you could. You could form 

statement into a form of a question that way to get you an answer. 

 

Loretta Naranjo Lopez: That work Please explain. 

 

Jonathan Hollinger: What we heard from you was that you were sympathetic to the concerns of Mr. Brian 

and his family members. But what we need is a specific question from you. 

 

Loretta Naranjo Lopez: Well, the question is, is that, do we or do we not have physical therapy hospitals 

all over here in Albuquerque? They're everywhere. They're surrounding us. They're cross on self, Mark 

 

Loretta Naranjo Lopez: Lomas, you know 2 of them right there. There's 1 up at medical arts. I already 

described him in the report. How many more. 

 

Jonathan Hollinger: Now we're we're going to go with your 1st question. We can ask that to Mr. 

Bohannan, which is are there an abundance of physical therapy facilities within the surrounding area? 
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Ronald Bohannan: This is Ron Bohannan, Mr Chair Hollinger. There's a difference between a physical 

therapy location and a rehab hospital. And so a rehab hospital center, and so they are an abundant 

physical therapist in town. I don't disagree with that. There is not that hospital where you have an 

overnight stay, because those are have required special zonings, and through that area. And so there is 

not that that many rehab hospitals in Albuquerque. 

 

Jonathan Hollinger: Thank you, Mr. Bohannan. Okay, Ms. Naranjo. So we have that answer. Do you have 

another question? 

 

Loretta Naranjo Lopez: I don't, but I'd like to state I disagree. There's he's not. I'm talking about physical 

therapy hospitals that all they have overnight stay, so I don't agree with his record. So we need to have 

that record clarified. 

 

Jonathan Hollinger: Okay, we'll we'll put that on the record. Do you have another question? 

 

Loretta Naranjo Lopez: No, I'm I'm done. I you know, i i i think we've the whole record. If you've read, I 

hopefully the Board read it. The Commission read it, but you know the whole record shows that you know 

the LUHO. Who are you already stated? This was a spot zone. This has to be the Cpo. 7 is required. 

There's. 

 

Jonathan Hollinger: So. 

 

Loretta Naranjo Lopez: For the. 

 

Jonathan Hollinger: We heard your testimony this. This is the opportunity for for questions. So if you don't 

have any additional questions, we'll have to cut you off. 

 

Loretta Naranjo Lopez: Okay. Thank you. 

 

Jonathan Hollinger: Thank you for your time Ms. Naranjo. Miss Chavez, Is anyone else from the public? 

Requesting cross examination? 

 

Christina Chavez-Gonzales: Chair Hollinger, at this moment we have no other inquiries for cross 

examination. Should you be interested in cross-examining, please say so now. No chair. 

 

Jonathan Hollinger: Thank you, Ms. Chavez. Okay, so that will conclude public comment, cross 

examination Commissioners. Do you have any comments you'd like to make at this time we could do that, 

or we can move to the staff, closing? Alright, seeing none, let's move to Staff closing. 

 

Vicente Quevedo - Senior Planner: Okay. Commissioners. chair Hollinger Commissioners. I hate to to 
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bring this up, but it is something that we we do need to have for the record as well The the issue of the 

spot zone I, I believe, should be clarified. By the Commission. There should be some discussion at a 

minimum as to whether the Commission agrees with what is currently in the staff report with regard to 

findings. Or if there's another item that they'd like to add to that, I just I think we need clarification for the 

LUHO's instruction on that. So I wanna put that out there before I go into any other details for for closing, 

because we do have so 2 findings that we have modified. But I I don't wanna go there yet. So I'll put that 

back to you Chair Hollinger, unless you feel like we're we're good to go so. 

 

Jonathan Hollinger: No, I appreciate that. I didn't know if that would. Your closing would stimulate some 

more conversation. I have a handful of questions. Perhaps we could jump into as requested, though, for 

the whole, maybe we should talk about Spot zoning, and perhaps why Mr. Bohannan and and Company 

doesn't believe that they have a spot zone. I would be curious to hear what the other commissioners have 

to say, and also see the Commissioner has hand up. 

 

Gary Eyster: Hmm thank you. Chair I recall a Zone Map Amendment request not too long ago and it was 

made very clear to me by staff that if there is the if the requested zoning exists in the surrounding area. 

then it's not a spot zone and it doesn't say adjacent. It doesn't say caddy corner, it says in the surrounding 

area. So since we have a zoning Enforcement officer here did I? Did I understand that right a a few 

months ago. And do I understand it right today, Mr. Vos, that there is mx-h zoning in the surrounding 

area, and then, therefore, it's not a spot zone? 

 

Michael Vos, ZEO: Yeah, thanks for the question. Chair and Commissioner Eyster, Michael Vos again. 

Um, as Vicente said. Staff made the made a determination that in this instance we think that it it is 

considered a spot zone. Why we asked the staff to provide a justification for it as a spot zone, and I 

mean, this commission is certainly you can debate and amend the recommended findings about this the 

criteria about spot zoning is specifically states the zoning Map amendment does not apply a zone district 

different from surrounding zone districts, so it does use the word surrounding, and not it contiguous, 

abutting, or adjacent in particular. If if  if you were talking with attorneys, there's several New Mexico court 

cases that address spot zones, and what is legally a spot zone in terms of sort of the surrounding area. 

Where the Ido uses the word surrounding outside of the spot zone. It gives the impression that it's more 

than just the immediately sort of adjacent properties So, looking a little bit farther for the spot, zone might 

be appropriate But I'd I would also say, staff tries to analyze these cases. Spot zoning is sort of a case by 

case analysis and applying things like the the Interstate you know, is quite a considered quite a big barrier 

to some so kind of maybe looking more in the surrounding area to you know what's west of the interstate. 

So that's sort of some of the factors that Staff considers when when we make a determination. When we 

decide, you know, we think it should be analyzed as a spot zone there, it could probably be argued. Kind 

of either way that's not a very straightforward answer for you, but the word surrounding, I think, does lead 

one to believe that it could be more than just what's sort of right next door. 
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Gary Eyster: Thank you. Thank you, Mr. Vos. On that basis. Was someone else wanting to chime in? 

Was it Mr. Myers? 

 

Matt Myers: It was me. But I'll let you finish. I was interrupting you. 

 

Gary Eyster: Well, i i i care very much what you think. I I will go ahead and say, based on the extensive 

discussion we had several months ago about this, and I looked in the definitions and the idea I can't find 

surrounding the word surrounding. So I to me it means we decide how far we may think is appropriate, 

and in this case I'll go out on a limb and say, I think there is Mx-h zoning in the surrounding area. Thank 

you Chair. 

 

Jonathan Hollinger: Thank you. Vice chair Mr. Mars, did you wanna add to that? 

 

Matt Myers: Ye. Yes, thank you, Chairman Hollinger and Vice chair. Eyster, I I was just going to say real 

quickly that as it currently stands. The Staff report has findings. and those findings say that it is a spot 

zone but it is a justified spot zone. So that's what the staff report currently states. So it's good thing we're 

having this discussion, because if the Commission makes a decision other than that, if the Commission 

decides that it is not a spot zone. Then you would have to change the findings, and it would not have to 

be justified, because it would not be a spot zone. So I just want to be real clear about where we stand and 

what the path forward is. 

 

Gary Eyster: Got it. 

 

Jonathan Hollinger: I'm stuck. Mr. Bohannan, I see your hand up as well. 

 

Ronald Bohannan: Yeah, thank you, Mr. Chair. So we have wrestled with this for the past couple of 

months, and I've been doing this a few years, and. 

 

Loretta Naranjo Lopez: If I just know where we are on the are we just dealing with the the Commission? 

Are we still open? 

 

Jonathan Hollinger: Ms. Naranjo, sorry you can't just jump in. The floor has been closed to the public at 

this point. We're in in free deliberation. So thank you. 

 

Loretta Naranjo Lopez: So why are we talking to the applicant If it's closed? 

 

Jonathan Hollinger: The the the applicant has the opportunity to speak. The floor has been closed to 

public and cross examination at this point. 
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Loretta Naranjo Lopez: I I've never heard of that being a part of as a professional planner working for the 

EPC. Once you close, the only port(?) can speak. Can somebody verify that? Because I would like Matt. 

 

Jonathan Hollinger: I'm gonna have to ask you to stop interrupting. These are procedures and protocols 

we're trying to follow to the best of our ability. Mr. Bohannan has the floor. 

 

Ronald Bohannan: Thank thank you, Mr. Chair. So so when you look at how applications are applied for, 

how they are processed, and then how notices are provided, which I think goes a long way to adding 

content to the discussion in front of the Commission when we get our notice. When we get our list to 

provide notice to the adjoining neighbors, neighborhoods, and property owners. It's very clear that we 

have to take out any right of ways, any public easements, and that is the boundary that is used for 

notification. In this case it was in. We had to exclude the Interstate. Yes, it is a very big barrier in appeals. 

We've had several cases where if you had included that right away they wouldn't have been appealed. 

And so when you look at it, and you say, what is adjacent? What is adjacent, or what is adjoining, or what 

is in the community. And you look. And you say, okay. If if you're saying the Interstate is the community 

on the East, then is that a land use? Then then what you have is then a transition from a interstate to Mx- 

H. Mx-M. And and and and continuing forward, we wanted to make sure that we met both criteria, and we 

think we do? we we feel strongly and that's why we put it in the record. We had a long discussion at the 

LUHO office, as well as saying is, is adjacent the criteria. We know that there, there it is probably 

loopholes in the IDO that probably need to be addressed, but the the surrounding one, we think is 

appropriate. And we feel like we're in the surrounding area. And so we feel like it's contiguous based on 

just the day to day. Application of of projects. 

 

Jonathan Hollinger: Thank you, Mr. Bohannan. Vice chair, did that answer your question? You've stepped 

away for long. We're gonna say that that did Mr. Lozoya. 

 

Gary Eyster: Chair chair. I'm I'm still here and hit. Thank you for allowing me to continue. I I didn't really 

have any question at this point I I made a position statement. 

 

Jonathan Hollinger: Thank you. Thank you for the clarification. Mr. Lozoya? 

 

Sergio Lozoya, Tierra West: Thank you, Chairman Hollinger, I would just like to add, in addition to Mr. 

Bohannan's statement, is that there are rules for rezoning where touching or contiguous zoning is 

required. Those rules apply to the Nr-b. Zone, the P-d zone and the P-C Zone, and it the idea was very 

clear when a a parcel should be touching another parcel. That's a similar zone when requesting a zone 

map. Amendment. The the mxh has no such requirement. it we. There is another Mx-h zone right across 

the freeway, as as many have pointed out. So so we believe, if Tierra West: that the contiguous 

requirement is being falsely applied to our zone app request we believe that there's other mx-h 

surrounding and that it is not a spot tone, and I just wanted to add that. 
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Jonathan Hollinger: Thank you Mr. Lozoya? Mr. BVs, can you contribute to that?  There, there's not a 

spot zone, and it was applied improperly. What is your standing? 

 

Michael Vos, ZEO: Thanks. Chair Hollinger. I guess I would reiterate. Sort of staffs position generally is. 

We: try to make our review pretty tight. Sometimes. That's kind of taking a strong stance in one position 

that what can push the applicant to come back with a with their own strong response, which improves the 

record that's before you I in general, I co personally and professionally having been in kind of both sides 

of this world would take a more inclusive view of the of the surrounding area. For for what is a spot Zone. 

and that's I'm gonna go so far as to cite a New Mexico Court of Appeals case for for the Record, where in 

Bennett versus the city of Las Cruces, talking about a court reviewing a charge of spot of illegal spot 

Zoning, said that they The court cannot take too constrained a view of the surrounding neighborhood to 

discuss a zoning measure by merely looking at the nature of a particular city block on which the rezone 

land is located is simply incorrect. although the court must focus its attention on the immediately 

surrounding land. We are mindful that in this immediate area and they went on to talk about there's an 

industrial track. There's multi fit family. There's shopping centers. That was the context of of that court 

case, where, if you look around, there's a variety of different commercial uses, commercial zones And 

what's being proposed is a commercial use, or multifamily use. That may not be a spot zone. you know, 

and I think the other criteria to look at. If it furthers your comp plan. it may not be in a illegal spot Zone. 

There's there's lots of justification out there from a legal standpoint to probably say that this instance is 

not strictly speaking, in a spot zone. 

 

Jonathan Hollinger: Okay, I think that'll suffice. Thank you for your input. Commissioner MacEachen? 

 

Tim MacEachen: I wasn't sure you could see my hand. So you know, I think we could argue this for 

months and days, and obviously there's a couple of different definitions, and depending on your position 

of this particular case, how you're going to fall on this. So you know, Spot Zone, there's a whole lot of 

things to consider rather than the spot zone. So what I'd like to get to is, I'd like to hear their closes, 

because those might answer some of the questions I have. I've got a page of points that I'm concerned 

about, but maybe those will get answered if we can get to the closings. 

 

Jonathan Hollinger: I hear you. I also agree. It's like we have some thumbs up. Mr. Vicente. Would you 

like to present your closing? And in your opinion you feel just appropriate this juncture. 

 

Vicente Quevedo - Senior Planner: Thank you. Chair. Hollinger. Yes. What what I understood the 

instructions to be is that the EPC deliberate on that item, and that's what's happening. And it sounds like 

will continue to happen. I just wanna make sure we did not leave that out as part of the discussion per the 

LUHO’s instructions. As far as closing goes. I think that as Mr. Vos stated. You know we we did. We did 

re-look at this case. Brand new and we did do a new analysis. So that's why you're seeing some of the 

policies that were referenced, you know. In our determination. Not clearly facilitating, for example. And so 

I think, taking a a another look at this case was was beneficial both for staff and for the commission And 
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so but in closing what Staff would still like to make clear is that we are recommending recommending 

approval. and and of the of project number 2024-009765, and case number RZ-2024-0001. Lastly, what 

I'll say is that we do have amended findings and if the Commission does decide to change course on 

finding 13-H, We can definitely facilitate some additional language on top of that, if needed, as Mr. Myers 

has referenced. Other than that, I have nothing else to add. 

 

Jonathan Hollinger: Thank you Appreciate your closing the 13-H. Does that somehow connect with an 

alternate for the spot zone? 

 

Vicente Quevedo - Senior Planner: The Chair Hollinger Commissioners, the if if we're not going to change 

 the spot zone determination. The only thing that staff would like to add, is just to strengthen finding 13-H 

to once again. Better aligned with the LUHO's instructions, but also note that the additional evidence that 

the applicant is provided. So it just strengthens what's already there. It doesn't create a new one or 

anything like that. So a new finding, so. 

 

Jonathan Hollinger: Thank you. Commissioner's questions for the staff? 

 

Nicole Sanchez, Office of City Attorney: Chair Hollinger? 

 

Jonathan Hollinger: Ms. Sanchez? 

 

Nicole Sanchez, Office of City Attorney: Excuse me, I just wanted to mention that I do recommend 

allowing cross examination, if there is any on the spot zone issue. 

 

Jonathan Hollinger: Are you suggesting we open the floor again? 

 

Nicole Sanchez, Office of City Attorney: There was additional testimony made after the floor was closed. 

So, just to err in the side of caution, I would recommend just asking if there's any cross-examination just 

on that issue. 

 

Jonathan Hollinger: Commissioners, any heartache about opening the floor again to cross examination? 

 

Gary Eyster: Eyster. What, What was the new testimony? 

 

Nicole Sanchez, Office of City Attorney: Regarding Mr. Quevedo mentioned that the spot zone issue 

should be further discussed and we allowed the applicant, and also a testimony from planning staff. 

 

Jonathan Hollinger: I'm sorry I I didn't quite follow that as I understood it, was to open the floor again to 

cross examination, and then you threw a couple of things at me. I I didn't catch. 
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Nicole Sanchez, Office of City Attorney: Just solely on the spot Zone issue. 

 

Matt Myers: Chair Hollinger. Maybe I could just weigh in here. This is Matt Myers. 

 

Jonathan Hollinger: Please do. Thank you. 

 

Matt Myers: What number one. I don't think we actually ever close the floor. I think we had just ended 

public comment. And then we were going to closing by staff and closing by the applicant. Number one, so 

that I think maybe we should just clarify that I don't think we had ever close the floor unless I'm wrong, 

and I could be certainly but then then the next thing is after there was public comment, and there was 

some cross examination we got into the subject of a spot zone. So, since there was additional testimony 

on that, it would probably be prudent to allow Miss Naranjo Lopez, and any other person who had 

spoken. If they have a specific question of somebody who spoke on the on the issue of Spot Zone to 

allow her an opportunity to question them regarding that specific issue. 

 

Jonathan Hollinger: We'll take your advice, Mr. Myers. Being said, we can open the floor again for cross 

examination and see if Mr. Naranjo has a question relevant to spot zoning. Are are you still with usMs. 

Naranjo? 

 

Loretta Naranjo Lopez: Yes, I'm I'm here. I wanted to, I guess give it to both Michael Vos and Vicente 

because as a professional planner, and my job is to do spot zones. This is a clear spot zone. There's no 

question about it. So I'm just. I'm just asking why, a planner would give a legal argument on the case? 

What what I'm saying is like referring to cases. If that came from the city planning legal department, 

because usually we get comments on it on our cases. Right? So I'm wondering Michael, if that's a legal 

case that was given to you by the the city legal department cause. Usually we base it on the IDO and 

what the IDO says And then why, Vicente, your argument on the spot zone is different from Michael, Vos. 

And how does that create conflict? Because right now I know it's a spot aone nobody has, to tell me That 

was my full time job. So. But I just want to know where.What? What makes you so far apart, not referring 

to the legal case. But I'm asking you, Mr. Vos. where did you get that case from? 

 

Jonathan Hollinger: Mr. Vos. 

 

Michael Vos, ZEO: Chair and commission. Thanks for that question, Miss Naranjo Lopez. I got that case 

from my knowledge of my probably limited knowledge of New Mexico case law regarding zoning. 

I look at these things as part of my professional job and our courts and their interpretations on zoning 

cases. Over time kind of in interpreting State law regarding zoning is how we ultimately need to 

 to set up our zoning rules. So the IDO is the city's zoning ordinance that's based sort of we created it, 

using our city's police power as allowed by the State law to enable enabling the city of Albuquerque to 

enact a zoning ordinance. So when we change regulations we have to follow certain processes. Earlier in 

this hearing, you talked about R 27-1980 The criteria for zone changes that the city established which got 
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transferred into the zone change criteria and the IDO are ultimately a result of New Mexico case law. 

applying State law against our zoning regulations. So Our legal department did not provide me that case 

reference m I pulled that case reference myself and Why, we would have a different. I would have a 

difference of interpretation than Mr. Quevedo. I I don't think we're that far apart, I stated Staff. When we 

apply what's written in the IDO. We tried to do so in a relatively strict manner, and tried to be consistent 

over time. But ultimately case spot zones are case by case, and reading the language, you could 

probably open it up a little bit broader than what Staff did in this instance, or maybe has done in some 

other instances. One of the Commissioners Vice chair Eyster mentioned other cases where we were a 

little bit more broad. But again, it's a case-by-case analysis. 

 

Loretta Naranjo Lopez: What the the reason I ask is because I would like to know why you didn't consider 

the resolution to look at the health, safety and welfare of the people that live here, because that would be 

more specific to your position as a planner. So I you know I I would say, you know. Yes, we. We may go 

out and look at law and that. But really we're looking at what's existing there, and it's not that it's the 

health, safety, and welfare. But I would like to know what you think is so different, Mr. Quevedo. that Mr. 

Vos is saying, because you're saying it is a spot zone. Right? You're saying that it is. And did you refer to 

the health, safety, and welfare of the residents when you were analyzing it? 

 

Vicente Quevedo - Senior Planner: Miss Naranjo Lopez, to address both your questions. The 1st one I 

don't think that myself and Mr. Vos are a part on our analysis, because, as articulated in the staff report 

right now, Staff's contention is that it is a spot zone the applicant has a different take on it, and it's up to 

this commission to make the final determination. So we are on the same page. I think Mr. Vos was just 

trying to provide the Commission with additional information to help them make a decision final decision 

on that. So I disagree that we're far apart on that to answer your second question. If you look at the Zone 

map, zoning map, amendment criteria. the way that the health, safety, and welfare is established for 

through the IDO is by looking at a preponderance of comprehensive plan policies, goals, and policies, 

and that was done, and that is included in the staff report as well, so that that criteria was met. Staff didn't 

agree with all of the applicants contentions that it. It clearly facilitated that that was discussed here as part 

of the record. And so that would be my response is the health, safety, and welfare test is per criterion, A 

of the zone zoning map amendment contained within a criteria contained within the IDO. 

 

Loretta Naranjo Lopez: Mr. Quevedo, We disagree on that right, because I'm saying it's a clear spot zone, 

and it's a detrimental. But what I want to know is you did not consider West of the freeway correct. You 

did not consider it because you're saying it's a spot zone? 

 

Vicente Quevedo - Senior Planner: Are you talking about the determination of whether or not. 

 

Loretta Naranjo Lopez: Who is. 

 

Vicente Quevedo - Senior Planner: Spot zone cause we. We're saying. Staff is saying that it is right now. 
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Loretta Naranjo Lopez: Last but. 

 

Vicente Quevedo - Senior Planner: So you and I. So so you're so just answer your question again, or 

reiterate right now the way that the staff report reads the findings read. It has been determined by Staff 

that it is a spot zone. So that's that's not in a conflict with with what your contention is what we're saying. 

Here is that once again, per the Luz instructions. The Commission, which is what's happening now needs 

to make a final determination about whether they agree with staff or not, and we will staff will follow 

whatever the EPCs decision is on that. And I think that's what we're trying to get to. So with that I'll I'll go 

ahead and close. 

 

Loretta Naranjo Lopez: Could you stop going into that and just answer the question, did you consider the 

Mx-h west of the freeway? 

 

Jonathan Hollinger: So, Ms. Naranjo, I'm gonna pause you for one second. Ms Jones? 

 

Megan Jones: Thank you. Chair Hollinger. Yes, I I'd like to step in and get some clarification a little bit 

from Ms. Naranjo Lopez, If that's okay with you all? 

 

Loretta Naranjo Lopez: Miss Jones. I just want that question answered. When you. 

 

Megan Jones: Get. 

 

Loretta Naranjo Lopez: So did. 

 

Jonathan Hollinger: Hold on a second Ms. Narnjo. Miss Johns has a question for you. 

 

Megan Jones: Miss, Ms Narnajo Lopez. Are you asking us if when Staff analyzed the request and the 

spot zone from Mx-m to Mx-h. If we looked at all of the surrounding zoning, including the zoning on the 

eastern side of I-25? Is that is that what you're asking? and what, specifically are you asking if we 

analyzed on the east side of i-25? 

 

Loretta Naranjo Lopez: Ms Jones, I asked Mr. Quevedo to answer the question that did he consider when 

he stated it was not. It was a spot zone that it was. He did not include the Mx-h zone west of the property 

which is East, I mean east of the freeway. He did not consider that zone category on that east of the 

freeway. That's what I'm saying. I think I'm pretty clear. But I want Mr. Quevedo to answer that when he 

said it wasn't a spot zone. 

 

Megan Jones: Ms. Naranjo. 
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Loretta Naranjo Lopez: He said he he wasn't considering that mx-h, that's what I'm looking at, but I want 

to clarify, that's all. 

 

Jonathan Hollinger: We agree. 

 

Megan Jones: Yes, thank you so much. If I can. If I can just have a moment to speak. Mr. Quevedo and I 

are both staff planners that analyze this case, and we have followed it for since, since, back in February, 

when it initially came through, and the determination that this 

 

Loretta Naranjo Lopez: But it's a bit.(?) 

 

Megan Jones: The determination that the Mx-H Zone district is a spot zone was made internally by 

multiple planning staff, including myself, Mr. Quevedo, and for this for this case being remanded back to 

the EPC Our CEO and other plan staff in our Zoning and Urban design and Development department. So 

this this wasn't just a determination made by one sole person and I would like to say that in our analysis 

we do consider all surrounding all surrounding Zone districts and land uses, and how they would be 

impacted by a zone change, especially when we determine that a zone change would result in a spot 

zone in this case that we did, and we do believe that it is a spot zone. And what we're doing here is 

asking the Commission whether or not they agree if it's a spot zone, and if they don't, they have the 

opportunity to amend the findings. To say this isn't a spot zone, and we'll go from there. But at this point 

we're in agreement, and across the eastern side of the Interstate into consideration. 

 

Loretta Naranjo Lopez: That. What did you say about the West? Interstate. 

 

Megan Jones: We did take the zoning on the eastern side of I-25 into consideration when determining if 

this was a spousal or not. 

 

Loretta Naranjo Lopez: So you’re Saying you did consider the Mx-h zone west of the freeway. 

 

Megan Jones: When determining If this was a spot, zone or not, we did look at that zoning on the other 

side of the freeway east of the freeway. 

 

Loretta Naranjo Lopez: You didn't include it as your decision? 

 

Jonathan Hollinger: I'm not. I think I think we've exhausted the the topic staff is in the group. 

 

Loretta Naranjo Lopez: Wait I'm on for the record is that the Mx-H Zone was not included in 

understanding, because it's they stated it was a spot zone, and the Mx-H. Zone was not included in their 

decision making cause. If it was, the the applicant is saying that then it's not a spot zone. So I'm just 

saying as a as a professional planner and city planner, I wouldn't have included it, cause it's not right in 
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this vicinity, so it's it shouldn't be included, but that I wanted it clarified, and I think they clarified that they 

didn't include that Mx zone, mx-h, so. 

 

Jonathan Hollinger: Okay: so we'll we'll take that as a thorough answer. Thank you, Ms Jones. Thank you, 

Ms.Narnajo. Let's see I believe, unless Ms Chavez sees anyone else willing to speak or or would like to 

speak for cross examination, we'll go ahead and officially close that again.I don’t see the other members 

of the public signed up. 

 

Christina Chavez-Gonzales: No chair Hollinger. 

 

Jonathan Hollinger: Thank you, Ms Chavez. So we've we've gone through staff closing. we've had some 

discussion from the Commissioners. We could have some more discussion, or we could hear the 

applicants closing and move to Commissioner deliberation Any commissioners with input at this point. 

Okay, let's go ahead and move to staff closing: Excuse me, applicant closing. 

 

Ronald Bohannan: Thank you, Mr. Chair and and I and I appreciate the commission. What the ZHE. 

Wanted as my interpretation was just exactly what happened, a clear deliberation between the 

Commission that whatever decision that they make, they make it with every all the facts in front of them. 

And I think that's that's accomplished today.We've we're fine. If the Commission is good with the spot 

zone, we still think it's contiguous. So we think it's an expansion of that There are some reasons why we 

are taking that position that I don't want to belabor we feel that this project is needed in the community. 

We think it will be a benefit to the community. We think it's going to help the overall pop meet the policies 

of the comprehensive plan. We have, and we'll be able to demonstrate in the next that there hasn't been 

any fatalities in the surrounding network. Since 2017 that all of our crash data shows that there's not any 

fatalities. There's just there are crashes. There's actually not as many crashes as as we had anticipated. 

We we believe that we have met all of the criteria under under the IDO for the Zone Map Amendment and 

would urge your support. 

 

Jonathan Hollinger: Thank you, Mr. Bohannan. Commissioners, Questions for the applicant? I know you 

had a handful Mr. MacEachen. 

 

Tim MacEachen: Sorry. 

 

Jonathan Hollinger: Oh, yeah, I just. I remember you saying you had a handful of questions. 

 

Tim MacEachen: Well, I just. I've got concerns. I'm not sure. They, you know, rise to the level of a 

question. But I just I'm taking notes here, and I'm so trying to think this through and figure it out. And 

again they keep saying, You know, we really need this. This is a great use. And I understand use. I 

understand we need to use. We're just trying to decide if this use right here makes sense or whether it is 

309



7-18-24 
EPC Hearing  
Agenda Item #4 
 

 

36 
 

harmfully impactful on the community and I remember a few months ago we heard something on the 

West side where they said, Oh, you know we can't have the West Side have drive up windows because 

we've got to protect that community here. We're talking about Community Santa Barbara Martinez Town. 

That's probably one of the most cherished one of the most historic, one of the most sensitive communities 

in the entire city. And for some reason now we can't consider that. And I think that's wrong. I think we 

have to think about the impact of all all those students come out of Albuquerque High School each day, 

and how many people that takes to come out in and out of a high school, and we have to think about 

these roads, and Martinez Town, or some of our oldest roads are not wide, they're narrow, and a lot of 

people end up taking them, whether you put up signs or you put up like directional arrows or whatever 

you do, it's gonna increase the traffic through this highly sensitive, very important community. I think that's 

wrong, and that bothers me. So again, I get back to. you know, and in spot zone, I guess how I'd really 

like to see is that clean up our language, because there's no way we should be arguing for 3 hours of 

what a spot zone is. We need to clean up the IDO. And that needs, you know. Obviously, we can't do that 

today. But I'm having a lot of hard burn on this. 

 

Jonathan Hollinger: Thank you for all that. Good to get it out, too. 

 

Tim MacEachen: Told you it wasn’t a long one. 

 

Jonathan Hollinger: It's okay. Other commissioners? Gather some of my thoughts cause I also had some 

questions. Commissioners, If if you have questions, I'm I'm putting my my thoughts together. 

 

DARAGON1: Chairman. This is a commissioner Aragon, and I do have some comments. I don't have any 

direct questions for the applicant, so I'm not sure this is the right time to address them. 

 

Jonathan Hollinger: Sure we're we're chatting. Go ahead. 

 

DARAGON1: The the comments, the instructions, that we got instruction number 6, 6 states that the EPC 

should make its own independent findings and conclusions. We don't have to accept Staff's 

recommendation if we have an issue of whether this is or not a spot zone, I think it's our responsibility to 

make that determination, not staff’s, not the applicant, not the neighborhood. It's really what we're here 

for. So I think we need to at some point today decide whether or not we're going to vote on, and whether 

it's a spot zone or not, move on. That way. We can get this case finished. Hmm, group. 

 

Jonathan Hollinger: Bus some of the thoughts that I have, or I don't think we're necessarily arguing at this 

point, at least based on what we've heard. If this is a spot zone, I guess the better question is a justified 

spot zone. We've heard testimony that they're just too many beds, even though it's been downsized to fit 

the project. We've heard that the height is too high. We've also heard that there were health concerns due 

to the traffic. Not sure I'm totally in agreement with that. I do like the traffic improvements that Mr. 

Bohannan spoke of. I also recall reading that at least someplace trucks were going to be restricted on one 
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of those roadways and forgive me, I don't have that in front of me. They've been pulling out in my head 

and also the question of the 330-foot buffer determining, if you know, we were gonna call this a spot zone 

or not? Th Those are all questions that I'm been pondering, and and what to do with this? Again, I'd like to 

hear from from the rest of you, because eventually we're gonna have to come to some sort of decision. 

Hmm. so it seems as though Commissioner MacEachen is probably leaning towards opposition. 

Alstead, Commissioner Cruz. You guys have any additional thoughts? not calling out. I'm just trying to 

stimulate some conversation, Mr. Liker. 

 

Renn Halstead: This is, Halstead. 

 

Jonathan Hollinger: Mr. Halstead. 

 

Renn Halstead: Yeah, I sorry I'm being quiet. I'm just trying to wrap my head around. I think. sorting out 

whether this is a spot zone or not, like. Part of the question is. I guess, what is so critical about? What are 

we trying to control by saying it's a spot zone and I think the highway is sort of a confounding factor with 

that, because traditionally spot zone you know. I would think of in the middle of a you know, a parcel in 

the middle of a bunch of other development that you're trying to maintain some consistency. But I'm 

having a hard time rectifying how that how it applies. As far as controlling that consistency when you are 

abutting a big highway like we are on the east. So that's I'm just still struggling with that. I don't know if 

anyone else wants to noodle on that a little bit, but I'm a bit stuck. 

 

DARAGON1: Aragon here. Maybe I could. 

 

Jonathan Hollinger: Aragon. 

 

DARAGON1: Let things out of my head here. So our zoning enforcement manager boss, he did very 

clearly state what the rules are for determining this. but yet they didn't follow them in their 

recommendation. The Vice chair Eyster did touch on this before in previous hearings, where it's basically 

an area. And I think we're getting an a surrounding area confused with a surrounding neighborhood. I 

think the freeway very clearly delineates neighborhoods. but may not delineate an area. If if you're kind of 

following me. things on the east side of the freeway are probably not in Santa Barbara Martinez Town 

there, that's a different area. That's a different neighborhood, different character. But it's in the area that is 

surrounding. And so I think if we look at it like that the if you look on a map. there's Mx-H zoning right 

there. So there's clearly not a spot zone. If you look at it that way. If you look at it, there's nothing adjacent 

to it in the neighborhood. Well, yeah, there's nothing adjacent to it in the neighborhood, but there's no 

criteria for it to be according to staff it does not have to be adjacent in order for us to approve it. So I think 

it's we just need to make a determination as a commission on whether or not we're going to either 

consider it a justifiable spot zone. There's a provision for that. or considered it's not a spot zone. It's it's a 

justified zone, and move on that way and not agree with Staff's opinion. 
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Jonathan Hollinger: Well said. 

 

Tim MacEachen: Chair. 

 

Jonathan Hollinger: Um, But MacEachen, jump in. 

 

Tim MacEachen: So, and again I I hear what people are saying, but I think it's about setting precedent. If 

you set precedent with that by put doing what could be interpreted as a spot zone. Not only do other 

surrounding properties have the ability now to point at that, and try to get their zoning to, and it changes 

the whole complexion of the neighborhood, but also from other communities. They can say, Look! They 

went down there by Albuquerque High, and they did a spot zone there, and nobody was harmed. The 

reason they have a spot. Zone rule is, so we have continuity, and we have protection for people. We need 

to protect the people they've lived there that long. It's just that simple to me. 

 

Jonathan Hollinger: Well, stated. So, to to add a conflicting opinion, I as I see this, it's in an area change. I 

believe that there is consistency among the healthcare and based on Commissioner Aragon. I I do think 

that there is relevance, and it's not necessarily a spot zone. And I I do feel like, based on what we've 

heard, there is need. So we have conflicting opinions. Now. Looks like they're both moving opposite 

directions. And and that's how this goes sometimes. So we'll all have to form our opinion and and see 

how this boat (vote?) moves. 

 

Jarrod Likar: Likar. 

 

Jonathan Hollinger: Mr. Likar. 

 

Jarrod Likar: Regardless we if it's a spot, zone or not. I think there's merits to what they're trying to do 

there, in my opinion, not a spot zone because of the need to notify people on the other side of the 

freeway on the East Side. If you're notifying those people to me, that's almost directly adjacent. If the 

highway’s void and you have to notify them, they're directly adjacent to an Mx-h. So I I don't see that as a 

as a spot zone. I think it's a good use for what they're considering. Obviously, it's a more intense use. But. 

as I stated previously, I think what they're ultimately doing is not as an intense user, it could have been, 

so in an I mean, one of the questions I have. Maybe that's staff or applicant is, if you're in an Mx-h. what's 

your bed limit for doing this type of facility in the Mx-h.  

 

Jonathan Hollinger: And I believe I'm sorry to interrupt you if you weren't done. I believe that limit was 48.  

 

Jarrod Likar: That's what they're proposing. What can you do? 

 

Jonathan Hollinger: I believe it was 60, but based on parking. The only thing that made sense was. 
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Jarrod Likar: Garage. They could put in a garage, they could do all that if they wanted to. Could they put a 

hundred bets in an Mx-h. 

 

Jonathan Hollinger: Okay, I won't steal this up. If if you'd like to address that, Mr. Bohannan. 

 

Ronald Bohannan: So to answer your question. Yes, you could increase that if you wanted to put in a 

parking structure. But again, you have to look at the physical constraints of the site. It's a 3 acre site. and 

so even with you putting in a multi level garage, you would be limited to the probably not more than 60 or 

so 65 beds just based on the topography and the train, and our analysis. 

 

Jonathan Hollinger: Thank you. And Mr. Likar I didn't want to cut you off. I was just trying to add some 

information. If you'd like the floor. It's still yours. 

 

Jarrod Likar: No, I think I'm good. 

 

Matt Myers: Chair Hollinger, Matt Myers. 

 

Jonathan Hollinger: Mr. Myers 

 

Matt Myers: Do you think it would be an appropriate time for a Vicente to show the alternate findings that 

alternate findings, saying, It is not a spot zone. And then perhaps the commission you could do a straw 

poll, or whatever you think appropriate chair Hollinger to to maybe, you know. See where everyone is on 

that issue, and you could get those alternate findings. 

 

Jonathan Hollinger: That sounds like a lovely idea. Thanks for the the option. 

 

Gary Eyster: Chair Commissioner, Eyster. 

 

Jonathan Hollinger: Vice, chair. 

 

Gary Eyster: Thank you. I think that we. We do need to look at the findings, obviously, but they need to 

support whatever decision we think this commission is headed for. And I think when I look at this request 

I can see the neighborhood to the west, down below the sand hills. There there are They've already got 

the Tricore lab. They've already got the hotel. having a 3 story rehab hospital there, doesn't I if I were in 

that neighborhood, I'm not sure that would bother me too much, and I'm not sure I could see it too much, 

but I'm not, and they are. And that's where I'm I'm sympathetic with Commissioner MacEachen's 

argument here. Um, when we make a decision Ultimately, we kind of just have to decide what's the 

number one and the number 2 that we're gonna go to as far as decision factors. And in this case I I could 

support disapproval on some of the same grounds that Commissioner MacEachen has stated. 
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Jonathan Hollinger: Thank you. Vice chair, Ms Johns? 

 

Megan Jones: Thank you. Chair Hollinger. I just wanted to add, based on counsel Myers statement that if 

the Commission would like to see alternative findings stating that this request is that would not result in 

spots, and we would need to take a recess to prepare those findings. We. So. So whenever the 

Commission gets to a conclusion on the direction that they're going to go with this case, anything other 

than the recommendation of approval that we have, we will need to take a recess to prepare findings. 

 

Jonathan Hollinger: Thank you, Miss Jones. So, at this point it looks like we're about half and half I'd like 

to hear from Commissioner Carver. Commissioner. Halstead.  Let's kind of see where we are. Just so 

we're not wasting time, with with findings. If we're all leaning towards one direction or another.  

 

Renn Halstead: Yeah. Chair. 

 

Jonathan Hollinger: Commissioner Halstead. 

 

Renn Halstead: Thanks. I'm leaning towards saying that this is not a spot zone. and I am also leaning in 

favor of of approval. I think that this they've shown that this is going to be a really beneficial project and a 

good use for the site. and also just as a caveat, and it coming from the architecture side, the the 

constraints of this site are do really pin them down. Even though you technically could of do a hundred 

beds or however many beds you want. This. This site just makes that impossible. there's just no way that 

that you can do that. So that's just me speaking as an architect. But the other thing I would wanna 

mention is, you know, that it was mentioned earlier that it could be. You could do a 10 story office tower, I 

mean. think about the the amount of traffic there. We're talking about 35 trips in the morning. That's. I 

mean, that's just nothing. So I really think that the the impact from traffic specifically is being is isn't a 

concern. And in my eyes. 

 

Jonathan Hollinger: Thank you. Commissioner Carver. Did you have a thought? 

 

Adrian N. Carver: Yeah, I guess so. Maybe it's a question, just a procedural question. So if we determine 

if we accept the findings as they are now that it is a spot zone. I we have to say that it's a justified spot 

zone in order to approve the application. Correct? 

 

Matt Myers: Yes. 

 

Adrian N. Carver: Okay, And if we did, if we decide that it is not a spot zone. then we need to change the 

findings just to wait. I'm getting. I'm getting my conf myself confused again. If it is not a spot zone, then we 

just need to a change the findings to reflect that, and we can vote up or down whether or not we want the 

application to proceed correct. 
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Matt Myers: That works. I mean, yeah. 

 

Adrian N. Carver: I'm just trying to get my head around. What are the options? 2, 3 options do we have. 

 

Matt Myers: Well, so just to be clear. If you find that it is not a spot zone right? It sounds to me like maybe 

some of the Commissioners might still say, even if it's not a spot zone, they will not approve it for some 

other reason. Okay, but that is not currently reflected in the findings found in the staff report just to be 

clear. 

 

Adrian N. Carver: Okay. 

 

Gary Eyster: Eyster. 

 

Adrian N. Carver: Well, I let me Mr. Chair. 

 

Jonathan Hollinger: Go ahead. Carver. 

 

Adrian N. Carver: Yeah, i just as a matter of straw polling. I I think I am leaning towards it, not being a 

spot zone, and approval of the use. 

 

Jonathan Hollinger: Okay, thank you for your opinion. Vice chair. 

 

Gary Eyster: Thank you. Chair. I just wanted to put a little nuance on the question Commissioner Carver 

had there. If if we were to keep it as a spot zone. It already has a justification for that. And so there's 

nothing more to do but but vote approval. Yeah, you've got that Commissioner, and then If we were to put 

a a a question to the Commission, or even if the Chair just wanted to do a straw poll for the Commission 

that it's not a spot zone. Then, yeah, we'd break up and get a get that rewritten. Get that Finding Redone. 

But the. Before, but in order to do that, I would imagine the chair would want to have a pretty good feel 

that we had a a straw poll that would support approval. Because if we want to go to non approval, we 

gotta redo the whole. The whole findings that that take staff 30 40 min, anyway. But but, Commissioner 

Carver, like you, you said you're for a spot zone, and you're for approval. like, I'm sorry you're you're for a 

not a spot zone but for approval of the request. Thank you. Thank you. Chair. 

 

Jonathan Hollinger: Thank you. Vice chair I saw someone's hand up. Mr. Quevedo. 

 

Vicente Quevedo - Senior Planner: Yeah, yeah, just I just wanna make sure we're clear and appreciate 

that chair Hollinger and Commissioner Eyster. Yes. So whether or not whatever determination you 

mentioned you make on the spot. Zone does not change Staff's recommendation recommendation for 

approval, because if you leave it as is, it's a justified spot zone it's and it's been justified as Commissioner 

Eyster mentioned. If you say it's not a spot zone, then we need to modify finding 13-h to reflect that which 
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we could do with a with a short recess. If you do, if the Commission is leaning towards denial, then, as 

Commissioner said, we've got a staff has to go back and rewrite. The findings to reflect that decision, and 

that would take some time. So but just to be clear, the spot zone designation up or down doesn't change 

Staff's recommendation of approval. But you still make that final decision. So. 

 

Jonathan Hollinger: Thank you, Mr. Halstead. 

 

Renn Halstead: Yeah, thank you. Chair. I I wanted to ask. I'm I'm wondering if it's kind of does, I guess I 

want to understand what it matters the distinction between a spot, zone or not. If just taking just that 

piece. let's say we're the. There's enough people that are in in favor of approval. Is there some impact to 

the long term status of this site that that determination itself about the spot zone impacts? Or is it sort of a 

non-issue. And either way, if if indeed, we voted for approval it it doesn't change anything about the status 

of that site. That's what I'm I'm trying to understand. 

 

Matt Myers: i bet I could answer that. 

 

Renn Halstead: That is. 

 

Matt Myers: Chair, Hollinger and Commissioner. 

 

Jonathan Hollinger: Does. 

 

Matt Myers: So I think ultimately what will happen is the commission. Better make a decision as to 

whether they think it is a spot zone or not. If they say we do not think it is a spot zone, this will most likely 

get appealed, and the appellants will say we think it is a spot zone. Okay. if you find that it is a spot zone, 

but a justified spot zone, it will still probably be appealed, and they will say it was not a justified spot. Zone 

so I mean, I think that's what's gonna happen either way is is what's gonna happen. That's that's how I 

see this playing out. 

 

Jonathan Hollinger: Greg. 

 

Matt Myers: If that clears it up, maybe it doesn't. 

 

Jonathan Hollinger: Mister. 

 

Renn Halstead: Yeah, clear as mud. Thanks. 

 

Adrian N. Carver: Thanks. Chair. I I guess I'm I'm sensitive and sympathetic to Commissioner 

MacEachen's arguments about precedent. And so I'm I guess I'm kind of curious. I don't know who I'm 

directing this to, but if if we consider it a justified spot, zone does that? Maybe this is to you, Mr. Mc. Or 
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Commissioner MacEachen, and do you, in your opinion, if it was a justified spot zone, does that impact 

your concerns around setting a precedent. 

 

Tim MacEachen: I think that's a real slippery slope. I'm just not sure how you do that. And that's why 

people go to law school. I'm just here to try to represent people within the city, and and try to do what I 

thinks best, and make the decision that is best for the people who live in this city. 

 

Adrian N. Carver: So, Mr. Chair? Maybe for council, then, you know, the is there a difference between 

setting a precedent? You saying that this is a justified spot zone and saying that it is that it is a yeah, 

right? This is, this is tripping up my words, I'm sorry, guys. Is there a difference between in the way that 

we would be setting precedent in that if we called it a spot, zone or not? 

 

Matt Myers: If if that was thanks, Commissioner Carver, if if that was directed towards me, I don't think it 

makes a difference in the precedent. But but I think, legally, I'm just saying legally now, I think legally. 

the Commission would have a better basis if they found it was not a spot zone that is based on my legal 

reading of the IDO. I think it is a bigger stretch legally to say it is not a spot zone to say it is a spot zone, 

but it is justified. So I think, just legally, just legally based on the plain language of the IDO. I think it is not 

a spot zone. I think it's easier to justify that than to say it is a spot zone but justified. That's just legally. 

thank you.  

 

Jonathan Hollinger: Chair Hollinger. Commissioner Aragon. 

 

DARAGON1: Chairman, thank you. So I did have a a question. So Staff did present to us the criteria for 

deter, for how we could go and determine whether or not it was a spot zone or not. But I'm not sure that 

I've got the information and how we determine whether it's a justified spot zone, if that's the direction we 

went in. And that's kind of leaning towards where Mr. Myers was going is what criteria has been 

presented to us that we could justify our saying, yep, yep. We heard that it's justified spot zone based on 

A, B and C. If that makes any sense. 

 

Jonathan Hollinger: That that does. I think that's what the staff report had concluded. Yes, they're calling it 

a spot zone. And yes, they believe it's justified. 

 

DARAGON1: So what justified it? That is, is my question. 

 

Jonathan Hollinger: Mr. Quevedo. 

 

Vicente Quevedo - Senior Planner: Allowing me to speak to that chair Hollinger. 

 

Jonathan Hollinger: Sure. 
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Vicente Quevedo - Senior Planner: And the applicant can also answer this too. But, generally speaking, 

the justification that was provided by the applicant for the spot zone requirement was looking at the 

subject site and then going directly. You know, on on the site plan for a subdivision site which includes 

Embassy suites and Tricor, and all of that going west from from that site. Their their argument is that as 

you go west, the intensity decreases. and as you go east, it, it increases. And so once you get if you go 

west to east, for example, and you get up to the subject site. You go from Mx-h. Mx-m. And then with this 

zone change, if it's approved, would go to Mx-h, and that would be that that would justify the transition 

which is the requirement of the criterion. H and that's what is at issue here. If the if the Commission 

agrees with that argument. then we would stick with the finding that it is a justifiable spot zone per that 

rationale. If the Commission disagrees, which is what's been discussed here, looking at the other side of 

I-25, for example. Then then we would go with that. But that's their argument is that the intensity 

increases as you move east, and with the approval of the zone change, request, Mx-h. That would be the 

culmination of that increase. And that would be that transition that they're talking about. If that helps. 

 

DARAGON1: Yes, that does help. It creates 2 scenarios that are both cloudy. 

 

Jonathan Hollinger: Commissioner Aragon? Mr. Lozoya, I think you had your hand up for a little while. I'm 

sorry. Let's get to you. 

 

Sergio Lozoya, Tierra West: Thank you. Chairman Hollinger. In addition to the transition requirement, 

there is also a requirement to further up a preponderance of applicable comprehensive plan goals and 

policies. So we did provide a thorough policy analysis. That's the 1st test. If this can be approved 

under criterion, a and within Criterion. H. You need to have a strong policy analysis of the comprehensive 

plan. So we did provide that policy analysis in which that reviewed and agreed that this request furthers a 

preponderance of applicable comprehensive goals and policies. So that is, there's 2 legs to the spot. 

Zone is is that it furthers the Comp plan, and it acts as a transition. Those are the ones that we went with 

in our justification, and those were staff was in agreement with those is the. 

 

Loretta Naranjo Lopez: Is the floor closed, or is it not? I'd just like to know that. 

 

Jonathan Hollinger: It's it's close Ms. Naranjo. Vice Chair Mr. Eyster. 

 

Gary Eyster: No worries. Chair. Thank you. Again, I love the dialogue. It seems to me like this whole 

question of spot zone or not. Spot zone is is really kind of secondary, and it only becomes important if we 

are going to move toward approval. So I only have heard Commissioner MacEachen and me saying that 

we could kinda go with disapproval and and and and I could go with approval, too. So I, unless we hear a 

fair number of commissioners saying they want to move to disapproval. Chair. Maybe you could kind of 

do a straw poll and saying, Ca, you know, can we go? Shall we move to approval or not? And then then 

then, I think, if we do, we pick the strongest argument on the spot zone and and counsel, Myers said that 

is not a spot zone. 
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Jonathan Hollinger: So moved. Okay, I like the the suggestion. We, we definitely need to come to a 

decision here later. chairs position is that I think this is a justified spot. Zone. Let's see if we maybe just 

ran down the list where everybody falls. Commissioner Aragon. 

 

Gary Eyster: Oh, Eyster. Chair. I don't know if I made myself clear. I I was as far as yes or no. It was more 

like, do we want to move to approval of the entire request on a on a straw poll? Does that make sense? 

Are you okay with that chair? 

 

Jonathan Hollinger: Ye, yeah. And I think that's what I was getting at. 

 

Gary Eyster: Oh, you! So you were already saying yes, it is. We do want to approve it. And then you were 

questioning about the spot zone. 

 

Jonathan Hollinger: Per per my opinion. I was saying that I I think this is a justified so that that was my 

opinion, and I was hoping to take a stop over to see where we all kind of stand. 

 

Gary Eyster: So that means a justified rezoning request. Is that what you meant. 

 

Jonathan Hollinger: No, I've been approval of the the packet as presented by Staff. So Staff 

recommended approval, and and I'm in agreement with their opinion, and and that's my straw poll. 

 

Gary Eyster: You're in approval. You're in a favor of approval of the whole request. and and also the way 

they've characterized the spot Zone. 

 

Jonathan Hollinger: That's correct. 

 

Gary Eyster: I understand. Thank thank you. Sorry to belabor that. 

 

Jonathan Hollinger: So I was. I was hoping to get a little straw poll. See where we lie, and then we can. 

We can do something with this. So Commissioner Aragon? Where? Where do you fall? 

 

DARAGON1: So I do support the request. I think the applicant and staff has made a pretty good case 

towards that now, as far as the spot. Zone I would if I had to choose, and I don't think there's a wrong 

choice here. I think I would choose that this is not a spot zone, and that it meets the criteria for such. But 

if the the board wanted to go the other way, I'm okay with that as well. 

 

Jonathan Hollinger: Thank you. Commissioner Carver. 

 

Adrian N. Carver: I concur with Commissioner Aragon. 
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Jonathan Hollinger: Mr. Cruz. 

 

JOSEPH M CRUZ: I support the request as well. 

 

Jonathan Hollinger: As is, and not being a spot zone. Is that what I'm hearing. 

 

JOSEPH M CRUZ: Yes, exactly. 

 

Jonathan Hollinger: Good. Commissioner, Likar. 

 

Jarrod Likar: I'm same as Commissioner Cruz and Aragon. 

 

Jonathan Hollinger: Coppala is not here. Commissioner Eyster heard from me, but I didn't get you’re your 

official stance.  

 

Gary Eyster: Thank you. Chair as I indicated to the Commission and to the public, I I could see an 

approval or a disapproval depending on the decision criteria I would I would go with the majority of the 

Commission on approval of the entire thing which sounds like approval. and I would go with. Council, 

Myers. Recommendation that it is. It is not a spot zone. that's what that's what Commissioners Aragon 

And Carver, the other said, I think. 

 

Jonathan Hollinger: That's correct. Commissioner Halstead, how about you. 

 

Renn Halstead: Yeah, I'm I'm in favor of approval, and that is not a spot zone. 

 

Jonathan Hollinger: Okay, and Commissioner MacEachen. I assume your opinion is opposite, but I'd like 

to give you the floor anyway. 

 

Tim MacEachen: It's not only opposite, it's so short. No. 

 

Jonathan Hollinger: Okay. well, that leads us with a overwhelming majority. So if that's the pleasure of the 

Commission, and we were to move, I think we all have a stance, and we can finish this packet 

so we could have more deliberation if needed. I I think our straw poll kind of revealed our position. 

I'm open to more conversation or emotion at this point.  

 

Matt Myers: I I think. Chair, Hollinger, you just need to get the new findings. It's it sounds like this is where 

the Commission's going to say, it's not a spot zone, and it sounds like Mr. Quevedo caveat would need a 

little more time to do that. Hello. 

 

320



7-18-24 
EPC Hearing  
Agenda Item #4 
 

 

47 
 

Jonathan Hollinger: I'm glad it's. 

 

Vicente Quevedo - Senior Planner: Working on this? Thank you. Yes, yeah. Just a little time to to modify 

that language so that we could bring in parts of the discussion to make sure we're it. It matches what the 

Commission's been discussing. So even like, what do you think? 5 min, Megan? Or how long do you 

think. 

 

Megan Jones: Thank you. Mr. Kevin. Yes, I'm okay with taking a a short recess to address the the 

findings that need to be amended. I'd say at least 15 min just because we haven't taken another a 

bathroom break since about 1045 this morning, so we might need to squeeze in a little break in between 

there as well. In addition to us amending the mending those findings to to show you. 

 

Jonathan Hollinger: Well, we've been at it for a while. Perhaps we could take a lunch recess if everyone's 

in favor. Maybe we could take 30 min and come back and wrap this up Me. Yes. 

 

Adrian N. Carver: Mr. Chair, may I ask, are we gonna have to do this again for the next case, like the the 

Site plan, too? 

 

Jonathan Hollinger: That's undetermined at this point. 

 

Adrian N. Carver: Okay. 

 

Ronald Bohannan: Hopefully, not. 

 

Jarrod Likar: I'm saying once it's way gone, let's go 5 and get her done. 

 

Megan Jones: Hi Chair. 

 

Jonathan Hollinger: Ms. Jones. 

 

Megan Jones: Thank you, Commissioner Carver. Yes, this, the agenda item number 5 is a separate 

request for a site plan for the actual Rehab hospital youth. The request that you're seeing right now is just 

for the zone change from Mxm to Mxh. So that's a separate presentation. Separate public comment, 

deliberation on the Actual Site Plan. 

 

Adrian N. Carver: I. I was just hoping if we needed to revise some things that we could do. 2 birds, 1 1 

break. 

 

Megan Jones: The the findings are completely separate, for a fine for is on change versus a site plan. 

Thank you. 
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Jonathan Hollinger: So let's go ahead and take 30 we'll come back and hopefully wrap this this package 

up. 

 

BREAK 

 

Jonathan Hollinger: Welcome back everyone. That's our 30 min recess if we can all start gathering again. 

This point looks like we're just missing Commissioner, Liker, and Commissioner Eyster. Miss Jones, are 

you able to make it back as well?  

 

Vicente Quevedo - Senior Planner: She. She'll be at her desk shortly. 

 

Jonathan Hollinger: Thank you.  

 

Megan Jones: I'm here.  

 

Jonathan Hollinger: No worries, thank you. Just need Commissioner Liker. See you. Okay. I think we 

have a full house again. Staff. Are you prepared to continue where we left off? 

 

Vicente Quevedo - Senior Planner: Chair. Hollinger. Yes, we are prepared. 

 

Jonathan Hollinger: Very well. If everyone's back let's go ahead and get this started. The time is 2:54. 

 

Vicente Quevedo - Senior Planner: Okay. Is it okay to go ahead and share the. 

 

Jonathan Hollinger: Yes, absolutely. 

 

Vicente Quevedo - Senior Planner: Findings. Okay? So I'm gonna go and share my screen. And this is 

based on number. The 1st one is a clerical clerical. Update nothing, Major. The other 2 respond to the 

discussion that we that the Commission was having before. Sorry. Let me find my. I haven't said it before. 

I dislike the screen share feature on zoom, it's very clunky. Here we go. Here we go there we go. Sorry 

for that delay, so I wanna make sure I had the right thing in front of you commissioners. 

 

Jonathan Hollinger: Probably see your screen. 

 

Vicente Quevedo - Senior Planner: You can see everything. Yes. Okay. Do you want me to go through 

them? Briefly. 

 

Jonathan Hollinger: Sure please. 
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Vicente Quevedo - Senior Planner: Okay. Again, as I mentioned the very 1st these are proposed, 

amended and additional findings for the the project in case the 1st modified finding the modification to 

finding number 3 instruction one just corrects the hearing date. It had the incorrect date of June 20th so 

that corrects that to July 18th and then we get into the alternate findings. So this would replace finding 13- 

H to respond to the non spot zone. Item, that the commission deliberated. Do you want me to read it out 

loud? 

 

Jonathan Hollinger: We might as well, let's get that in the record. Make sure that commissioners are in 

agreement. 

 

Vicente Quevedo - Senior Planner: Sounds good. So the alternate. This is alternate. Finding 13-H. The 

request would not result in a spot zone, because it would not apply a zone different from surrounding 

zone districts, as evidenced by the existing Mx-h Zone parcel directly east of the subject site on the other 

side of I-25, interstate 25. The record also reflects several similar medical and hospital uses in the 

surrounding area. The applicant has shown how the request would clearly facilitate, and I'll add the word 

a preponderance. of. I'm sorry that moved where to go. There it is. 

 

Jonathan Hollinger: there it.. 

 

Vicente Quevedo - Senior Planner: A preponderance of the comprehensive plan policies as shown in 

response to criterion. A. The response, criterion H is sufficient. Then, however, even if the Commission 

had determined that it was a spot zone, the Commission further finds that it would have been a justifiable 

spot zone. So we're covering both bases there with that verb. 

 

Tim MacEachen: Chair, but sure that. 

 

Jonathan Hollinger: Mr. MacEachen. 

 

Tim MacEachen: So I don't. And maybe I'm just a weirdo. But I don't think we need the word. Even the 

seconds sentence in the second paragraph, however, if the Commission had determined, how's that? 

 

Jonathan Hollinger: Works for me. 

 

Gary Eyster: Eyster. 

 

Jonathan Hollinger: Vice, chair. 

 

Gary Eyster: I don't think we should just talk about Mx-h uses on the east of Interstate. There's also Mx-h 

uses, so we should also say, and Mx-h uses South of Lomas immediately. 
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Vicente Quevedo - Senior Planner: Okay? so we should say, south of Lomas. Here. Is that correct? Or do 

you want a new new sentence? 

 

Gary Eyster: Both both South of Lomas and east of I on the other side of I 25. That's fine. 

Yeah, that's all that works. Okay. wait, wait a minute. Got we got them all mixed in there now 

existing zoned parcel directly east of the subject site. So get that cut out that South of Lomas. 

 

Vicente Quevedo - Senior Planner: Just move that over. 

 

Gary Eyster: And put it after interstate 25. And take care of the and all that. 

 

Vicente Quevedo - Senior Planner: Okay, let me just zoom parcel directly east of the subject site. we'll 

just say on the other side of Interstate 25. And that's what you're saying. Okay? And south of Lomas 

Boulevard. Okay. 

 

Jonathan Hollinger: So, so. 

 

Megan Jones: Thank you. Chair Hollinger. in the second to last sentence, can you please add applicant 

has shown how the request would clearly facilitate a preponderance of applicable comprehensive plan 

goals and policies. but at applicable comprehensive plan. Goals and policies. 

 

Renn Halstead: Halstead 

 

Jonathan Hollinger: Mr. Halstead. 

 

Renn Halstead: Thanks, chair I I would recommend changing the language that we were just modifying 

on the other side of Interstate 25 as well as south, so it doesn't seem like it's oh, the south side of Lomas, 

on the east side of vendor, say 25. That right. 

 

Gary Eyster: Yeah. 

 

Renn Halstead: okay. 

 

Vicente Quevedo - Senior Planner: Okay, if we're good. With that I can move to the additional finding. 

That, we added. But I'll wait till the commission is ready. 

 

Jonathan Hollinger: Commissioners, any opposition? 

 

Gary Eyster: No. 
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Vicente Quevedo - Senior Planner: Okay? hmm, okay, then we will. We will replace the existing 3rd 

finding 13-h. With this language, there the other item that we wanted to add was, an an additional finding. 

So a new finding 17, just to reflect that the commission was deliberating in accordance with the land. Use 

hearing officers remand instructions. I'll read that into the record. So additional finding 17 during the July 

18th 2024. Public hearing the Environmental Planning Commission deliberated as to whether the request 

would result in a spot zone pursuant to the land, use hearing officers remand instructions A/C. 2411. The 

Commission concluded that the request does not result in a spot zone. Therefore the Commission has 

provided updated findings to reflect this decision. We might take out the word, therefore, but feel free to 

word. Smith. 

 

Gary Eyster: Well, the the alternate finding 13 HIII re so for the last sentence I would say, like you said 

Mr. Kv. Though, get rid of the therefore I would just say, the Commission. Yeah. The Commission 

developed alternate, finding 13 h. To reflect this. 

 

Vicente Quevedo - Senior Planner: Okay. 

 

Tim MacEachen: Can we say some of the Commission found? Yeah. 

 

Vicente Quevedo - Senior Planner: The majority. 

 

DARAGON1: 30. 

 

Vicente Quevedo - Senior Planner: Listen to alternate finding 3rd and age to reflect. That's what we're 

saying. Does that work. 

 

Matt Myers: I don't know that we say alternate finding, I think, sorry to interrupt. This is Matt Myers. I think 

it's the Commission developed, finding 13-H. Because they're not going to know that it was an alternate 

finding, are they? No. 

 

Vicente Quevedo - Senior Planner: That's correct. I mean, it's it's in the record. But that that's what we're 

trying to show. But however, the Commission wants to word it, that's fine. 

 

Matt Myers: Well, I'm not the commission, the people I'm just a lawyer. You guys tell. 

 

Gary Eyster: Ha ha ha. 

 

Vicente Quevedo - Senior Planner: Commissioners. Would you like to keep the word alternate, or just 

have it reflected as finding 13 each. 

 

Renn Halstead: I think that's more concise. Okay? 
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Vicente Quevedo - Senior Planner: Okay, does that cover? Everything that was deliberated by the EPC, 

or there, is there any other additional items. 

 

Gary Eyster: That's all I know of. 

 

Jonathan Hollinger: And forgive me, This is chair. in the findings. Does that discuss the traffic 

improvements? Or is that a part of the next case things are starting to blend together for me. 

 

Vicente Quevedo - Senior Planner: yeah, the the traffic improvements weren't weren't part of the findings 

for this case, Commissioner. I'm sorry. Chair Hollinger. Mainly because the Site plan was just supposed 

to be mentioned and and discuss, but not not gone into that level of detail. However, that being said, the 

applicant did provide that as part of the record, so we could note it. If you'd like to. 

 

Jonathan Hollinger: I don't think that could hurt as a finding. 

 

Vicente Quevedo - Senior Planner: Okay. Do you want that? Finding 18. 

 

Jonathan Hollinger: Sure. 

 

Vicente Quevedo - Senior Planner: Or yeah. So let's see, yeah, cause those those 2 would flow, and then 

the 18 would be a different one. So let me just I'm gonna go ahead and add that 18 something to the 

effect of, The applicant. 

 

Tim MacEachen: Either. Chair Vos has his hand up. 

 

Jonathan Hollinger: Let's go, Comm Vos, or or Mr. Vos. 

 

Michael Vos, ZEO: Thank you. Chair and commissioners. if you're looking to speak to a traffic, the traffic 

study that was provided for the record. It's referenced in Staff's condition. 13 e. Which talks about 

infrastructure, improvement, capacity. So you could choose whether or not to add a new finding, or to add 

or revise something in finding 13 h. 

 

Vicente Quevedo - Senior Planner: Let's see. It's in 13-8, you said, or 13. 

 

Michael Vos, ZEO: 13, e. 

 

Vicente Quevedo - Senior Planner: E, okay. would you like me to read that out loud Commissioners, or 

put it on the screen. 
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Jonathan Hollinger: I think the screen would suffice. And thank you, Mr. Vos. Okay. 

 

Stopped on PM recording at 55 minutes. 

Vicente Quevedo - Senior Planner: Let me pull that up here on one sec. I have to stop sharing one and 

share the other. think that's it. Okay, so this is how 13 E currently reads it says the city's existing 

infrastructure and public improvements, including, but not limited to its street trail and sidewalk systems 

meet one of the following requirements, we'll have adequate capacity. When the city and the applicant 

have fulfilled their respective obligations under a city approved development agreement between the city 

and the applicant. and it says, the subject site is currently served by infrastructure, which will have 

adequate capacity. Once the applicant fulfills obligations any future development on the site which is 

currently vacant would be required to adhere to all obligations and standards under the IDO Dpm. And 

our infrastructure improvements improvement agreements. The applicant has also completed a full traffic 

safety study. Does that suffice, Or would you like to add more? 

 

Jonathan Hollinger: I wonder? It would be wise to say that the EPC. Ever view the traffic study? I'm open 

to opinions. We could take that or leave it. 

 

Megan Jones: Chair Hollinger. This is Megan Jones. 

 

Jonathan Hollinger: Ms Jones. 

 

Megan Jones: The traffic study was not included as part of the Zone change request that was included 

only for the Site plan request which is being heard subsequent to this. So I'm not sure if it's appropriate to 

state that that the traffic study was reviewed as part of the zone change. 

 

Jonathan Hollinger: Okay, I'll I'll leave it out. I I think this would probably suffice unless anyone... 

 

Vicente Quevedo - Senior Planner: Chair. Hollinger does clarify that it is a traffic traffic safety study, not 

the traffic impact study. So that would be a clear delineation between the 2 cases as well, so. 

 

Jonathan Hollinger: Okay, I'll I'll drop that. Thank you. 

 

Vicente Quevedo - Senior Planner: Okay. So I'm gonna go ahead and remove this and back to 

where we were at before. 

 

Jonathan Hollinger: Alright commissioners. Does that satisfy the findings? As our per discussion 

looks like a lot of yeses. 

 

Gary Eyster: Yes. 
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Jonathan Hollinger: I believe then we are to the point. We can make a motion sure can't do it. So. 

 

DARAGON1: Aragon here. I'll make a motion. 

 

Jonathan Hollinger: Thank you, Mr. Aragon. 

 

DARAGON1: Let's see if I get the right right. Agenda. Item number 4, and it's only 3 o'clock. 

in the matter. Agenda. Item 4 project number PR-2024-009765, RZ-2024-00029. Dash zoning map, 

amendment or zone change. I move approval based on. I believe there's 18 findings from staff or 17 

findings from Staff. 17. 

 

Jonathan Hollinger: 17. 

 

DARAGON1: 17 findings on from staff report. 

 

Vicente Quevedo - Senior Planner: And and we would need to mention the modified and alternate. 

 

Gary Eyster: Yeah. 

 

Vicente Quevedo - Senior Planner: For the motion. 

 

DARAGON1: Excellent. So in addition to that, go ahead, Halstead. 

 

Renn Halstead: I'm sorry to interrupt. Was that the correct case number. 

 

Jonathan Hollinger: I I was curious about that as well. 

 

DARAGON1: There's 2 of them. There's 2024-009765 zoning map amendment. And then there's the 009 

up. They're the same on my. a paper. 

 

Renn Halstead: The projects are the same, but the case number should be different. 

 

DARAGON1: Okay, so we have case number RZ-2024-00029. 

 

Renn Halstead: That's not what I'm seeing. Chair is that. 

 

DARAGON1: You're right. It is different on the stack staff report. It's a 2024-00001. 
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Megan Jones: That's that's correct. This is Megan Jones, Commissioner Aragon, the the project number 

and case number that's being shared on the screen right now by Mr. Quevedo, is the correct project and 

case number for the zone change. 

 

DARAGON1: Okay. 

 

Megan Jones: The pipeline being heard after this has the same project number, but a different case. 

Number. 

 

DARAGON1: Okay, great. Just reading off the agenda. So I I'll refer to the one on the screen as case 

number RZ-2024-000001. I got all the zeros right, if not, please correct it. and to include the alternate 

finding 13-h. And the additional finding 17. 

 

Ronald Bohannan: And modified. 

 

Jonathan Hollinger: Mr. Myers does that capture everything? That was a lot of information. 

 

Matt Myers: I I think that's right, and with also with modified finding number 3, and I think he got it. 

 

Jonathan Hollinger: Okay. If we have your approval, then we'll move forward. A motion was made. Do we 

have a second? 

 

Renn Halstead: Second it. 

 

Jonathan Hollinger: Second by Commissioner Halstead. Any just further discussion. It's done. We'll move 

to a roll call, though. Commissioner Aragon. 

 

DARAGON1: Aragon. aye. 

 

Jonathan Hollinger: Mr. Caver. 

 

Adrian N. Carver: Carver. aye. 

 

Jonathan Hollinger: Commissioner Cruz. Are you still with us? Mr. Likar? 

 

Jarrod Likar: Likar aye. 

 

Jonathan Hollinger: Vice Chair Eyster? 

 

Gary Eyster: Eyster, aye. 
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Jonathan Hollinger: Mr. Halstead. 

Renn Halstead: Halstead aye. 

Jonathan Hollinger: Mr. MacEachen? 

Tim MacEachen: Mr. MacEachen, no. 

Jonathan Hollinger: Mr. Hollinger’s an aye. So that is 2, 3, 4, 5, 6 yeses, one no, and one absentee. So 

the motion will pass. 

END 
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Planning Department 
  

Development Review Division 
600 2nd Street NW – 3rd Floor 
Albuquerque, NM  87102  

NOTICE OF APPEAL 
 

August 5, 2024 

TO WHOM IT MAY CONCERN: 

The Planning Department received an appeal on July 23, 2024.  You will receive a 
Notice of Hearing as to when the appeal will be heard by the Land Use Hearing 
Officer.  If you have any questions regarding the appeal please contact Nichole 
Maher, Planning Sr. Administrative Assistant at (505) 924-3845. 

Please refer to the enclosed excerpt from the City Council Rules of Procedure 
for Land Use Hearing Officer Rules of Procedure and Qualifications for any 
questions you may have regarding the Land Use Hearing Officer rules of 
procedure.  

Any questions you might have regarding Land Use Hearing Officer policy or 
procedures that are not answered in the enclosed rules can be answered by Michelle 
Montoya, Clerk to the Council, (505) 768-3100. 

CITY COUNCIL APPEAL NUMBER:  AC-24-18 
PLANNING DEPARTMENT CASE FILE NUMBER: 
PR-2024-009765, RZ-2024-00001 

APPLICANT:  Santa Barbara Martineztown Neighborhood Association 
c/o Hessel E. Yntema III, Yntema Law Firm P.A. 
215 Gold Ave. SW 
Suite 201 
Albuquerque, NM 87102 

CC:  
Tierra West LLC, Sergio Lozoya, slozoya@tierrawestllc.com 

Cross Development, meagan@crossdevelopment.net 
Ciaran Lithgow, ciaranlithgow@gmail.com 
Loretta Naranjo-Lopez, sbmartineztown@gmail.com 
Gilbert Speakman, sbmartineztown@gmail.com 
Legal, Dking@cabq.gov  
Legal, acoon@cabq.gov 
EPC file 

 

Alan Varela, Planning Director 
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