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Jane Baechle

7021 Lamar Avenue NW

Albuquerque, NM 87120

Jane.Baechle@gmail.com


October 16, 2023


To:	  David Shaffer

	 Chair, Environmental Planning Commission


From: 	Jane Baechle


Re:	 Project # PR-2023-009207 RZ-2023-00033– Zoning Map Amendment


I am writing as an individual, resident of Santa Fe Village and member of our Santa Fe Village 
Neighborhood Association (SFVNA). My views are mine as an individual although I believe 
they are consistent with the views on many fellow residents and members of the SFVNA 
regarding development on the NW mesa. We value the entire area of the escarpment and mesa 
and believe any development should respect the landscape and the character of the surrounding 
area.


This application requests a zoning change that would demonstrably alter the character of the 
surrounding area. Every property in every direction is currently zoned entirely for residential use. 
No nearby property is zoned for commercial use and any such development, even on a modest 
scale, would be inconsistent with a residential area. This is surely a clear example of spot zoning.


Planning Department staff oppose this request and clearly articulate how it conflicts with ABC 
Comp Plan goals and policies for development. I respectfully request that the EPC likewise 
oppose this application and maintain the existing zoning for this property.


Sincerely,


Jane Baechle
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Date: October 16, 2023 

EPC: Agenda #4: Zone Map Amendment R-1D to MXT  

Volcano Cliffs subdivision/between Rainbow Blvd. and Rosa Parks:   

Project # PR-2023-009207, RZ-2023-00033 

EPC Hearing date: October 19, 2023 

 

Dear EPC Chairman Mr. Shaffer and fellow Commissioners, 

 

 I recently learned of the proposed zone change request to change R-1D to MXT for the Volcano Cliffs 

area on the mesa top.  This was brought to our my attention by a nearby concerned neighbor, who 

noticed the posted sign. Neither he nor WSCONA was notified.   

I support the staff report's recommendation to deny the zone change and agree that this request is 

contrary to this area being in an Area of Consistency for single family homes, resulting in this unjustified 

spot zoning request. The current R-1D is most appropriate for the mesa top area; as there is a need for 

single family homes and the large lot zoning is more sensitive to this highly valued cultural area of the 

Albuquerque community with its unique topography and views. The Volcano Heights Urban Center at 

Paseo and Unser is the center for commercial /office use. Mixed use zoning was never intended to 

expand beyond the Unser/Paseo Urban Center.  

West side residents have observed that zone changes outside the properly zoned activity centers tend 

to dilute the market and undermine the success of urban centers on the west side. Zone changes such as 

this do not serve the best interest of the community and have lead to major conflicts between the 

residents and the developers that can go on for years. R-1D zoning is a more appropriate for this area, as 

there is a need for single family homes and R-1D zoning will cause less conflicts than the proposed MXT 

zone, which is more intense with taller building heights that dominate the landscape. It is not clear what 

type of use the zone change will bring and how it will be a benefit to the neighborhood. Because the 

mesa top is a very sensitive area and zone changes such as this usually lead to increased density with 

taller building heights which has led to much anger and conflict for our west side community.  It may 

bring economic benefit for the applicant but it does not bring a benefit to the community. Therefore  I 

urge your support to deny the zone change request.  

Thank you, 

Rene' Horvath 

Land Use Director for WSCONA 
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Valle Prado Neighborhood Association 

With regards to: Project #: PR-2023-009207 

Subject: Opposed to zoning change 

October 16, 2023 

To Whom It May Concern, 

With regards to Project #: PR-2023-009207, I am writing to ask that the City of Albuquerque 

Environmental Planning Commission vote in opposition to the proposed zoning change from R1-D to 

MX-T based on arguments of housing density, precedence, and continuity of land use. 

As the president of the Valle Prado Neighborhood Association, I have not yet had an opportunity to 

discuss or gauge this particular zoning matter with all of the board or members, but in my time in this 

community, I do not recall a time when they were in favor of increased density.  Even in facilitated 

meetings where high density residential housing site plans are under consideration for approval on land 

that has been zoned for that purpose since the plats were first drawn, there are objections for the plan 

to move forward based on the increased density straining already overloaded public infrastructure such 

as water, schools, and street capacity.  Changing the zoning from R1-D to MX-T would only add to this 

problem by densifying past what master plans were designed to handle. 

While it could be argued that allowing denser land use on one lot could do little to the overall master 

plan, allowing such a change would create a precedent that would open the flood gates to numerous 

requests of a similar nature.  Such a precedent would have a significant impact on public infrastructure 

and character of the Northwest Mesa Top communities.   

The area for the proposed zone change is in a planned residential neighborhood near three public 

schools.  A business or higher density housing in this area would not match the continuity of land use in 

a residential community.  Furthermore there is no shortage of land that can support MX-T activities on 

the Northwest Mesa Top.  There are ample use areas zoned for higher density housing yet to be 

developed and located not far from this site.  The same can be said of commercially zoned sections 

which also exist in abundance on the mesa top and are mostly yet to be developed.   

 

Joshua Beutler 

President 
Valle Prado Neighborhood Association 
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MS HEYNE: Good morning again, Mr. Chair and Commissioners, again my name is Catherine Heyne, 

and I'm Planner with the city of Albuquerque. This is agenda, item number 4, PR-2023-009207, case 

number RZ-2023-00033. The request. Okay, there we go. The request is for a zoning map amendment 

from RD-1D, from R1-D, to MX-T,  for an approximately 1.6-acre site, located on Resolana Place, 

northwest, which comprises the northwest corner of the intersection of existing Rainbow Boulevard 

northwest, and the Plated Rosa Parks road, northwest. The subject site is vacant and surrounded by R1-

D, to the north, south and west, and by R-ML to the east of Rainbow Boulevard. The subject site is in an 

area of consistency, and is not located within either a designated center or corridor, and the subject site 

was originally plotted in the 1960’s and annexed by the city in 1981. The subject site is located within the 

special assessment district 228 or sad 228, and this district is an area for which improvement costs are 

assessed and then divided among property owners. Prior to the current Albuquerque Comprehensive 

plan, the Integrated Development Ordinance, the subject site fell within the area covered by the 2011, 

rank 3 Volcano Cliff Sector Development Plan. With the adoption of the IDO in 2017 the subject site was 

converted from SU-2 Volcano Cliff's large lot which was designated for single family homes on larger lots 

than typical single-family development, to R1-D. The subject site is vacant and undeveloped. The 

applicant's policy-based response does not adequately show that the request would clearly facilitate the 

implementation of the Comprehensive plan. There are conflicts with several applicable goals and policies 

regarding compatible land uses and city development areas with respect to areas of consistency, and 

therefore their Cust does not clearly facilitate the goal and policies from the Comprehensive plan. The 

subject site is located wholly within an area of consistency. Areas of consistency are used to apply 

policies limiting new development to an intensity and scale consistent with the existing character of 

surrounding neighborhoods. Directing growth to areas of change is intended to help preserve and protect 

established neighborhoods and areas of consistency. Change that does occur shall reinforce or enhance 

the existing character of those neighborhoods. How the site may or may not be developed cannot be 

determined, and there is no guarantee that an MX-T designation would not permit development that is 

significantly different from the surrounding residential character. There are no affected neighborhood 

organizations, and therefore no neighborhood associations. Notifications were made. Property owners 

within a hundred feet of the subject site were notified as required. One phone inquiry was received, as 

well as 3 letters of opposition. There is opposition to the request regarding project number 2023-009178, 

case number VA-2023-00246, staff recommends denial. And with that I stand for questions. 

 

CHAIR SHAFFER: Thank you, Ms. Heyne. Commissioners, questions for staff? 

 

COMMISSIONER HOLLINGER: Thank you Chair. Was it Ms. Heyne, I missed your introduction? 

 

MS HEYNE: Yes, that’s correct.  

 

COMMISSIONER HOLLINGER: Okay, thank you. My question was, are there any character protection 

overlays? Aside from area consistency. 

 

MS HEYNE: There is a character projection overlay 13 for the area. 
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COMMISSIONER HOLLINGER: And which protection is that? 

 

MS HEYNE: That's the, let me get the name right, I think Mesa Vista. Let me double check. 

 

MS LEHNER: Hmm. Mr. Chair Commissioners, I think it's Northwest Mesa Escarpment. Let me take a 

quick look. 

 

MS HEYNE: Thank you, Catalina. Ms. Lehner.  

 

MS LEHNER: CPO 13, Volcano Mesa. That is IDO 14-16-3-4-N. 

 

COMMISSIONER HOLLINGER: Thank you for that I appreciate it. I'll yield the floor. 

 

CHAIR SHAFFER: Sounds good. Any other commissioners have any questions for staff? 

 

COMMISSIONER EYSTER: Eyster one quick one.  

 

CHAIR SHAFFER: Commissioner Eyster. 

 

COMMISSIONER EYSTER: Thank you Chair. Thank you, Ms. Haney. Again, a nice staff report, nice 

presentation. My question is on page one of the staff report summary of analysis. It states, the applicant 

is requesting a zone change from R1-D to MXT, to facilitate future development. And sometimes I mean, I 

guess that's it's pretty obvious that they want to facilitate future development. But sometimes we see a 

purpose of a request, but sometimes we don't. I wonder to what extent the that purpose is meaningful in 

our decision, and whether or not that's useful information or not. 

 

MS LEHNER: Mr. Chair, Commissioner's, I can speak to a little bit. I think there's 2 things going on here. 

One is that zone change is to the entire category. So, regardless of what they say today is the intention 

for future development, one that intention could change, depending upon various factors, timelines, 

financing, etc., and 2 when looking at approving the decision. It's important and incumbent upon the 

Commission to consider everything in that category, because the criteria for a zone change have, for 

instance, criterion D, which requires looking at all of the permissive uses that would all of the uses that 

would become permission should the Zone change be approved. 

 

CHAIR SHAFFER: Commissioner, does that satisfy your… 

 

COMMISSIONER EYSTER: It doesn't quite get to the heart of my question. Which is are we always going 

to say that the zone changes to permit, is to facilitate future development? 

 

MS HEYNE: At this time, we are unsure what the future development is, and maybe Mr. Garcia can speak 

further when he, when he speaks. 

 

121



EPC hearing October 19, 2023  

PR-2023-009207 

COMMISSIONER EYSTER: Thanks Ms. Haney, I think it's probably not worth pursuing this question. I'll 

do this offline down the road, looking at other staff reports. But I'll yield the floor chair. 

 

CHAIR SHAFFER: Thank you, Commissioner Eyster. All right any other questions for staff? Okay, we will 

move on to the applicant, Mr. Garcia. Good morning, huh! Go ahead and say your name and address for 

the record, please. 

 

MR GARCIA: Carl Garcia, with ABQ land use consulting 6300 Riverside Plaza Lane, NW, Albuquerque, 

New Mexico, 87120.  

 

CHAIR SHAFFER: Thank you, raise your right hand swear to tell the truth under penalty of perjury? 

 

MR GARCIA: Yes, sir.  

 

CHAIR SHAFFER: Alright, you may proceed. 

 

MR GARCIA: All right. Good morning, Mr. Chair and commissioners. I'm just gonna jump right into this, 

since I know there is a denial. I thank you Ms. Heyne, for your comments and your time on this. The 

justification letter explains how this request is consistent with and furthers relevant comp plan, goals and 

policies. It furthers, policies related to jobs, housing balances mixed mixes of uses, and avoiding over 10 

acres of single land uses. It provides opportunities for uses and utilities that would support future 

residential growth on the vacant land. While this request would create a spot zone, it will function as a 

transition between adjacent zone districts, R-1 zone and RML to the east. So, this property will transition 

allowable heights from east to west. Building heights are of key significance to the West side residence to 

preserve views going from single or 2-story buildings on the west of Rainbow, to a 3-story apartment on 

the east side will appear more jarring without a transition in building heights as would be allowed by the 

ZMA. Zone map amendments, is policy-based decision, which is why it is before you today. Staff 

presented their conclusion that this request is not consistent with policies and regulations. My justification 

letter provides analysis, showing it is consistent and implements key goals and policies and regulations. It 

does not have a significant conflict with in any way. As a policy decision making body it is up to the EPC 

to weigh in on all this policy for this policy call. If the request meets the test of the IDO regulations which I 

believe it does as described in the application, and 2, the request, if the request will further and implement 

the vision for future growth in the city. We believe that a mixed-use zone will support my clients first use 

on the property, which is a cell tower along with future residential office and personal services, is more 

consistent with the city's vision for the future growth than keeping the property zoned R-1. My client is 

here, if you have and will testify after related to the first use proposed for this property. But I must remind 

you that there's still a separate application for cell towers which may or may not be approved, if the zone 

change is approved. And this will take up approximately 800 square feet of the site, leaving a substantial 

amount of land for other uses that will support the future neighborhood that will be developed in this area. 

We believe that, due to the platting, the size and location of the lots along Rainbow Boulevard. It is 

apparent that the zone is not the most advantageous for the community nor the most appropriate for this 
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location. If it were the most appropriate location, it would have been subdivided into a regular pattern like 

the rest of the R-1 lots sized appropriately for single family homes.  

 

And I just really quick, I want to address the opposition letters. Just take another 2 min. So, there were 

objections, and one comment stated, there are objections for the plan to move forward, based on the 

increased density draining the already overloaded public infrastructure, such as water, schools, and street 

capacity. So, the first proposed use on the property will provide essential life, safety, infrastructure. The 

proposed cell tower will provide improved service for existing residents, future residents, the nearby 

schools, and businesses. Although the proposed zone change will allow higher density housing that is not 

the intent for future use of this property. Intended uses are commercial businesses that would support the 

surrounding residences. Another comment stated, as there is a need for single family homes, and that 

large lot zoning is more sensitive to this highly valued cultural area of the Albuquerque community, with 

its unique topography and views. And my response, the topography at this property is unique, because 

the grade gradually increases in height, heading south, starting at 6 feet, and up to 40, 42 feet higher than 

the subject property. Then this grade change takes place within 1,800 feet of subject property. A third 

comment stated, it may bring economic benefit to the applicant, but not any benefit to the community. So, 

this comment is not accurate, and I, if… had I been contacted, I would have had opportunity to discuss 

this and propose future uses, and to date I have not been contacted by anyone. And the fourth comment, 

and lastly, resulting the common, ended with resulting in unjustified spot zoning request. My comment, 

the response, the proposed zone will be a transition zone between the R-1D and R-ML across the street. 

And I thank you for your time, and I'll stand for questions. 

 

CHAIR SHAFFER: Sorry about that. Thank you, Mr. Garcia. Commissioners, what questions do you have 

for the applicant? 

 

COMMISSIONER HOLLINGER: Commissioner Hollinger. Thank you chair. Good morning, Mr. Garcia, It's 

nice to see you again.  

 

MR GARCIA: Good morning, sir.  

 

COMMISSIONER HOLLINGER: I have 3 questions for you. I don't want to overload you, so maybe we 

just do just these one at a time. First is in regards to building height within the MXT zone. What is your 

allotted building height?  

 

MR GARCIA: Let me see here in the MXT we've got. Give me, Mr. Chair, Commissioner, just give me one 

second, and I have it here in my notes. So, R-1 is 26 feet, MXT is 30 feet, and the RML is 38 feet. 

 

COMMISSIONER HOLLINGER: So MXT is 30 is that what I heard?  

 

MR GARCIA: yes Sir.  
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COMMISSIONER HOLLINGER: Okay, and does that fall within the CPO 13, or does that exceed that 

limitation? 

 

MR GARCIA: I'd have to, let me. If you give me a minute I can look that up. 

 

MS LEHNER: Mr. Chair ,Commissioners. I was able to grab this from the paper copy of the IDO. So, 

Volcano Mesa CPO 13, says, there is requirements regarding building height which states pursuant to 3-

4-N-4-A, this is page 114 of the IDO, building height, maximum, 18 feet, may be increased to 26 feet, on 

a maximum 50% of the building footprint. So, there are standards for building, for building height within 

CPO 13, that would prevail over the general standards of the IDO. 

 

COMMISSIONER HOLLINGER: So that would be an additional 4 feet above the CPO. From a maxim 26 

to 30, 

 

MS LEHNER: Mr. Chair, Commissioners, the CPO regulations prevail over the general regulations. So, 

it's specific over general. So, 3-4-N-4-A of the IDO building height regulations and volcano mesa would 

apply to the subject site rather than the general regulations of MXT. 

 

COMMISSIONER HOLLINGER: So, just for clarification that that's very detailed answer. If we dumb down 

a little for me backwards, it's that I understood it was from 18 to possibly 26, and under MXT it was 30. 

Am I getting those numbers right? 

 

MS LEHNER: Mr. Chair, Commissioner, I believe that's correct. I’ll pop the IDO up on the screen. We can 

take a look at it together, if that would be helpful. that's correct.  

 

CHAIR SHAFFER: But the CPO overrides it. So, the 26 would be the Max. If on a 50% building footprint. 

 

COMMISSIONER HOLLINGER: Okay, okay, that's really helpful. Thank you. Alright, the second question 

I guess this is somewhat of a comment. Typically, I've seen MXT, I'm gonna pick on Paseo Del Norte for 

an example, you have a large street with MXT and then residential behind it, and in this case,  it looks like 

we have residentials on the east and west, with an MXT in the center. So, I feel like that's where some of 

the pushback is coming from. Do you have any commentary to that? 

 

MR GARCIA: Well. Mr. Chair, Commissioner's, our main reasoning for this is the need, the need on the 

West Side for this public infrastructure, and for other a zone that would allow support businesses for the 

residential areas throughout the community. 

 

COMMISSIONER HOLLINGER: Okay, and lastly, during your presentation, you mentioned something 

about emergency personnel possibly be allowed on this proposed zone change if I understood that 

correctly. As I understood it, that would fall under a different zone category. 
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MR GARCIA: Mr. Chair, Commissioner, What I did mention I believe was essential life safety 

infrastructure. So, what I meant by that is that the cell tower would provide the necessary service, and 

you know, improve service that could allow for life safety such as you know, phone calls and a cell tower 

that would provide that infrastructure. 

 

COMMISSIONER HOLLINGER: Okay, I see, okay, thanks for that. That helps I'll yield the floor. Thank 

you for all those comments. 

 

MR GARCIA: Thank you, Mr. Commissioner. 

 

CHAIR SHAFFER: Thank you Commissioner Hollinger. Any other Commissioners. Commissioner Eyster. 

 

COMMISSIONER EYSTER: Thank you Chair. Commissioner Hollinger's question stimulates a question in 

my mind. How would the, and I could address Mr. Garcia. It may go to Ms. Haney, or Ms. Lehner, but the 

height of a wireless telecommunication facility, what, what is that likely to be? And would that be 

governed by the character protection overlay. Would that be limited to that level of overlay? 

 

MS LEHNER: I will take a stab at that. I have also been the director’s designee for wireless since 2006. 

So, I can certainly chime in on this issue. So, wireless telecommunication facilities, the height limitation is, 

it's 65 feet for one carrier and 75 feet for another carrier. Now, when we read CPO 13, that is a limitation 

on building height. WTF is not a building, so, therefore those height limitations will not apply to it. 

However, with respect to wireless is important to understand that there are a variety of ways in which 

wireless service can be provided. Antennas can be co-located on existing vertical structures, such as 

PNM poles, wireless facilities can be deployed in various locations. They have to meet the city's wireless 

regulations. There is no guarantee that this site would or would not. That's a completely separate 

application process. Also, just so that the Commission knows oftentimes there are, you know, look at 

aerials across the mesa there are wireless sites, 800 square feet that encumbered the entire site for 

various reasons. So just also, please keep that in mind. 

 

COMMISSIONER EYSTER: Thank you, that answers my question. I have a different question about a 

permissive use. I wanna ask Mr. Garcia, I believe that If we were to approve the Zone Map amendment 

and go to MXT, then that would then make a community residential facility large a permissive use. Do I 

have that right? 

 

MR GARCIA:  Mr. Chair, Commissioner, I'm not looking at the IDO to set the uses. I could look that up, 

but I'm sure if it's listed as a permissive use in the MXT, yes, it definitely would be allowed.  

 

COMMISSIONER EYSTER: We can, hold on confirming that. But, the way I'm reading a community 

residential facility is It causes me to think of a facility across the street from a small property I own. Where 

the facility houses individuals who are maybe transitioning, or maybe they're not able to rent their own 

house. They need to rent in this place, or be housed in this place. And I, I've been vexed dozens and 

dozens of times by at least one resident who sits in his front doorway and screams obscenities half the 
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day. Now, I'm wondering is that what could happen here? How would the nearby residences be protected 

from that kind of a behavior? 

 

MR GARCIA: Mr. Chair, Commissioner, so yeah, definitely, that is, that is, a definite possibility. Probably 

a low probability. But everything that's permissive in the IDO you know it. It's allowed for a reason and 

the only thing that I know that community residential facilities are regulated by the State and by code 

enforcement to an extent. So, I know the State does have a pretty intense follow ups with regulating 

these. So, I have never had the opportunity to work with them or report anything to know how fast their 

you know their response time is, or anything, but there is protection set forth to protect the community 

from these type of disturbances as far as well as APD. And use specific standards. Thank you, sir. 

 

CHAIR SHAFFER: Thank you, Commissioner Eyster. Commissioners, any more questions for the 

applicant? Then we will move on to public comment. 

 

MR SALAS: No one has signed up to speak. If anybody wishes to speak, please say so now. 

 

MR MILKS: I would like to speak.  

 

CHAIR SHAFFER: oh. 

 

MS LIARDOL: No. Go ahead. 

 

CHAIR SHAFFER: Let Mr. Salas do his job.  

 

MR SALAS: Chair, the first speaker is going to be Shawn Milks. 

 

MR MILKS: Yeah, I'm the developer. So, I don't know if you want to have public comment first and then 

have me speak after.  

 

CHAIR SHAFFER: But I actually feel like that, that you're, that's why I was asking about, your part of the 

applicant team. So, if there's something that you needed to present as part of the application. Then you 

should probably talk before we have public comment. So, let's do that would you mind stating your name 

and address for the record, please. 

 

MR MILKS: Shawn Milks 205, Tierra de Corrales New Mexico, 87048.  

 

CHAIR SHAFFER: Thank you. Would you mind raising your hand and swear to tell the truth, under 

penalty of perjury? 

 

MR MILKS: Yes. 

 

CHAIR SHAFFER: Alright, you may proceed. 
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MR MILKS: Thank you, commissioners. Again. My name is Shawn milks. I am the owner of the Tower 

Company. I've been in the wireless industry for over 26 years. I personally own over 40 sites in New 

Mexico and have developed over 260 sites throughout the State over the last 26 years. 

 I, personally have been working on a solution in this area for just under 4 years. Now knowing the 

ordinance pretty well and building, you know, multiple dozens and dozens of sites in the city of 

Albuquerque. The first thing we look at is existing verticality, if you look at a map and it's in in the 

application. The nearest cell site is 1.2 miles to the southeast, which houses T-Mobile and Verizon. 

This site specifically is extremely unique in the fact that this is the first time in 26 years that I've ever seen 

all 4 carriers clamoring to get on the site because there is not a solution out there. So, we have AT&T, 

Dish wireless, T-Mobile, and Verizon all agreeing to go on this one site, which, of course would cover the 

entire area including the APS Soccer complex, the volcano middle school, and surrounding areas. 

Furthermore, the other 4 carriers have triangulation of sites in and around the area, and all 4 would 

communicate with this site. So, as you look at some of the options that we looked to. In an effort to, of 

course go through the wireless ordinance. The first thing we did looked for existing verticality there are 

none. We approached Albuquerque public schools in attempt to change out one of their 16 existing light 

poles just to the north, and we were denied by APS. We went to PNM, to see if  to see if there was a 

possibility of co-location. We were told that there were none. They are 8 frame high tension lines, and 

therefore we're not capable of housing. A wireless communications facility. We have several leases with 

the New Mexico State Land Office. We had a neighborhood notification as well as a meeting. This is 

several years ago, and ultimately the State did not want to move forward as the site was west of the 

elementary school closer, and surrounding by residential. 

 

MS LEHNER: Mr. Chair, excuse me and also Mr. Myers, perhaps. I would think it's really important to not 

get into the merits of an application that does not exist yet. The purview of the Commission is the zone 

change at this moment, and not a future cell tower application. So, I would veer away from that level of 

detail.  

 

CHAIR SHAFFER: Ms. Lehner, I appreciate what you're saying. The problem is that the Commissioners 

were asking the question specifically about the plans on the cell phone tower. So, I just I think it's again. 

We'll hear what the person has to say. And you're right. We're gonna take only the things that are in 

consideration for us. But there was 2 commissioners that specifically asked about this information, so I 

don't think it's a bad thing, but I will tell you, Mr. Milks, that telling us the you know previous failures to find 

space probably is irrelevant. And let's talk about, let's wrap up what your presentation is as part of the 

application team. 

 

MR MILKS: Yes, sir, so to wrap it up. We are proposing one site for all 4 carriers, including any 

emergency services, to provide a much needed an absolute benefit for safety for the community. One of 

the meetings we had. I had a woman come up to me and say, my daughter goes to volcano Vista. She's 

on the cheerleading squad. I can't contact her when she gets out of out of practice. And I, personally have 

watched, you know, soccer games could not send a text, could not make a call, and you know. God forbid 

we have some sort of active shooter at one of the schools, or some sort of emergency. This is the 
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solution, and unfortunately, this is the only solution. And that's evident by all 4 carriers agreeing to go on 

this site. So, in conclusion, you know we have exhausted all of our options. I desperately, desperately 

would like to work with staff work with you to come up with a solution. I understand no one wants to see a 

cell phone tower, but this site could be you know, covered with canisters. Coax inside, CMU all around, 

and I will personally be owning the land. And so, I plan to develop a building something else to shade the 

site. Obviously, I can't make it invisible, but I will do everything possible to appease the city as well as the 

ordinance and staff in an effort to get this. We do not want to, you know, have to take this through any 

sort of appeal or courts. You know, the 1996 Act clearly states that you know, local jurisdictions have to 

allow us to build something. We've gone through the ordinance you know, section by section. And this is 

the optimal site. So, for that I thank you for your time, and I'm here to answer any questions that anyone 

might have. 

 

CHAIR SHAFFER: Understood. Thank you. You know we'll move on to public comment. Unless 

commissioners you had any questions? 

 

MR MYERS:  Chairman, sorry to interrupt you. Chairman, if it would be okay if I just said one thing. Thank 

you. Chairman, I think that you chairman, said the key word when you spoke earlier, which is relevancy.  

the applicant can during their, you know, 10 min, or whatever their time limit is, they can talk about 

whatever they want to talk about. The question is whether it is relevant to the question before you, what 

Mr. Milk's spoke to is irrelevant to the question before you. He, I think that's just the bottom line. He's 

talking about matters unrelated to a zone change, which is what is before you. So, he can talk about that 

stuff, but it's irrelevant because the zone change is only it's not about a specific use at all. It's about all the 

uses that are allowed in the zone that is being requested. So, I just want to make that real clear. 

 

CHAIR SHAFFER: understood especially, I believe, the last comment about the you know the Federal 

rulings and things like that, that it's nothing to do with our zone change. So, thank you for the clarification. 

Commissioners, any other questions before we now move to public comment? Alright, we will now go to 

public comment. 

 

MR SALAS: Chair, Commissioners, the person who wants to speak is iPhone 364.  

 

CHAIR SHAFFER: iPhone 364. Who might that be? 

 

MS LIARDOL: Hello! Sorry, I was trying to figure this thing out. My name is Stephanie Liardol. and my 

address is 2242, Munis Lane, South West Albuquerque, 87105, and I own the, I own 2 lots up in the area. 

 

CHAIR SHAFFER: Real quick, real, quick. We need to swear you in. So, you stated your name and the 

address for the record, so do you swear to tell the truth, under penalty of perjury? 

 

MS LIARDOL: Yes, I do.  

 

CHAIR SHAFFER: Okay, thank you. You may proceed. You have 2 minutes.  
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MS LIARDOL: Okay, my question is, I did get on late because I was trying to get on with my computer, 

and then I finally got on the phone so can you just give me, just some information is this, is what they're 

trying to do is create apartments, or because if that's what they're trying to do in this area, then I strongly 

disagree with what they're planning on doing, and leaving it just as a as the housing area there. So, if I'm 

wrong, or you know, if you can let me know that since I did get on late. 

 

CHAIR SHAFFER: I'm not sure how to answer the question. Well, now we're back to relevancy. 

 

MS LEHNER:  Mr. Chair, Commissioners, I can answer that question.  

 

CHAIR SHAFFER: I'd rather have staff answer that question. Thank you, Ms. Lehner.  

 

MS LEHNER: In the IDO, in the MXT zone, multifamily dwellings are a permissive use. 

 

CHAIR SHAFFER: Thank you. iPhone 364, does that answer your question? Are you alright, thank you. 

Alright. Who's next Mr. Salas?  

 

MR SALAS: Chair, Commissioners, nobody else has signed up to speak. If anybody else wishes to speak 

please say so now.  

 

CHAIR SHAFFER: I see a hand being raised.  

 

MR SALAS: Ms. Renee Horvath. 

 

CHAIR SHAFFER: Ms. Horvath, go ahead and do the routine.  

 

MS HORVATH: Hello, my name is Renee Horvath, I live at 5515 Palomino Dr. in Taylor Ranch, and I'm 

with the West Side coalition, and I did send them the letter in to meet the 48hr rule. But I have also gotten 

approval from our West Side Coalition Executive Board that they support my letter, and the position of the 

staff planner to deny the request. 

 

COMMISSIONER HOLLINGER: Chair, did you already swear her in?  

 

CHAIR SHAFFER: That’s what I was trying to do. But yes, Ms. Horvath, after you said your name and 

address for the record, do you swear to tell the truth on a penalty, perjury? 

 

MS HORVATH: Yes.  

 

 CHAIR SHAFFER: Thank you. All right so, let me ask you this, are you speaking on behalf of your 

neighbor at association? And they took a vote, and they told you to come to this meeting today and speak 

on behalf of them? 
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MS HORVATH: So, we recently I'm with the West Side Coalition of Neighborhoods. Normally we get 

notified, but we were not. A resident, a nearby resident, he was also not notified, but he noticed the 

posted sign he knows. And so, I had to quickly put together a letter, because I know that these zone 

changes have created a lot of conflicts in the past, changing from… 

 

CHAIR SHAFFER: Real quick, let's finish with my question was. Because it depends on how long you get 

to speak.  

 

MS HORVATH: Yes, I’m with the West Side Coalition.  

 

CHAIR SHAFFER: I know, but did they take a vote? I'm reading your letter, and it doesn't say they took a 

vote. So, you either have 2 min or 5 min. Can you wrap it up in your 2 min?  

 

MS HORVATH: Well, I got emails that say, yes, we support your letter. We support your position, and I 

usually represent them all the time. 

 

CHAIR SHAFFER: So, keep going. Then let's get the timer started now and please let's get to the to your 

concerns. 

 

MS HORVATH: So, on this Zone Change, I've been involved with the planning on top of the mesa for 

years. It's a very sensitive area because of the petroglyphs about the mesa top is unique. Topography of 

volcanic rock, crops, and scenic views, and the volcanoes they all tie together. So, it's always been 

important to get sensitive development. And over the years, the mainly the more commercial type uses 

were to be contained in the urban center like around specifically Unser, Paseo, not to spread out. And 

then beyond that, it's supposed to be less dense. And so, the R1-D that's why I put in my letter. R1-d is 

the last least dense type of zoning that you can, and it's more appropriate. One we've constantly being 

challenged to change to more intensive zoning, and that has created so much conflicts with residents up 

there. There are now several appeals going on because of these zone change, and that's why I said that 

we don't support this, and the group support us. So West Side coalition is already involved in several 

appeals because of all these zone changes. The main issue is the intensity and the density that these 

mixed-use zonings promote. We're getting a lot of apartments up there. That's why the previous speaker 

asked about it. This does allow apartments. They can be taller than what R1-D house, single family is, a 

single family is 18 feet. They can only go up 20 on half the building footprint. And so, this can go up to 30 

feet. And now that we learned that it's a cell tower proposal yeah, and that's and those are also 

controversial with the neighborhoods. So, because I know that's gonna be controversial. And so, I think 

when you look at the zone change, the planner has looked at what's in you know, the Comp plan policies 

does this, meet those policies, and she wrote that. And so, because this is an area of consistency. It is 

near sensitive areas. The park service has always had concerns about how dense and intense the 

developments around them are. And so, this not only allows that they're promoting a cell tower, but it can 

allow other uses, such as a bunch, you know, more dense apartments, and that's all we're getting is 

apartments up there. So, none of these things are half really helping, and they're not supplying any jobs 

or housing. I mean jobs or services for the neighborhoods. It's usually apartments. So that's why we don't 
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support the zone change. What you currently have is more appropriate. So that's why, we're 

recommending denial, or supporting denial.   

 

CHAIR SHAFFER: You're supporting the staff's recommendation of denial, perfect understood. Thank 

you. Commissioners. Any questions for Ms. Horvath. Commissioner Eyster.  

 

COMMISSIONER EYSTER: Good morning, Ms. Horvath. Thank you for coming and sharing the positions 

of your neighborhood. I wanted to ask you a question about your letter. it stated the Volcano Heights. 

Urban Center at Paseo, and Unser is the center for commercial and office use. Mixed use zoning was 

never intended to expand beyond the Unser, Paseo urban center. Can you help us understand why it was 

never intended to expand beyond the urban center, or what establishes that? 

 

MS HORVATH: Well, the urban center it was, there was always a lot of concern about the intensity even 

of the urban center, and there still is, and but it was supposed to be in a, you know, centrally located area, 

because the building heights are very tall in a urban center. And so, as you spread out, radiate from that 

then it was supposed to be less, we were told, will, it will be less intense, you know, more larger lots, and 

single family. As you get closer to the escarpment and towards the volcanoes. It was supposed to be less 

dense and less intense, and the billing heights is a big issue is trying to design things to blend in with the 

natural surroundings. So, it doesn't dominate the landscape. And we've always had that in all our 

planning documents, even from the prior Comp plans. There's always like blend and let the natural 

landscape do not dominate the landscape. And so, height is a big issue, and we do know that cell towers 

are tall, too, and they're kind of they're controversial. Usually people don't like to live near one. They don't 

feel comfortable living their cell tower. So, this is rather controversial to be putting it near residential. I 

Ms. Lehner mentioned, there's, other ways to do some cell tower stuff PNM polls and stuff. Maybe they 

should look at that because they're less noticeable. 

 

CHAIR SHAFFER: Commissioner Eyster, does that answer your question?   

 

COMMISSIONER EYSTER: Yes, it does. Thank you, Ms. Horvath. Thank you Chair.  

 

CHAIR SHAFFER: Mr. Salas.  

 

MR SALAS: Chair and Commissioners, the next Speaker is going to be Kevin Winner. 

 

CHAIR SHAFFER: Mr. Winner, please state your name and address for the record.  

 

MR WINNER: Yeah. Good morning. My name is Kevin Winter. Can you hear me? Addresses 1116 place 

northwest in Albuquerque, New Mexico.  

 

CHAIR SHAFFER: Thank you. Do you swear to tell the truth, on a penalty, perjury? 

 

MR WINNER: I do.  
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CHAIR SHAFFER: Are you representing yourself or a Neighborhood Association?  

 

MR WINNER: I’m representing myself as a West Side citizen. 

 

CHAIR SHAFFER: Good thank you, you have two minutes go right ahead.  

 

MR WINNER: I appreciate that. Yeah, I’ve listened patiently to the discussion today, and it feels like 

there's some key points that haven't been focused on. This land was platted in 1960. So, for 60 years this 

land has sat vacant on the west Side. It was annexed in 1981. If you look at the site photos, there's 

nothing around the area. The petroglyph monument is to the West. If they want to extend the monument, I 

would suggest the National Park Service purchase these lots because effectively, what's happened is 

these landowners have not been able to develop and get the full utilization and benefit of the property. It's 

zoned R1 fantastic, 90% of the west side is zoned R1. And because this is land is owned by individual 

owners from the sixties, there's really no way for them to develop, or permit, or build utilities to the land, 

because it takes a concerted effort. So outside of a special improvement district or some way to get 

utilities, this land will never be developed. Which is the problem with the staff report to this application. It 

doesn't talk about the alternative uses that could be implemented. A cell phone tower is a great use 

because it brings utilities to the land. There are other things like renewable energy, neighborhood solar 

projects. These are the kind of developments that the West Side needs, that the staff report fully misses. 

This isn't about apartments or more schools like I've seen this discussion for 40 years. What I'm 

suggesting is there's artificial intelligence technology that's available with using edge computing. Those 

are the kind of utility uses and five G type of compatible cell towers that are needed in this area to provide 

connectivity for autonomous driving vehicles, drone delivery. And so, this hearing is really, you know, 20 

years outdated technology, we're talking about what's gonna happen in the next 60 years. So, I just think 

that you really ought to consider the alternative uses. And if there should be conditions for approval, for 

example, not having any residence development. I think the applicant is open to that. I guess my point is, 

you guys are looking at this sort of from the rear-view mirror, and what you ought to be doing is looking at 

it with the future in mind. Thank you for your time. 

 

CHAIR SHAFFER: Thank you. Actually, appreciate that last comment. That was a good one. 

Commissioners. Any questions for Mr. Winner? Okay. Oh, Commissioner Hollinger. 

 

COMMISSIONER HOLLINGER: Thank you Chair. Just for my own clarification. This is outside the scope 

of the project. But what is edge computing? 

 

MR WINNER: So, edge computing means is, instead of taking your request to go to Google and having it 

sent through the entire Internet to the Google Server in North Carolina, It's able to do that. Computing on 

this 1.6 acres of land in Albuquerque, so it can go. And the computing system, the Nvidia controllers are 

there. And so, if you can send your request to the cell tower. It does the edge computing at that router, 

and it sends it back to your phone. So instead of sending data all across the world over the Internet. 

You're sending it throughout the neighborhood network. That's gonna be what's required for autonomous 

driving vehicles and a lot of the technology that we're gonna see. The point is, you're gonna have 
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