
 

 

 

 

 

 

Jonathan R. Hollinger         May 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, SI-2024-00468,  Gateway Center/1100 
Woodward Pl NE Site Plan-EPC, Major Amendment. 
  
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 May 16th. 
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. 



 

 

 

 

 

 

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, 

 
Alex Pulliam  











Jonathan R. Hollinger May 13, 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, Gateway Center/1100
Woodward Pl NE Site Plan-EPC, Major Amendment.

Hello EPC Commissioners:

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 May 16th.
This rehabilitation hospital 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.

I urge the Commission to recommend approval for the development. Together, we can
make a difference in the lives of countless individuals and build a stronger, healthier
Albuquerque community for generations to come. I



Thank you,

Omega Delgado, AICP
www.letselevatenm.org

















 

 

 

 

 

 

Jonathan R. Hollinger         May 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, SI-2024-00468,  Gateway Center/1100 
Woodward Pl NE Site Plan-EPC, Major Amendment. 
  
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 May 16th. 
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. 



 

 

 

 

 

 

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, 

Sal Perdomo  
Sal Perdomo 
www.letselevatenm.org 
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May 13, 2024 

 

Jonathan R. Hollinger, Chair  

Environmental Planning Commission 

600 Second Street 

Albuquerque, NM 87102 

 

RE:  1100 Woodward NE, 3-acre parcel - Project #: PR-2024-009765 Case #: SI-2024-00468 

Hearing Date: May 16, 2024  

 

Dear Jonathan R. Hollinger,  

 

Santa Barbara Martineztown Neighborhood Association (SBMTNA) submits this letter for the 

scheduled May 16, 2024, EPC hearing to request denial or deferral of the requested site plan 

amendment application at this time based on the following: 

 

1. The site plan amendment application appears to be premature with the appeal of the zone 

change pending in AC-24-11.   Quasi-judicial fairness and efficiency would be best served by 

not proceeding with the site plan amendment until a final decision on the zone map amendment. 

NMSA 1978 Section 3-21-6(B) appears to prohibit proceeding with the site plan while an appeal 

of the zone map amendment is pending. 

 

2. SBMTNA has not yet received a copy of the application and other submissions which 

SBMTNA is entitled to review before the public hearing. 

 

3. It would appear that the site plan amendment application was set for hearing before it was 

approved as complete. 

 

4. 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. 

 

5.  The record should include all records relating to communications between the Planning 

Department and the applicant concerning the site plan amendment application.  

 

6. SBMTNA should be able to review the staff report well before the EPC hearing to 

provide its comments on the site plan amendment.  This is a complicated submission which 

involves various provisions of the IDO. 

 

7. There has been inadequate time between the availability of the staff report (date) and the 

May 16, 2024, EPC hearing. 

 

8.  The site plan amendment does not appear to satisfy the requirements of the IDO for pre-

IDO site plan amendments, i.e. IDO Sections 1-10(A) and 6-4(Z). 
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9. SBMTNA requests a clear readable copy of the site plan being amended (apparently 

DRB-94-183) to prepare its objections if any. 

 

10. The proposed site plan appears to violate the provisions of the applicable CPO-7 overlay. 

 

11. The proposed site plan amendment appears to be an end-run around the IDO zone 

amendment, conditional use, and possibly subdivision requirements. 

 

12. Under IDO Section 6-4(Z), the EPC may lack authority to amend a DRB-approved site 

plan. 

 

13. SBMTNA requests admission of the two “records” submitted in SBMTNA’s appeal AC-

24-11 of the zone map amendment.  SBMTNA incorporates all its objects to the project set out in 

AC-24-11. Copies of the two AC-24-11 records are attached. 

 

14. It is not clear if the applicant is proceeding with the appealed MX-H zoning or the 2018 

IDO zoning of MX-M. 

 

15. The EPC should require a traffic study for this application.   

 

Please place this letter with enclosures in the record for the EPC hearing.  SBMTNA requests the 

opportunity to cross-examine witnesses for the applicant and the Planning Department. 

 

Sincerely, 

 

Loretta Naranjo Lopez, President 

Ronald Vallegos, Vice President 

Theresa Illgen, Secretary 

Jesse Lopez, Treasurer 

Rosalie Martinez 

Olivia Ayon 

Gilbert Speakman 

Melissa Naranjo 

David Naranjo  

Frank Garcia 

 

 

 

 

 









SBMTNA 

EXHIBITS 

FOR 

Project #: PR-2024-009765 Case #: SI-2024-00468 Hearing Date: May 16, 2024 

1. Exhibit 1 – Impacts of High-Density Developments on Traffic and

Health Report (HIA Report)

2. Exhibit 2 - Housing and Neighborhood Economic Development

Fund

3. Exhibit 3 – Martineztown Santa Barbara Sector Development Plan

Draft – August 2010

4. Exhibit 4 – R-20-75

5. Exhibit 5 – Technical Memorandum – Martineztown Santa

Barbara Traffic Study

6. Exhibit 6 – AC-20-9 – Conditional Use for Construction Yard

7. Exhibit 7 – Martineztown Santa Barbara Traffic Study

8. Exhibit 8 – Albuquerque New Mexico Heat Watch Report

11/11/21

9. Exhibit 9 - Petition Signatures







































































Excerpt from the Council Rules of Procedure 
 
Article III, Section 24. Land Use Hearing Officer Rules of Procedure and 
Qualifications 
 

Pursuant to Section 14-16-4-4 ROA 1994 (the Appeal section of the Zoning 
Code), the Council is to adopt rules of procedure and regulations setting forth the 
qualifications for the Land Use Hearing Officer.  The following rules are adopted for 
appeals of land use decisions: 

 
1. Notice for any appeal hearing by the Land Use Hearing Officer (“Hearing 

Officer”) shall be given at the City Council meeting at which the appeal is introduced or 
at least two weeks prior to the hearing held by the Hearing Officer. 

 
2. The sequence and the time allowed for appeal hearings shall be as 

follows: 
 

25  minutes for appellant; 
30 minutes for party opponent(s) of the appeal; 
10 minutes for city staff, unless that staff spoke as opponents; 

    5 minutes for appellant rebuttal. 
 
3. The Hearing Officer may combine separate appeals of the same action, in 

which case each appeal will receive an equal share of the appellants’ time.  The 
Hearing Officer shall indicate in advance the division of opponent time if more than one 
private party is shown by the record to be in opposition. 

 
4. The Hearing Officer shall follow the above maximum times unless, based 

on the complexity of the issues, the Hearing Officer gives notice of differing times to all 
parties.  In all cases, the maximum time available to proponents and opponents shall be 
equal, in accordance with the pattern above. 

 
5. The parties shall decide on the speakers to use the time assigned to the 

appellant and the opponents of the appeal. 
 
6. Evidence: 
 
(A) The Hearing Officer shall make his or her decision and findings on the record 

of the decision appealed supplemented by any evidence allowed to be presented and 
matters officially noticed. 

 
(B) If the Hearing Officer determines that certain additional evidence proposed 

is necessary and appropriate for the proper disposition of the matter he or she may take 
that evidence. 

 



(C) New evidence which could have been put in the record during the 
previous hearing(s) is not favored for introduction at a Hearing Officer hearing.  New 
evidence which clarifies evidence already in the record may be allowed.  New evidence 
which is offered to contradict evidence in the record may be allowed; if such evidence 
appears convincing and is on an important point, it can justify the recommendation of a 
remand.  If new evidence is allowed, it shall be restricted to a type and subject deemed 
admissible by the Hearing Officer. 

 
(D) When a hearing will be expedited and the interest of the parties will not be 

prejudiced substantially, the Hearing Officer may accept specific items of evidence in 
written form; the fact that the author of written evidence is not present for cross 
examination does not disallow its admission unless the Hearing Officer rules that such 
absence makes the particular evidence inappropriate. 

 
(E) Witnesses shall be sworn:  "Do you swear (or affirm) that you will tell the 

truth, the whole truth, and nothing but the truth?"  Attorneys may testify on their 
attorney's oath. 

 
(F) Cross-examination of witnesses is allowed concerning the evidence and 

opinions they have presented in testimony to the Hearing Officer in order to disclose 
facts truly and fully.  Cross-examination questions may be asked only by parties to the 
appeal.  Any such questions shall be asked immediately following the witnesses' 
testimony.  Questions may be asked by an adverse party or the party's attorney or 
representative of record.  Improper questions will be disallowed by the Hearing Officer 
and the Hearing Officer may impose reasonable time limits on cross-examination.  The 
Hearing Officer may restate questions to the witness and may require that questions be 
addressed to the Hearing Officer.  The Hearing Officer will rule irrelevant questions and 
unnecessarily long answers out of order. 

 
7. With regard to any appeal that has been filed with and is pending before 

the City Council and referred to the Hearing Officer: 
 
(A) Communication with Parties.  No City Councilor shall communicate 

outside a hearing with a party or representative of a party about an appeal, and no party 
or representative of a party shall communicate outside a hearing with a Councilor about 
an appeal.  Any facts or documents not in the record before the City Council when an 
appeal is filed are subject to the rules regarding new evidence that are set forth herein. 

 
(B) Communication with Persons other than Parties.  No Councilor shall 

knowingly communicate with a member of the public or an organization about the 
subject of the appeal, and persons or organizations not parties to the appeal shall not 
communicate with any Councilor about the subject of the appeal and/or attempt to 
influence the outcome of the appeal.  Information and correspondence that is not in the 
record at the time the appeal is filed is not evidence and should not be considered in 
making a decision regarding the outcome of the appeal unless accepted as new 
evidence. 



 
(C) Communication Between Hearing Officer and Councilor.  No Councilor 

shall knowingly communicate with the Hearing Officer about the subject of a pending 
appeal, and the Hearing Officer shall not communicate with any Councilor about the 
subject of a pending appeal other than by written findings and recommended decision 
as set forth herein. 

 
(D) Communication with Parties by Hearing Officer.  The Hearing Officer shall 

not communicate outside a hearing with a party or representative of a party about an 
appeal, and no party or representative of a party shall communicate outside a hearing 
with the Hearing Officer about an appeal.  Any facts or documents not in the record 
before the Hearing Officer when an appeal is filed are subject to the rules regarding new 
evidence that are set forth herein. 

 
(E) Communication with Persons other than Parties.  The Hearing Officer 

shall not knowingly communicate with a member of the public or an organization about 
the subject of the appeal, and persons or organizations not parties to an appeal shall 
not communicate with the Hearing Officer about the subject of an appeal and/or attempt 
to influence the outcome of an appeal.  Information and correspondence that is not in 
the record at the time an appeal is filed is not evidence and should not be considered in 
making a decision regarding the outcome of an appeal unless accepted as new 
evidence. 

 
(F) Any correspondence regarding the subject of an appeal that is an ex parte 

communication and is inadvertently received by the Hearing Officer shall be kept 
separately from the record on the appeal.  The Hearing Officer shall advise the parties 
to the appeal of the receipt of the ex parte written communication which shall be 
available for review by the parties. 

 
(G) Notwithstanding the above, staff of the Council Services and other City 

departments (other than employees of a City department which is the appellant or 
appellee, or employees who have a personal or pecuniary interest in the outcome of the 
appeal) may, upon the request of the Hearing Officer, communicate with the Hearing 
Officer at any time and by any means. 

 
8. The Hearing Officer shall recuse himself or herself from any proceedings 

in which he or she has a direct or indirect financial conflict of interest or otherwise 
cannot accord a fair and impartial hearing.  In the event that the Hearing Officer has a 
conflict of interest regarding a particular appeal or a party to that appeal, the Hearing 
Officer shall immediately notify the Council of the conflict and the appeal shall be 
scheduled to be heard by the full Council. 

 
9. The Hearing Officer shall enter his or her findings and recommended 

decision (“decision”) within 5 days after the close of the hearing and shall forward the 
decision and findings to the parties and the Council within 5 days of entering the 
decision. 



 
10. The Hearing Officer shall base his or her decision on a preponderance of 

the evidence.  He or she may reweigh the evidence in the record.  
 
11. The Hearing Officer may decide to recommend that the Council grant, in 

whole or in part, an appeal, deny, in whole or in part, an appeal, or remand an appeal 
for reconsideration if the remand is necessary to clarify or supplement the record or if 
remand would more expeditiously dispose of the matter. 

 
12. When the Council receives the Hearing Officer’s findings and decision, the 

Council shall place the decision on the agenda of the next regular full Council meeting 
provided that there is a period of at least 10 days between the receipt of the decision 
and the Council meeting.  The parties may submit comments to the Council regarding 
the Hearing Officer’s decision and findings provided such comments are in writing and 
received by the Council and the other parties of record four days prior to the Council 
meeting.  

 
13. The Council shall vote whether to accept or reject the Hearing Officer’s 

decision and findings.  A motion to reject or accept the Hearing Officer’s decision and 
findings must be approved by a majority of the membership of the Council. 

 
14. The Council may accept the decision and amend the findings of the 

Hearing Officer if such an amendment is consistent with the decision of the Hearing 
Officer.   

 
15. If the Hearing Officer’s decision is rejected, the appeal shall be scheduled 

to be heard by the full Council no earlier than the next regular meeting of the full 
Council. 

 
16. If the Hearing Officer rules are in conflict with the Zoning Code, the Zoning 

Code shall prevail.  If the Hearing Officer rules are silent regarding an area that is 
addressed by the Zoning Code, the Zoning Code shall apply.  

 
Qualifications of the Land Use Hearing Officer 
 
1. Prior experience with administrative hearing procedures, land use law 

and/or City planning and zoning procedures. 
2. A record that demonstrates a high level of integrity. 
3. Excellent analytical, communication and drafting skills. 
 
 
 
 

 







Planning Department 
  

Development Review Division 
600 2nd Street NW – 3rd Floor 
Albuquerque, NM  87102  

 

NOTICE OF APPEAL 
 
 
March 4, 2024 
 

TO WHOM IT MAY CONCERN: 

 

The Planning Department received an appeal on March 1, 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 Ernesto 
Alfredo Salas, Sr. Planning Administrative Assistant at (505) 924-3370. 
 
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-24-11  
PLANNING DEPARTMENT CASE FILE NUMBER:  
PR-2024-009765, RZ-2024-00001, VA-2024-00055 

 
APPLICANT:  Loretta Naranjo Lopez, President 

SBMTNA 
1420 Edith NE, #9 
Albuquerque, NM 87102 
 

AGENT:          Hessel E. Yntema III 
                        Yntema Law Firm P.A. 
                        215 Gold SW 
                        Suite 201 
                        Albuquerque, New Mexico 87102 
 
cc:      Michelle Montoya, City Council, City county bldg. 9th floor  

          Kevin Morrow/Legal Department, City Hall, 4th Floor- 

          Tierra West, LLC, slozoya@tierrawestllc.com  

          Cross Development, meagan@crossdevelopment.net 

          Hessel E. Yntema III, hess@yntema-law.com 

          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 
 

        
   

   

 

            
 
 

 

 

Alan Varela, Planning Director 
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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 should be applied by the Environmental Planning Commission 

(“EPC”). The proposed upzone for the subject property will specially and adversely affect 

SBMTNA and its members due to destabilizing the area’s zoning and allowing potential 

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.  

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

is a proximate Neighborhood Association under the IDO. 

  

 

 



 

 

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 change for the subject property at 1100 Woodward NE 

from MX-M to MX-H in anticipation of hospital use.  

 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. 

 

 Under IDO Section 4-3(C)(4), a hospital in the MX-M zone is limited to no more than 20 

overnight beds, and a conditional use approval is required if the hospital is located within 330 ft. of any 

residential zone.  The subject site appears to be within 330 ft. of a residential zone. 

 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. 

  

 It appears that the MX-M hospital restrictions of IDO Section 4-3(C)(4) set out above would 

not apply in the MX-H zone. 

 



 

 

 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 zone change under the applicable 

Review and Decision Criteria in IDO Section 6-7(G)(3): 

 1. Findings 7, 8, 9, 10, 11, 12.A, 12.C, 12.F and 12.H are in error: the zone change is not 

consistent with the health, safety and general welfare of the City and does not further or clearly 

facilitate implementation of applicable Comprehensive Plan (“Comp Plan”) Goals and Policies 

because the zone change constitutes an upzone of an area that recently was zoned MX-M including 

hospital use restrictions 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 zone 

change 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 zone change constitutes a 

reinterpretation of the 2018 Comp Plan provisions to benefit a particular development proposal and 

effectively “breaks open” the Comp Plan and the IDO for continual ongoing reinterpretations to rezone 

to support greater intensity and politically favored proposals.  Appellant seeks stability of zoning. 

 2. Finding 12.C is in error in part. 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 including hospital restrictions was applied.  

The EPC improperly reinterpreted the 2018 policies which the City Council interpreted to justify MX-

M zoning including hospital use restrictions 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 the 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) 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. 

 3. Concerning Finding 12.D and IDO Section 6-7(G)(3)(d), the applicant, City staff and 

the EPC did not investigate adequately all the permissive uses in MX-H that would be harmful to the 

neighborhood and did not adequately establish that the use-specific standards in IDO Section 4-3 

associated with all potential uses under the MX-H zone will adequately mitigate harmful impacts.  The 

zone change appears to be designed to avoid the hospital size limit and the conditional use approval 

requirement of IDO Section 4-3(C)(4) imposed on the property in 2018.  Hospital use has recognized 

potential harmful impacts: otherwise, the IDO Section 4-3(C)(4) provisions are nonsensical.  However, 

there do not appear to be any hospital use standards applicable in the MX-H zone. The net effect of the 

zone change as to hospital use is to release the MX-M overnight bed limit and prevent a public hearing 

for mitigation of harmful impacts due to hospital use on the subject site.  It appears that with the zone 

change to the higher intensity MX-H there may be similar prevention of the ability to mitigate harmful 

impacts for other permissive uses such as veterinary hospital under IDO Section 4-3(D)(5) and grocery 

store under Section 4-3(D)(38). 



 

 

 4. Concerning Finding 12.E and IDO Section 6-7(G)(3)(e), the applicant, City staff and the 

EPC did not take into adequate account the infrastructure inadequacies of the area in connection with 

all potential MX-H uses such as a hospital with more than 20 overnight beds and no conditional use 

mitigation.  For example, a 68 ft. high hospital building (apparently allowed under MX-H) likely 

would add considerable traffic to a residential area which is already overstressed with traffic and 

pollution. Finding 17 indicates that the EPC was aware of neighborhood concerns about existing and 

increased traffic; yet the zone change decision appears to foreclose any meaningful opportunity for 

neighborhood concerns to be acted upon. 

 5. Finding 12.G is erroneous because the applicant’s justification is in fact predominately 

based upon economic considerations: the applicant wants to develop a more intense (more profitable) 

hospital use on the site without the MX-M hospital use restrictions. The applicant can develop a 

(smaller) hospital under the 2018 IDO MX-M zoning. 

 6. Finding 12.H is erroneous because the zone change is an improper “spot zone” under 

IDO Section 6-7(G)(3)(h). The zone change is a straight upzone to facilitate later approval of not yet 

fully defined hospital development of more than 20 overnight beds without the conditional use 

approval requirement of IDO Section 4-3(C)(4).  The zone change does not rule out different or 

increased intensity uses under the MX-H zone and cannot require mitigation for potential harm to the 

neighborhood.  As noted above, the zone change does not “clearly facilitate implementation” of the 

Comp Plan upon which the 2018 IDO zoning of MX-M including hospital restrictions for the subject 

property was based.  The zone change to MX-H will not function as a transition between adjacent zone 

districts because higher intensity MX-H use on the subject site will worsen transition to the adjacent 

MX-M zone district.  

 7. The zone change 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 and does not 



 

 

establish any relevant regulations for such high intensity zoning.  CPO-7 appears to apply a maximum 

height of 26 ft., while MX-H zoning appears to allow a building height of up to 68 ft. 

 In sum, the EPC acted arbitrarily or capriciously in approving the zone change when the IDO 

requirements for the zone change were not met; 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 currently and reserves the right 

to amend or supplement its Reasons for Appeal after review of the record.  Appellant requests the 

opportunity to cross-examine witnesses for the applicant and the Planning Department. 
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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 

mailto:dking@cabq.gov
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