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PLANNING COMMISSION
Thursday, July 2, 2015 - 6:00pm
City Council Chambers
City Hall 1* Floor - 200 Lincoln Avenue

ROLL CALL

PLEDGE OF ALLEGIANCE

ELECTION OF OFFICERS

APPROVAL OF AGENDA

APPROVAL OF CONSENT AGENDA

APPROVAL OF MINUTES AND FINDINGS/CONCLUSIONS

MINUTES: May 21, 2015
June 4, 2015

FINDINGS/CONCLUSIONS:
Case #2015-39. 1964 Cerros Colorados Terrain Management Variance.

Case #2015-42. Wagon Road Self Storage Development Plan.

Case #2015-46. River Trail Lofts, 2180 and 2184 West Alameda Rezoning.

CONSENT

1.

Case #2015-48. Plaza Pinones Final Development Plan Time Extension. Report of
the Land Use Director’s approval of a second one-year administrative time extension for
40 townhomes on 7.44+ acres east of Fifth Street and south of St. Michael’s Drive. The
May 8, 2015 approval expiration would be extended to May 8, 2016. JenkinsGavin
Design & Development, Inc., agents for Sofiar LLC, Ken Raymond. (Zach Thomas, Case
Manager)

OLD BUSINESS
NEW BUSINESS

1.

Case #2015-54. 4250 Cerrillos Road Sign Variance, JenkinsGavin Design &
Development, agent for Santa Fe Mall Property Owner LLC, request a Variance to the
maximum size of sign per Subsection 14-8.10(E)(6) "Wall Signs" and 14-8.10(G)
"General Requirements for Signs According to District” to allow 169 square foot wall
sign where 80 square feet is the maximum. (Dan Esquibel, Case Manager)

Case #2015-55. 4250 Cerrillos Road Sign Variance, JenkinsGavin Design &
Development, agent for Santa Fe Mall Property QOwner LLC, request a Variance to the
maximum size of sign per Subsection 14-8.10(E)(6) "Wall Signs" and 14-8.10(G)
"General Requirements for Signs According to District" to allow 136 square foot wall
sign where 80 square feet is the maximum. (Dan Esquibel, Case Manager)
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Case #2015-47. 455 St. Michaels Drive Christus St. Vincent Regional Medical
Center. WHR Architects, Inc., agent for Christus St. Vincent Regional Medical Center,
request review and approval for:
e Master Plan Amendment,
¢ Four variances to include:
o Variance to the “Maximum Height of Structures™ per Table 14-7.3-1: "Table
of Dimensional Standards for Nonresidential Districts" to allow 49° where 36’
is the maximum, and
o Variance to the “Maximum Height of Structures” per Subsection14-5.5(A}4)
"Standards” to allow 49 where 25” is the maximum, and
o Variance to the maximum size of sign per Subsection 14-8.10(G)(2) for C-1
Districts to allow 80 square foot signs where 32 square feet is the maximum,
and
o Variance to the maximum height of sign per Subsection 14-8.10(G){(4) for C-1
Districts to allow a sign height of 37 and 46 feet where 15 feet is the
maximum.
e Development Plan to construct a 65,500 square foot addition on Tract A-1-3
containing 20.65+ acres and Tract A-2 containing 9.29+ acres,
e Special Use Permit to permit a Hospital in a C-1 District to include the construction
of a 65,500 square foot addition new inpatient bed wing, main entrance and lobby for
the hospital. (Dan Esquibel, Case Manager)

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

NOTES:

D

2)

3)

Procedures in front of the Planning Commission are governed by the City of Santa Fe Rules & Procedures
for City Committees, adopted by resolution of the Governing Body of the City of Santa Fe, as the same
may be amended from time to time (Committee Rules), and by Roberts Rules of Order (Roberts Rules). In
the event of a conflict between the Committee Rules and Roberts Rules, the Committee Rules control.

New Mexico law requires the following administrative procedures to be followed by zoning boards
conducting “quasi-judicial” hearings. By law, any contact of Planning Commission members by
applicants, interested parties or the general public concerning any development review application pending
before the Commission, except by public testimony at Planning Commission meetings, is generally
prohibited. In “quasi-judicial” hearings before zoning boards, all witnesses must be sworn in, under oath,
prior to testimony and will be subject to reasonable cross examination. Witnesses have the right to have an
attorney present at the hearing.

The agenda is subject to change at the discretion of the Planning Commission.

*Persons with disabilities in need of special accommodations or the hearing impaired needing an
interpreter please contact the City Clerk’s Office (955-6520) 5 days prior to the hearing date.
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PLANNING COMMISSION
h July 2, 2015
ITEM ACTION TAKEN PAGE(S)
A. Roll Call Quorum Present 1
B. Pledge of Allegiance Recited 2
C. Election of Officers Elections held 2
D. Approval of Agenda Approved as amended 2
E. Approval of Consent Agenda
F. Approval of Minutes & Findings and Conclusions
1. Minutes of May 21, 2015 Approved as amended 2-3
2. Minutes of June 4, 2015 Approved as amended 34
3. Findings of Fact & Conclusions of Law
+ Case #2015-39 1964 Cerros Colorados Approved as submitted 4
+ Case #2015-42 Wagon Rd Self Storage Approved as amended 4
+ Case #2015-46 River Trail Lofts Approved as amended 4-5
G. Consent
1. Case #2015-48. Plaza Pifiones Final Approved 5
Development Plan Time Extension
H. Old Business None 5
|. New Business
1. Case #2015-54 - 4250 Cerrillos Road Approved 510
Sign Variance - Santa Fe Mall Property
2. Case #2015-55 - 4250 Cerrillos Road Approved 5-10
Sign Variance - Santa Fe Mall Property
3. Case #2015-47 - 455 St. Michaels Drive Postponed with directions 10-45
Christus St. Vincent Regional Medical Center
+  Master Plan Amendment
« Variances
+  Development Plan
«  Special Use Permit
J. Staff Communications Discussion 4546
K. Matters from the Commission Discussion 4647
L. Adjournment Adjourned at 12:15 a.m. 47
Exhibits: 1-6
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PLANNING COMMISSION
Thursday, July 2, 2015 - 6:00pm
City Council Chambers
City Hall 15t Floor - 200 Lincoln Avenue

CALL TO ORDER

A regular meeting of the City of Santa Fé Planning Commission was called to order by Chair Michael
Harris on the above date at approximately 6:12 p.m. in the Council Chambers at City Hall, 200 Lincoln
Avenue, Santa Fé, New Mexico.

A. ROLL CALL

Members Present

Commissioner Michael Harris, Chair
Commissioner Brian Patrick Gutierrez, Secretary
Commissioner Katharine Anne Chavez
Commissioner Justin Greene

Commissioner Vince Kadlubek

Commissioner Piper Kapin

Members Absent
Commissioner Sarah Cottrell Probst [excused]

OTHERS PRESENT:

Ms. Lisa Martinez, Planning and Land Use Department Director

Mr. Greg Smith, Current Planning Division Director and Staff Liaison
Mr. Daniel A. Esquibel, Senior Planner, Current Planning Division
Mr. Zach Shandler, Assistant City Attorney

Mr. Carl Boaz, Stenographer

NOTE: All items in the Committee packet for all agenda items are incorporated herewith by
reference. The original Committee packet is on file in the Ptanning and Land Use
Department.

B. PLEDGE OF ALLEGIANCE

The Pledge of Allegiance was recited.

Chair Harris acknowledged two new Commissions have been appointed and only one was present at
this meeting, Commissioner Justin Greene. The Commissicn welcomed him.
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C. ELECTION OF OFFICERS

Commissioner Gutierrez nominated Commissioner Harris to remain as Chair. Commissioner
Greene seconded the nomination and he was elected by unanimous voice vote.

Commissioner Kapin nominated Commissioner Kadlubek to be Vice-Chair. Commissioner
Chéavez seconded the nomination and he was elected by unanimous voice vote.

Commissioner Greene nominated Commissioner Gutierrez to be Secretary. Commissioner
Kadlubek seconded the nomination and he was elected by unanimous voice vote.

Commissioner Kadlubek nominated Commissioner Greene to serve on the Long Range
Planning Committee. Commissioner Gutierrez seconded the nomination and he was appointed by
unanimous voice vote.

The Long Range Planning Committee is composed of Commissioner Kadlubek, Commissioner Kapin and
Commissioner Greene.

Commissioner Kadlubek nominated Commissioner Gutierrez to be Chairman of the Summary
Committee. Commissioner Kapin seconded the nomination and he was elected by unanimous voice
vote.

Chair Haris said he had a discussion with Commissioner Cottrell Probst on Monday and she agreed to
serve on the Summary Committee.

Commissioner Chavez nominated Commissioner Probst to serve on the Summary Committee.
Commissioner Gutierrez seconded the nomination and she was appointed by unanimous voice
vote.

Commissioner Chavez nominated Commissioner Kadlubek to serve on the Summary
Committee. Commissioner Gutierrez seconded the nomination and he was appointed by unanimous
voice vote.

Chair Harris said those committees will elect their own officers.

D. APPROVAL OF AGENDA
Mr. Smith had no changes to the agenda.

Commissioner Kadlubek moved to approve the agenda as published. Commissioner Chavez
seconded the motion and it passed by unanimous voice vote.
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E. APPROVAL OF MINUTES AND FINDINGS/CONCLUSIONS
1. MINUTES:
a. May 21, 2015
Commissioner Kadlubek requested the following changes to the minutes:
On page 38, last paragraph, first sentence where it should say, “Commissioner Kadlubek said as a new
person on the Commission, ‘I am already seeing a trend of master plans or master-planrs or general plans
that might be outdated...”

On page 43, last paragraph - half way down (fifth sentence) should say, ‘| don’t know of other parks.”
Two sentences later, “...where it does exist” should read, “where does it exist..."

Chair Harris requested the following changes to the minutes:

On page 11, the second paragraph says, “Mr. Goodwin said he will strike it.” It should say “he will stripe
it."

On page 12, 3 paragraph, third line, should say “Chair Harris said that it will not work very well.” That
refers to the location of the mail boxes.

On page 15, he commented that the Commission wasn't looking at Findings for the Lost Peak case,

Mr. Shandler, countered that in the motion it says, “With all the conditions of approval set out in the
staff report and with the agreement for the twelve parking spaces, and that the road be modified for
continuous parking along tract 13.” But the Commission also came up with an additional condition that had
to do with CC&R’s. Rather than staff review and approval, we said we would modify the first specific
language regarding staff review of CC&R's and provided the code reference, 14-9.5 A 2 for the record.

There were no other corrections requested to the May 21, 2015 minutes.

Commissioner Greene moved to approve the minutes of May 21, 2015 as amended.
Commissioner Kapin seconded the motion and it passed by unanimous voice vote.

b. June 4, 2015
Mr. Smith said there were no changes from staff.

Chair Harris requested the following corrections to these minutes:

On page 9 he commented that names are important. Mr. Jeff Seres is the applicant's agent for Case
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#2015-42. His name is misspelled as “Sears” twelve times on pages 9-12.

On page 10, in response to testimony by Stephanie Beninato, the Chair did acknowledge her statement
and agreed with her comments about the AV equipment not working. His response was not included in
those minutes.

There were no other corrections requested for these minutes.

Commissioner Chavez moved to approve the minutes of the June 4, 2015 meeting as amended.
Commissioner Kadlubek seconded the motion and it passed by unanimous voice vote.

2. FINDINGS/CONCLUSIONS:

a. Case #2015-39. 1964 Cerros Colorados Terrain Management Variance

A copy of the Findings of Fact and Conclusions of Law in Case #2015-39, 1964 Cemros Colorados
Terrain Management Variance, is incorporated herewith to these minutes as Exhibit 1.

Commissioner Kadlubek moved to approve the Findings and Conclusions for Case #2015-39 as
submitted. Commissioner Kapin seconded the motion and it passed by unanimous voice vote.

b. Case #2015-42. Wagon Road Self Storage Development Plan

A copy of the Findings of Fact and Conclusions of Law in Case #2015-42, Wagon Road Self Storage
Development Plan is incorporated herewith to these minutes as Exhibit 2.

Mr. Shandler noted a correction to the draft Findings that was sent out to the Commission. It is in the
conditions and as corrected, it says, the amendments of the development plan is approved as submitted,
subject to the conditions in the staff report, except the following additional conditions that supersede the
condition in Exhibit A from the City Water Division Engineer. Separate water metering will be required to the
extent required by the water chapter in the Municipal Cade. That is on page 10 of the minutes.

Commissioner Kapin moved to approve the Findings and Conclusions for Case #2015-42 as
amended. Commissioner Kadlubek seconded the motion and it passed by unanimous voice vote.

c. Case #2015-46. River Trail Lofts, 2180 and 2184 West Alameda Rezoning to R-7 and
River Trail Lofts, 2180 and 2184 West Alameda Development Plan Development Plan

A copy of the Findings of Fact and Conclusions of Law in Case #2015-46, River Trail Lofts, 2180 and
2184 West Alameda Rezoning to R-7 Rezoning and River Trails Lofts, 2180 and 2184 West Alameda
Development Plan, is attached herewith to these minutes as Exhibit 3.
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Mr. Shandler pointed out that in two places it refers to “properties along the south side of West
Alameda have developed over the years as multi-family type housing rather than single family
subdivisions.” Upon review of the full record, the findings should be corrected by striking “rather than” and
inserting “as welt as.”

Commissioner Greene moved to adopt the Findings and Conclusions for Case #2015-46 as
amended. Commissioner Chavez seconded the motion and it passed by unanimous voice vote.

G. CONSENT AGENDA

1. Case #2015-48. Plaza Pifiones Final Development Plan Time Extension. Report of the Land
Use Director's approval of a second one-year administrative time extension for 40 townhomes on
7.44+ acres east of Fifth Street and south of St. Michael's Drive. The May 8, 2015 approval
expiration would be extended to May 8, 20186. JenkinsGavin Design & Development, Inc., agents
for Sofiar LLC, Ken Raymond. (Zach Thomas, Case Manager)

Commissioner Chavez moved to approve the Consent Agenda as presented. Commissioner
Kadlubek seconded the motion and it passed by unanimous voice vote.

H. OLD BUSINESS

There was no Old Business.

I.  NEW BUSINESS

1. Case #2015-54. 4250 Cerrillos Road Sign Variance, JenkinsGavin Design & Development, agent
for Santa Fe Mall Property Owner LLC, request a Variance to the maximum size of sign per
Subsection 14-8.10(E)(6) “Walt Signs” and 14-8.10(G) “General Requirements for Signs According
to District’ to allow 169 square foot wall sign where 80 square feet is the maximum. (Dan Esquibel,
Case Manager)

A Memorandum dated June 24, 2015 for the July 2, 2015 Meeting, to the Planning Commission from
Dan Esquibel, Planner Senior, Current Planning Division, in this matter and in Case #2015-55, is
incorporated herewith to these minutes as Exhibit 4. Mr. Esquibel explained that there are actually two
applications but one owner so his report deals with both Case #2015-54 and Case #2015-55. Issue - if the
applicant addressed the variance standards.

2. Case #2015-55. 4250 Cerrillos Road Sign Variance, JenkinsGavin Design & Development,
agent for Santa Fe Mall Property Owner LLC, request a Variance to the maximum size of sign per
Subsection 14-8.10(E)(6) “Wall Signs” and 14-8.10(G) “General Requirements for Signs According

Santa Fe Planning Commission July 2, 2015 Page 5



to District” to allow 136 square foot walt sign where 80 square feet is the maximum. (Dan Esquibel,
Case Manager)

Mr. Esquibel presented the staff report for these cases. He explained that each case needs is own
motion. Please see Exhibit 4 for specifics of this presentation.

Chair Harris thought the attachment was stapled out of order and the fifth image is what is allowed and
second it what is proposed.

Mr. Esquibel briefly described the photographs and explained why he took each one. They were
chosen so the Commission would have a visual reference commensurate with the rules.

Chair Harris thanked him for the helpful explanation.

Presentation by the Applicant.

Present and swom was Ms. Jennifer Jenkins, JenkinsGavin Design & Development, 130 Grant
Avenue, Suite 101, Santa Fe, on behalf of Santa Fé Place Mall.

Ms. Jenkins displayed slides in her presentation. She said the proposed new addition is happening on
the north side of the mall where the theater space was located. She pointed out where World Market and
Bed, Bath & Beyond want to locate. To the right side of Dillard's is the proposed addition for the two new
retailers with a new entrance. That is the location for the two signs proposed. She then showed the
elevations as they relate to the fagades and zoomed in on the proposed location of the signs. This is SC-3
zoning (Planned Shopping Center) and it is a unique zone because it is the only zone for a regional mall.
Santa Fé Place is the only regional mall in Santa Fe. It had movies and restaurants, was built in 1985 and
has suffered from lack of redevelopment and re-investment; lack of merchandising; and lack of new tenant
mix, But malls are evolving and coming back with a consolidation of retailers. She shared some examples.
They usually happen through bankruptcy and acquisition. There is too much in-line space. This mall is
almost 700,000 square feet and the largest building in Santa Fe. A regional mall has an important role
economically not only for goods and services but it also has been the largest generator of GRT in past
years. Right now it is not doing that job in that regard for several years.

The mall has new owners as of last September who believe in this mall, this market and this community
and they are investing millions of dollars in redeveloping and rebranding to serve Santa Fé with more
dining, entertainment and retail options.

She said this mall has been on life support and the City is fortunate that this group wants to invest here.
These exterior retailers eat up some of that interior space. It is about evolution and this mall is evolving.
The Sports Authority wanted to take most of Mervyn's space on the west side in 2012 and asked for a
similar variance from the Planning Commission for their sign there. One of our positions regarding the
variance is that the Sports Authority sign is 445 feet from the street so for wayfinding from the street, a
larger sign is needed.
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The location for this sign variance is for a sign on the north side of the mall is 1.7 football fields away
from Rodeo Road, not to mention 20 feet below Rodeo Road. It is obvious from the imagery that an 80' sign
would look ridiculous. The provisions in the code don't take a 700,000 square foot building into account.
Signs should be proportionate to the building size and should be 20% of the fagade instead of 1.5%.

The Sports Authority sign was granted in 2012 and by no means does it seem enormous. It is
proportionate to the fagade. She was present at this meeting to request two similar proportionate signs.

In the 1985 development plan that was done, there was not a signage plan. Staff recommended a
signage plan, rather than asking for variances repeatedly. So they are now working on a signage plan for
the mall to bring to the Planning Commission.

Right now, the retailers want to be open for Christmas so they are working quickly on building permit

applications right now. So they are not in a position right now with these two tenants to wait for that signage
plan. A lot of work has already been done on the interior.

Public Hearing
Chair Harris announced this is a public hearing and asked for public comment for this particular case.

There were no speakers from the public regarding these two cases. Chair Harris closed the public
portion of the meeting for these two cases.

Questions by the Commission

Commissioner Kadlubek asked Mr. Esquibel how the other gigantic signs were approved for anchor
stores (Dillard's, J. C. Penney, Mervyns) — also by variance or some other way.

Mr. Esquibel wasn't sure at what point they got that size sign and couldn’t find out in his research.
Some were part of the mall development back when it was originally adopted as a regional mall. They are
there and with exception of Sports Authority, he couldn't tell the Commission. He explained that their
records get destroyed after ten years. He assumed the signs that are below 80 square feet were by regular
approval. Out of 16 signs on the mall, five meet the requirements and the rest exceed the 80 square feet
requirement.

Commissioner Kadiubek asked if the Planning Commission had to listen to Target or Wal-Mart for them
to get approved for their sign that exceeded 80 square feet, or if they fell under different criteria.

Mr. Esquibel explained that everyone who wanted to sign exceeding 80 square feet had o come to the
Planning Commission or Board of Adjustment in order to obtain a variance. In the past, the variance criteria
was much easier to attain. After 2012, the variance criteria change and they are more difficult to meet.

Commissioner Kapin noted in #2, the City Land Development Code allows for a wall sign to encompass
20% of a fagade. She asked where the 80 square feet come in to that 20% of fagade.
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Mr. Esquibel all of the sign requirements in Chapter 14 have to be met. There are requirements for no
more than two sizes of fonts, no more than three colors. And for wall mounted signs, it is based on the
linear feet of that fagade not to exceed 80 square feet. That is the way the standard is written. It applies to
different types. This one is in the Cerrillos Road Highway Coridor and that has different standards where
there's businesses that are not on the Cerrillos Road Highway Corridor do not. There are also different
zones on that corridor. This location is in Zone 4 and others might have different standards. Each one is
different, depending on location. Most of the sign regulations do limit the business to 80 square feet. in
some cases, with a ground mounted sign, it could go up to 150 square feet.

Chair Harris recalled that he was probably the only Commissioner who dealt with the sign variance for
Sports Authority and the issue at that time was less about the size of the lettering and more about color.
The Sports Authority corporate brand is the red color. The Planning Commission at that time got beyond it.
He asked if color is an issue now.

Mr. Esquibel explained that at this time, he didn’t know the proposed colors for certain. Chapter 14
says if the sign’s structure is an integral part of the sign, the entire area gets counted as part of sign area.
And color in that case, it is part of the integral part.

Chair Harris thought the 151 square feet for the Sports Authority was just the lettering.

Chair Harris asked Ms. Jenkins for more detail including about the lettering as distinct from the
background and said she knew all 24 pages of the sign ordinance.

Ms. Jenkins said for what is reflected here, the Bed, Bath and Beyond lettering is proposed to be white
and the lettering for World Market is proposed to be maroon and the signs will be mounted on the stucco
side of the building. Everything is proposed. The side has to be covered with either stucco or sign or metal.
But everything has not been resolved yet from an architectural standpoint. .

Mr. Shandler noted that for the Sports Authority application said that the applicant anticipated a
development plan to the Commission at a future date and asked if that plan had been done.

Ms. Jenkins said it has been done and they did an administrative development plan amendment but
just reallocated some square footage. They had an out parcel that was entitled to so much square footage
and they wanted to reallocate that around the site so they processed it administratively with staff.

Mr. Shandler asked for the Findings regarding the sign size. He asked if they are 169 square feet and
136 square feet or 169 and 151.8 square feet respectively.

Ms. Jenkins responded their calculations show that the sign is 169 square feet on Bed Bath and
Beyond and 151.8 square feet on Cost Plus Worid Market. Then she apologized and said Mr. Esquibel
indicated they may have miscalculated. So itis 136 square feet on Cost Plus World Market.

Commissioner Kapin asked about how many more anchor businesses there would be anticipated.
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Ms. Jenkins said that Sears, Dillard’s, Penney's and these two new ones are junior anchors. They
already have a restaurant pad site going up. It is a brew pub and they are talking to other restaurants as
well. There is possibility of wholesale wine business and she apologized that she is limited in what she can
share. On the south there is potentially a large fitness institution and they don't need as much visibility.

Commissioner Kapin asked what the difference is between an anchor and a junior anchor and if the
request for a sign would be different.

Ms. Jenkins agreed. She explained that they are not expecting any other anchors at this time. If Sears
closed down and another big department store came, they would address a sign of that same magnitude.

She added that the code says if a building has more than one store, each one is allowed one B0 square
feet. She asked if the Commission could imagine this mall with 80 square feet signs outside on each one of
the stares. The signage plan will address what each level is entitied to and lay it out with dimensional
standards, etc. Those with no exterior entrance would not have an outdoor sign.

Mr. Esquibel commented regarding the difference from 151.8 to 136 square feet, that they were
calculating more space than they would actually have on that fagade. So that is how the 136 was decided.

Commissioner Greene asked Ms. Jenkins if there would be an effort for outdoor patios and the
restaurants in the plan.

Ms. Jenkins agreed. There will be landscaping improvements and outdoor seating and an opportunity
on the south side as well.

Commissioner Greene asked if that plan will come before the Commission.

Ms. Jenkins explained that it is not building permit stuff but just moving things around but if they wanted
to do something outside of that, it wilt come forward here. She said they could also provide progress reports
to the Planning Commission as an informational update.

Mr. Esquibel apologized and corrected his earlier statement that 151.8 is the correct size for World
Market. It was not 136 after they recalculated the space.

Commissioner Gutierrez asked Ms. Jenkins if with the redevelopment, there is an intent fo put signs at
the entrances.

Ms. Jenkins said they are there now and will just be redesigned a little. They will also have one low to
the ground and some interior directional sign. They will all be freshened up.

Commissioner Gutierrez asked if those signs would list the tenants.

Ms. Jenkins said they will just list the anchors and junior anchors.
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Commissioner Kadlubek asked about the process of the sign plan approval.

Mr. Esquibei said currently, as Chapter 14 identified signs in the SC-3 District, the sign plan would have
to be brought here for approval, especially for signs that exceed the ordinance and it might include an
ordinance change request if it requires variances to achieve those goals.

Commissioner Kadlubek asked how items get on the consent agenda.

Mr. Smith said the only type that is placed on consent are time extensions. There is not a provision for
any other type.

Action of the Commission

Commissioner Kadlubek moved in Case #2015-54 at 4250 Cerrillos Road, to approve a Sign
Variance to allow a 169 square foot wall sign for Bed, Bath, and Beyond where 80 square feet is the
maximum. Commissioner Kapin seconded the motion.

Commissioner Gutierrez asked if that motion would be subject to getting building permit.
Mr. Smith clarified that the permit is a code requirement whether stated or not in a motion.
The motion passed by unanimous voice vote.

Commissioner Kadlubek moved in Case #2015-55 at 4250 Cerrilios Road, to approve a Sign
Variance to aliow a 151.8 square foot wall sign for Cost Plus World Market where 80 square feet is
the maximum. Commissioner Greene seconded the motion and it passed by unanimous voice vote.

3. Case #2015-47. 455 St. Michaels Drive Christus St. Vincent Regional Medical Center. WHR
architects, Inc., agent for Christus St. Vincent Regional Medical Center, request review and
approval for:

a. Master Plan Amendment,
b. Four variances to include:
«  Variance to the “Maximum Height of Structures” per Table 14-7.3-1: “Table of Dimensional
Standards for Nonresidential districts” to allow 49’ where 36' is the maximum, and
+  Variance to the “maximum Height of Structures” per Subsection 14-5.5(A)(4) Standards” to
allow 49' where 25' is the maximum, and
+  Variance to the maximum size of sign per Subsection 14-8.10(G)(2) for C-1 Districts to
allow 80 square feet signs where 32 square feet is the maximum.
+  Variance to the maximum height of sign per Subsection 14-8.1-0(G)(4) for C-1 Districts to
allow a sign height of 37 and 46 feet where 15 feet is the maximum.
c. Development Plan to construct a 65,500 square foot addition on Tract A-1-3 containing 20.65+
acres and Tract A-2 containing 9.29+ acres,

Santa Fe Planning Commission July 2, 2015 Page 10



d. Special Use Permit to permit a Hospital in a C-1 District to include the construction of a 65,500
square foot addition new inpatient bed wing, main entrance and lobby for the hospital. (Dan
Esquibel, Case Manager)

A Memorandum dated June 25, 2015 for the July 2, 2015 Planning Commission meeting from Daniel
Esquibe!, Planner Senior, Current Planning Division, in this matter, is incorporated herewith to these
minutes as Exhibit 5.

Chair Harris asked why these matters were all bundled into one case. He recalled that last time with
Las Soleras case, there was General Plan amendment, a Master Plan amendment, and a subdivision plat
and the Commission considered them as separate cases.

Mr. Smith agreed and said the caption identified four distinct cases and they are identified as separate
action items: the Master Plan, the four variances, the Development Plan and the Special Use Permit. The
variances are distributed in an unusual way between the Master Plan and the Development Plan, so staff is
trying how best to characterize it. They could have chosen to put more than four action items, each with its
own action numbers but it didn’t seem to be a reasonable way to consider it.

Chair Harris heard that and read it but he was confused about why they are doing that this way. It
hasn’t been done this way in his four years as a Commissioner.

Mr. Shandler stated that there is not a legal impediment to how it is captioned.
Chair Harris asked if the Commission needed to make four separate motions.
Mr. Shandler said he didn’t know how staff intends to proceed on it.

Commissioner Kadlubek asked if a motion would say the case number and then a bullet point number
or letter.

Mr. Esquibel thought that would work to identify the different modules in the case and that would
adequately distinguish it in the minutes.

Mr. Smith said Mr. Esquibel will get into more detail but the Land Use Department staff has a change in
the recommendation per the Legal Department and on page 2 and 3 in the Staff Report. There is a matrix
under the application summary with four categories there. The first is Master Ptan Amendment and it states
under the type of decision a recommendation to the Governing Body. Staff believes that would be the
appropriate motion by the Commission.

The second category is Variances. The Attorney Staff has advised the Land Use Depariment Staff that
there was a different interpretation of appropriate action on variances. Their advice was that it is more
appropriate to say the Planning Commission action is final on variances for that motion.

The Third category is the Development Plan and he was not certain of the Attorney’s recommendation
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but he believed the Planning Commission action is final.

The fourth category is Special Use Permit and the motion is for final action by the Planning
Commission.

Chair Harris proposed to use (1) for the Master Plan amendment, (2} for the Variances, (3) for the
Development Plan and (4) for the Special Use Permit sections.

Mr. Shandler agreed that would be acceptable.

Mr. Smith said there has been some evolution in the review but the Land Use Department Staff does
concur with that advice from the Attomey.

Mr. Esquibel suggested since there are actually two types of variances, one for signs and the other for
building heights, there would need to be 2-a and 2-b within those parentheses to consider for each type.

Secondly, for the Development Plan, Special Use Permit and Variances, all of these are contingent
upon the Master Plan approval by the Governing Body so the final decisions will all be subject to that
approval.

Chair Harris thanked him and said there is a, b, ¢, d for the four separate variances.

Staff Presentation.

Mr. Esquibel read from his staff report, reading the caption first. This is a special exception as required
from 2012 ordinance. Page 2 has the recommendations which he read. The recommendations are subject
to the conditions in Staff Exhibit A. He recognized the other members of the Development Review Team:
Ms. RB Zaxus is here for drainage and lighting issues, Mr. John Romero is here on traffic analysis, the Fire
Marshal on fire protection issues and Mr. Noah Berke on landscaping issues.

Applicant’s Presentation

Ms. Jennifer Jenkins (previously sworn) set up the presentation and turned to the Christus St.
Vincent (CSV) COO.

Present and sworn was Mr. Jason Adams, 1248 Crus Blanca who introduced himself as the Chief
Operations Officer of Christus St. Vincent Regional Medical Center. He introduced his project team, Mr.
Marty Hughes, Chief Architect from WHR, Dave Aube and Doug Magouski, from Design Group in
Albuquerque, and Ms. Penny Bush, Project Manager from Dalias as well as Ms. Jenkins.

Mr. Adams said that health care has evolved over the last 30 years. This facility built in 1977 with a
combination of private and semi-private rooms. With different levels of care, ranging from intensive care

Santa Fe Planning Commission July 2, 2015 Page 12



beds, intermediate care beds, labor and delivery and medical surgical beds. They are all different levels of
care and, historically in 1977, most hospitals were built with semi-private med-surg beds. What that means
is that you have a combination of some people having private rooms and other people sharing a room. This
addition of 65,000 sq. ft. near the current main entrance of the hospital, will add 36 beds (rooms) fo the
hospital on the second story. It is important to add that on the second story because they will create a two-
story connector between the old hospital and the new addition that will cornect on the first floor a new
lobby for better wayfinding. For the last 30 years, the hospital has had an identity crisis with the lobby being
on the lower floor and an upper lobby. This project gives us the opportunity to meet the requirements and
connecting the two buildings to finally satisfy that issue and create one identifiable primary lobby. And on
the second floor it will allow them to have the new med-surg beds connect with the current med surg beds
and renovate the floors. Once completed with the new wing, they were renovate all the current rooms (four
units) to become all private rooms. This has been the current trend in health care for the past 25 to 30
years. Also the studies including this one from Dr. Roger Ulrich at Texas A&M University, that
demonstrate that private rooms will reduce infection rates in hospitals and also lower stress for patients. It
will provide higher quality of care. Roommates are a source of stress 85 to 90% of the time. In addition it
provides increased staff and patient safety when they do transfers. Every time a patient is moved there is
potentiai risk for a fall. So having private rooms will reduce injuries.

Mr. Adams displayed the drawing showing a typical room of modern design in the hospital. In the
corner is a staff sink for hand washing at the entrance. That reduces infections or cross contaminations.
Couches allow a family member to stay around the clock with family member patient. Rooms will be 260
square feet or about 20 square feet bigger than cumrent semi-private rooms. They wili comply with national
standards. it will significantly increase patient satisfaction.

Ms. Jenkins addressed the various applications in this case.

1. Master Plan Amendment

Ms. Jenkins said they were first requesting an amendment to the Master Plan. The C-1 zoning requires
a hospital to seek a special use permit, a development pian, and variance on signage and height.

As background, the Hospital was constructed in 1977 on this property. In 1985, the property was
rezoned to C-1. C-1 is traditionally usually office zoning. A lot of the area along St. Michael's Drive and St.
Francis Drive have high concentrations of office and it is C-1 zoning. That is the zoning of the 48 acre
campus. The Master Plan commensurate with that zoning approvat in 1985 laid out various development
standards and future improvements. The Master Plan was amended by the City Council in 2006. They
made adjustments to future improvements and additional buildings they envisioned for the future. There
were also some conditions of approval that would be triggered by future developments. This is the
proverbial future improvement.

She showed the site plan that shows the new addition and a critical element of the application is that it
has to connect with existing the med/surg unit for staff proximity on the second floor. They can't have
ramps or stairways for patient and staff safety. In the area being connected is radiology, laboratory and
surgery are proximate. The hospital spent time analyzing the best location for the new addition. This one is
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the best and accomplishes several things. It minimizes distance. The connection to existing building gave
great opportunity for a new main entry lobby that will greatly improve wayfinding. It will benefit more
vehicles on St. Michael's as opposed to the entry on Hospital Drive. This was not contemplated in the 2006
Master Plan so this is an amendment. Also on that 2006 Master Plan there was a circular drive around the
campus and that is not needed so it will be removed.

The traffic analysis called for changed access and removing the parking area on the east where the
residential neighborhood area is located.

Several other buildings were proposed in 2006 that are no longer in long term plans. With this addition
and removal of those buildings, it is actually a net reduction of 3000 square feet for the campus.

. The storage building on tract D (east side) was proposed first at 5,000k square feet for maintenance
vehicles and the maximum now is potentially 10,000 in the plan but probably will be less.

Also they are adjusting area boundaries created in the 1985 Master Plan fo incorporate the new
addition in the proper area.

Ms. Jenkins displayed a perspective of the brand new entry and below that, a view from St. Michaels of
the new wing and new entry on west side. She also showed a view of new entrance and waiting area and a
new meditation space that looks out on a garden. At very east end is another waiting area on the second
floor for families to be closer to the patients.

She explained the various areas of the Master Plan that have different standards. With the addition
attached to the existing building, they had to include it in Area 1 and swapped the 3,200 square feet space
between Area 1 and Area 2. The areas are the same size but adjusted for the new addition.

2. Height Variance

Regarding height, she explained that 65' is the maximum height in the original Master Plan for Area 1
but they are not proposing that height now. Part of the property is also in the Couth Central Highway
Corridor. It is an overlay that has different standards for the lower portion of St. Michael's Drive and Old
Pecos Trail with a lower height limit of 25'. The entire campus is zoned C-1 which is usually a 36" height
limit but is further limited by the highway corridor. So they are asking for height variances from the C1
height limit and also from the highway corridor height limit only for new addition that is outside of area 1.
The portion that is in Area 1 is not subject to the variance requests. They are asking for a height of 41" to
allow for various appurtenances. To the top of roof deck is only 28'. That is a variance of §' over the 36’ of
C-1 and 16’ over the highway corridor limit.

She reiterated that they are proposing a 2-story building to accomplish connectivity for patient and
staffing that has to connect with the existing patient area. They considered putting it on the north but that is
much closer to residential neighbors so for that and longer traveling distance for staff and visitors to that
lacation. So for that and other reasons, this is the absolute best option.
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3. Signage Variance

Ms. Jenkins said they are also asking for signage variances. The 1985 Master Plan contemplated a
500,000 square foot regional hospital has unigue signage needs that might not be contemplated in the
Code and probably would need a study at some point to understand what signage needs to make sure
there is adequate wayfinding for the public.

In the C-1 zones, the signs are limited to 32 square feet maximum and CSV is asking for one sign of 90
square feet and one sign of 16 square feet.

Two existing 40 square feet signs would be removed and replaced with one 80 square feet sign and
one more of 16 square feet. The 80 square foot sign would be placed on the stone wall of the new wing to
be visible from St. Michael's to draw visitors into the hospital from St. Michael's Drive so they can avoid
going down Hospital Drive where the Emergency entrance is located. The sign on the stone wall is really
not that big compared with the building.

She pointed out how people take Hospital Drive and it leads fo ER. St. Michael's is the main entry
point. They are constructing a new drive from Hospital Drive to go to the front entry. In multiple meetings
with neighbors, they discussed the new entry way which will greatly reduce confusion.

The traffic impact analysis was reviewed by John Romero. The recommendations out of it and working
with Mr. Romero, are to provide a financial contribution to the roundabout /light intersection at San Mateo
and Galisteo. 17.5% of traffic is attributed to the hospital. So whichever costs more (signal or roundabout),
CSV will write a check for about $85,000 to be held in escrow with the City for that traffic improvement.

She referred to the Traffic memo with the proposed “clarifications” to the Recommended Action which
they have discussed with Mr. Romero are as follows:

1. The money given to the City are ear-marked specifically for improvements at that intersection.
2. If the City doesn’t spend that money, SCV would get it back after 5 years. She said that is standard
practice in the City. There are many others like it in Santa Fe for fair share. The City cannot sit on the
money indefinitely and not spend it. For a non-profit regional hospital, $85,000 is a lot of money.
3. The Master Plan shows a potential future addition to the medical/dental building on the campus and
CSV might be required to give an added donation for that intersection. Mr. Romero is comfortable with that
change.

The Hospital Drive entrance, based on the analysis, shows that traffic has decreased since 2006 and
was at one time to be an entrance only but now will be changed to only right in/right out and no left tum
there so a median will prevent that.

Ms. Jenkins stated that with this application, all of the 2006 Master Plan conditions are being satisfied.
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Ms. Jenkins said they had many meeting with neighbors to north and those to the east. in the dozen
meetings, also met with individual neighbors to resolve their concerns. They had the formal ENN followed
by another last week to address all concerns.

As a result, some additional concems are also being addressed. There is a 15' fandscape buffer on the
northeast side that has been neglected and they are reviving that existing landscaping. They are making
lighting modifications - pole heights will be lowered and some bulbs will have less brightness. Generator
noise is being addressed. The backup generator is a federal mandate. It is on east side and it has o be
tested weekly and a power surge can also kick it on. They have been exceeding code’s maximum noise so
CSV will either enclose it in the building or relocate it to the central plant te bring it into compliance.

Open areas on east side had been used by staff for smoke breaks and now the whole campus is non-
smoking. So they have beefed up security and neighbors have been given a direct line to security to report
violations.

Lastly, CSV is providing an email tree for neighbors to report hospital and construction issues back and
forth with the hospital.

CSV will have an annual neighborhood meeting with Hospital administration to deal with issues.

She showed the parking islands and water retention areas on the north parking iot and explained the
existing nature trail improvements on the south side, wrapping around to east side up to the landscape
buffer.

There will be accessible routes to and from the neighborhood at several locations and to the bus stops
on Hospital Drive. It will ali be ADA accessible. And all lighting will comply with the ordinance so there will
be no light pollution.

Ms. Jenkins concluded her presentation and requested right of rebuttal after the public hearing.

Public Hearing

Chair Harris asked members of the public to line up to be swom en masse. They were sworn.

Mr. Lawrence Barty, 202 West Lupita Road said he was representing the San Mateo Neighborhood
Association and the Task Force of that Association who were are immediately affected by and are
immediately adjacent to the Hospital, specifically, West Lupita Road residences, Camino Amado and the
south end of Don Gaspar.

He said, “We support the hospital's efforts to modernize and upgrade its facilities. That's not why we
are here because we know that's important to the entire community. But some of our neighbors have
issues with the design and height of the proposed St. Mike addition - not all, but many do. We address this
in the formal reply that is in your packet. [The reply is attached to these minutes as Exhibit 6.]
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“I am going to focus on four issues that are particularly important to us. In Master Plans dating back to
1985, the hospital, which was then Sisters of Charity and then another entity, agreed to put in the buffer
zone. The buffer zone is important to us, to those of us who live along the edge because it provides visual
screening and, to some degree, quieting of hospital activity. That buffer zone was never put in. | gave you a
handout and a ring binder. If you look at page 9, you will see a picture of what it iooks like today. It is kind of
a vacant road there. Nothing has happened over the years.

“We met, as Jennifer said, with the Hospital ten days ago and it was a very positive meeting. | think a
lot of things are moving in the right direction toward resolution and improvement. Mr. Adams said that the
buffer is part of the budget for this new addition and 1 take him at his word. But because of the 30 year
history of this, we are looking for further assurance if a new CEQ comes in or if a new entity buys the
Hospital before this is done for if there are budget changes, that this buffer zone be there. We would fike
Planning Commission to make it a requirement that it be a condition of granting the Special Use Permit. It's
not because we don't trust the word. It's just because we have this history.

“The second issue that we've got concemns traffic flow between the visitor and patient parking lot.
Pecple come in. (He pointed out the location.)

“In that lot as it presently stands, people come in either from two ways. One, from St. Michael's Drive at
the store entrance and also from Hospital Drive. If you stand at that intersection for any iength of time, you
see that most people come in from the City from the west, come up to the intersection at Hospital Drive and
St. Mike's and they see the hospital and they see a sign that says hospital. In smaller letters it does say
emergency room. And the bulk of them turn on Hospital Drive and then turned into that parking lot. It's just
a natural thing. And then that's where they leave. There is an exit onto St. Michaels’ Drive but it's hard to
see, it's hard to find. But ! think its common nature when coming in an entrance, to turn around when you
get ready to leave and go out the same way. What the hospital and the traffic engineer are now proposing,
contrary to the 2006 Master Plan which said that this entrance would be an entrance only and never
became an entrance only but has remained an open exit, is to make that a right out only. Now | understand
what the purpose of that is to keep people from tumning left right there at that intersection because it is
dangerous and all. The consequence of making that a right only is that most of the traffic that is leaving that
parking lot is going to go out and go right up Hospital Drive thrust right into what is already a very
congested neighborhood. They are going to go to the top and they are going to turn right onto Lupita, which
is a dirt road or they are going to cut across and be up on Galistec at that intersection with San Mateo that
Jennifer was talking about, which is where Martinez Elementary School is where people are walking dogs,
people walking children,. | understand there is a traffic study and that are details that say, yes, this ought to
be done. But what they are doing is dumping a bunch more traffic into our neighborhood which is not a
through neighborhood by any means.

“It seems to me and the rest of us, that if instead, we fulfill the 2006 Master Plan and turn that into an
entrance only, people will come in and can be directed by hospital signage so whenever they get ready to
leave, they will come out on St. Michael's and go wherever they need to go without becoming embroiled in
the neighborhood where someone will get lost. They are always asking for directions because they are on a
dirt road and cannot figure out where they are. It makes no sense to me and my group that it become a
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right only exit onto Hospital Drive.

The third issue that | want to address is that of the construction activity. If you grant the hospital’s
request it will be done on the south end. They have a lot of vacant space to the north. And they have
already stored some materials for various projects and things. We are concemed that there will be
construction activity on the north side of the campus. And it generally starts at the crack of dawn and there
will be trucks and deliveries conceivably. We would like to see the hospital limit the activities on the north
side to reasonable hours, 8-5, Monday through Friday so that we have a chance fo enjoy our yards, to
enjoy our family. | don't think it is unreasonable restriction on what | think will be a relatively low level of
activity on the north end. You can help us protect our property that way.

Finally, | need to address the staff report. The staff report suggests on page 9 that the hospital could
build this addition in a different part of area 1 and not need the height variances that they were asking for.
The only space in area 1 that is available is at that north end. This would be a building that, at most, would
be several dozen yards from some of the residences. Apart from the construction mayhem of two years and
building that high and that close with the additional activity that goes on around i, the values of the homes
along that edge will plummet. And if the difference here is on a commercial corridor - St. Mike's - the
building is somewhat higher than the code technically allows versus an essential disruption of several
dozen homes along that edge. If it comes down to that choice, we would like to see the Hospital redesign it
lower. | don’t know if that is possible. If it comes to that choice, we would not stand in the way of a height
variance.

“| also gave you a letter separately from a neighbor, Barbara Chatterly, who raised issues on design
and could not be here tonight. She had several questions about design and the purpose. | hope you will
read that and take that into account. Those are her views and solely her views.”

Ms. Mary Schruben, 2119 Rancho Siringo Road who had a couple of questions. “Could you explore
with applicant, what would be the condition of the highway height regulation of 25’ for the highway corridor
if St. Michael's Drive loses its highway designation under the ‘ReMike’ program where they are looking to
make it a two-lane street. | know the two-lane street would not extend that far east but | wondered whether
you have given consideration to the removal of that restriction because of the highway corridor.

“Secondly, | didn't understand about the raised median to be constructed at the south entrance, which |
believe is on St. Michael's Drive and whether or not that means it would be closed to vehicles driving east
and they would not be able to turn left there. If you could explain that, | would like to understand it a little
better.

Thirdly - about the smokers. This is endemic all over Santa Fe. What does your security plan say about
dealing with visitors and patients who are smoking outside? I'm also unclear about where the entrance to
the cancer center has moved or if it has moved exactly. Could you show that again please?

Regarding the signage, will you be removing the street signs existing at the corner of Hospital at St.
Mike's and the south entrance at St. Mike's completely or just the building mounted signs and whether or
not there will be a street sign indicating where the emergency entrance is, because that is not clear now.
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Pardon me for saying this but | believe that the overhang is ugly and doesn't fit here in Santa Feé. |
would fike to see that we designed. It doesn't fit with the character of Santa Fe at all.

Lastly, I'm all in favor of the buffer for the neighborhood that was supposed to have been done years
ago, hasn't been done, and has been maintained. However, | would caution you that the Municipal Tree
Board has come out with a new list of trees that are approved for our drought conditions and new watering
standards and I'd like for you to consider those carefully because it is quite a large buffer and it's going to
be a significant one for the neighborhood and for the hospital. And we want to see it thrive so be sure that
you put that in your planning.

Also the change the applicant has made to include all of the Master Plan, development plan, variances
and special use permit under one case is confusing to people who have monitored cases for a long time
and will make this case difficult to follow the tracking of all that stuff. | encourage staff and Commission to
adhere to the previously acceptable numbering system.

Ms. Gail Rappaport, 216 W Lupita Road said she is the house right behind Physicians’ Plaza, facing
the dumpster and the generator.

She said, ‘I realize the issue this evening is the proposed addition to the actual hospitat for increased
patient bed space. However, as a 36 year homeowner on Lupita Road, directly adjacent to the hospital
campus, | was to provide a bit of history and a few comments.

‘I spoke at a City Council meeting on February 11, 2004. Actually, | spoke in favor of the proposal to
build Physicians’ Plaza. | was asked to do so at the request of the developers and Rick Crabtree, the now
discredited former CEQ of the hospital. And at that time, my comments related to my support for the need
of a state of the art hospital campus to meet the growing needs of this community. | was thanked profusely
in the newspaper and by Alex Valdez, then CEQ, and others. And they even sent me some flowers which
was somewhat insulting because they wouldn’t do that for a man. But they were trying. Unfortunately, | now
consider my support a mistake from a number of reasons. It should be noted that it was St. Vincent's
hospital that was the force behind building Physician's Plaza. They were the folks who spoke of it in
February. Although the building is on their campus and should be part of their Master Plan, it seems
Christus St. Vincent's now wants to distance themselves from any responsibility for that building and their
ongoing problems.

The hospital should obviously be responsible for all setbacks. There are setback issues and the
parking so close to the fence is the hospital's problem. And, of course, the landscaping issue that has been
addressed. The problems with Physicians’ Plaza continue to be the placement of the dumpster and the
garbage pickup and obviously the generator.

| have had intermittent success in working with the property manager. An example is lighting that
building all night. They have stopped that.

Currently there has been some discussion with the manager of that property. Recently they put in a
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concrete pad without talking with any neighbors because they were having trouble with the garbage pick-
up. They started at dawn and | complained. | always have to call them and ask what they are doing. They
never come to the neighbors and say this is what we are doing. So they had to change that area to correct
garbage pick-up problems.

Two weeks ago, on the hospital property along the fence, a line was cut to my property cutting internet
and telephone. It took five days to restore the service. And the cut was traced back to the hospital
perimeter. It was on the hospital property. As usual, no one adjacent to the hospital was informed of work
being done. Only because of the noise and the large equipment, was | able to trace my problem to their
property where they were doing some construction along the fence. | don't know what they were doing and
I don't know if they had a permit.

In conclusion, these problems and others are constant. Promises made under the Master Plan have
not been completed. And | find it hard to believe the hospital can be trusted in this new phase to follow
through on their promises. We had the Master Plan in 1985 and they built that building starting in 2004. In
2006 it was amended. And the neighbors are still waiting for a lot of those things that were promised to
happen. It would be a pleasant surprise it they do what they said and | continue to believe the Hospital
should not abdicate their responsibility to via Physicians’ Plaza. That would be disingenuous, to say the
least.

| knew when | bought the house adjacent to hospital property there would be constant growth. And |
support that. We all need state of the art care. And when we need to go someplace, it is to their hospital. !
just want them to be good neighbors.

| wanted to say one other thing that wasn't written down.

Turning right out of there ... originally, in the Master Plan, the entrance was to be on St. Michael's
Drive, not on Hospital Drive. | think that is impossible now because you are not going to be able to turn out
on Hospital Drive. They have put up an island there because you did something across the street with
Presbyterian there. So people won't be able to come out of the hospital and turn left. So they are going to
tum right. They also are only going to be able to get in on Hospital Drive. You are saying you want them to
come down and around. It hasn’t happened so far. We'll see. Maybe they’ll put up some signage. But if
people only tumn right, they have to go past E. J. Martinez School and Galisteo. My children went to E. J.
Martinez School. I've been in that house for 35 years. They are very successful people who got their
schooling here in Santa Fe. | am not a newcomer. My children went on to Princeton; they went on to
Northwestern. They are doctors. And they were educated in this town. It started at E. J. Martinez. | think it
is really dangerous that you are going to push all the traffic towards that school. | think the entrance needs
to be in the front of the hospital. It is in every other hospital. You've got it on the side road there now.
Whatever traffic study you did, it is hard to believe you are not going to get more traffic on Hospital Drive.

At the City Council you changed Lupita for a few blocks to a one-way street because there were a
number of accidents that happened on Lupita. So it was changed to one-way street which people don't
always follow. But if you push all the traffic there, it will probably have to be changed back from being a
one-way street.
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Ms. Mary Benton, 2225 Calle Alvorado

“I'm on the board for ACSyL that borders the hospital and also on the board of the Neighborhood
Network. Tonight I'm representing ACSyL and also myself. Listening to the presentation by Ms. Jenkins,
some things came up that are of note. She said that ramps don’t happen in hospitals. I'm just going in order
that she mentioned. As an asthmatic, I've visited a number of hospitals around the U.S. and also the world.
And let me tell you, there are ramps in hospitals. One in particular that comes to mind is Stanford Hospital.
Top of the world - has ramps. So to say that they can't have ramps at St. Vincent's is a misnomer. Another
top hospital is the one in Hong Kong - has ramps.

Number two — sections that are similar don’t have to connect. They don't connect at UCSF; they don't
connect at the University of Sydney; they don’t connect at Hong Kong and they don't connect at Stanford.
So to say that they have to connect at St. Vincent's is also a misnomer. | know that from practical
experience, being an asthmatic around the world.

One of the things that is also a concern is ow the traffic is going to be fitting at the various intersections.
They say that the hospital will pay 17% so who pays the rest? The City? As far as | understand from City
Council meetings and the newspaper, we don't have the money and the hospital is being so generous in
giving us the money and in five years retract it, they get it back in five years and are going to be pushing
more traffic through these intersections. | think that is something that we... that the City is being set up for
failure. Just on that alone, | would suggest that you don't pass this through Planning.

But going forward, as some others, the look of this, facing ACSyL, we got half of a George Jensen on
the left and a 1970's high school on the right. This doesn'’t fit into our neighborhoad in this location, in my
opinion. So you shouldn't pass this.

Regarding the signage, we've just had Presbyterian come in and they have abided by the signage. But
here, they are asking for a variances up to 300% of what the signage is. The State, the City and ACSyL
fought to have this section of St. Mike's be more of a calming. Ali of our neighbors are fitting in and
respecting the code. And St. Vincent's is up to 300% by my calculations. But I'm just an engineer. Do |
know math or not? It is ridiculous and you shouldn’t pass on these variances. To add 65,000 square feet on
there and have it fook like a 1970's school yard. St. Vincent's is affording lots of advertising, lots of dollars
s0 it seems, at the very minimum, that their expansions should fit into the neighborhood.

There have been a number of promises not kept but they expect the City will make variances for them. [f
the hospital wants to keep good neighbor relations, they should hold up to the promises made in the past.
As a representative of ACSyL and myself, ! urge you not to approve this Case 2015-47.

Mr. Mark Sonowsky, 2225 Calle Alvarado. “I work on Hospital Drive and drive six blocks. There are
many accidents at Hospital Drive and St. Mikes — about every two months. And | would strongly like to
recommend that you to ask Traffic not to allow left had turn onto Hospital Drive from St. Mike's and have
them stick to that right only entrance and right only exit only onto St. Michael's.
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Ms. Julia Catron, 205 West Lupita Road said, “Who doesn’t want a state of the art hospital. That
sounds great. But | think we can think about it more creatively. | always wanted to own a house in Santa Fe
growing up here. | was finally able to in this really awesome neighborhood. The neighbors all know my
house because | can't work on it right now. There is trash everywhere. There are surgical gloves floating
around. And they did a really nice clean up after our last meeting. And | thank you for that. But then it got
trashy again and we got the spring winds. It is not consistently maintained in a way that | feel safe walking
around the neighborhood, especially with my dog who eats everything on the ground. Also, | think there are
just so many things you could do rather than put this building out here. You could stilt build it on the south
side but maybe put it where the hill is now, where that line of trees is between the circle for emergencies
and the parking lot and preserve the views. | walk down Hospital Drive to Botulph Road or drive, depending
on the day every day because that's where | work and part of the wonderful things about moving back to
Santa Fe is being able to see the mountains when you are driving down St. Michael's Drive or walking to
work or whatever. So | just think some more creativity can be done or at least the architectural - could be
lowered just so you don't biock the views everybody of the mountains when they are going down St. Mike's
Drive. It's one of the last really pretty entrances to the City — is that entrance to the City.

| feel really badly for John Romero because everybody is complaining about the traffic study. And I'm
going to also. But it is because I'm on Hospital Drive and Botulph Road every day, all day, and it is really
frustrating. A lot of people do tum out of the hospital and come to the stop sign and kind of have to go down
there. And they tum right on Lupita Road and like ‘Where am 17" And they think if they go faster it will
somehow end their nightmare of being in a place that they don't know. And it is frustrating to the neighbors.
| think if you turn that into a right tum only, and you've only addressed 17% of that extra traffic before that
right turn only, you are actually looking at an increase beyond 17% there. So you really should, if that's the
way it is going o go, maybe see what the hospital needs to put in escrow after that is done. But | definitely
would recommend against that because it jam packs the neighborhood. Cne of the reasons | bought a
house there is that is a really sweet neighborhood and you can get to anyplace else you want on your bike.
You can walk to a school. And funneling the traffic back that way is really going to change the nature of that
and it is really going to make me sad about a place that | was finally able to afford a house to live in.

And that's all. Thank you guys for cleaning up and | would approve a second round of clean up. Have
them do that comer again.

Mr. Leo McMillan, 1560 Camino Amado, which is adjacent neighbor to the hospital on the east
boundary. He said, “I would respectfully accede whatever time you have allotted me to Mr. Barty, our first
speaker, if he should need to make additions to his testimony.”

Ms. Karen Heldmeyer 325 E Berger. She said, ‘| have been working here over 20 years and a lot of
talk in the last few weeks in particular about now neighborhoods and developers should get together; that
there should be consensus; that there should be compromise. This neighborhood has been trying that
since 1985, particularly the San Mateo Neighborhood, which pre-dates the hospital. When you saw the plat
that had the pink semicircle above the hospital. That was once filled with small houses surrounding the
hospital. They have tried to work with various ownerships, various administrators within those ownerships.
Sometimes successfully and sometimes not. Ironically, Crabtree was one of the best people to work with
neighbars. Too bad things tumed out like they did with him.
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They (neighbors) were told in 2006 by the Council that certain things were going to happen. They were
told when the Master Plan was adopted. And when the new plans for this new part came out, they said,
‘What happened - all the promises that were made to us then?’ And the answer was, ‘There was no
timeline on those. We'll get around to them eventually.’ Some of those promises have been made for 20
years. But they kind of filed in the 2006 Master Plan.

We saw a slide from Jennifer saying they are doing those things now. And then they are going to do
some additional things that have come out of the discussions. Well, some of those things that are listed as
coming out of the discussions were things were in the 2006 Master Plan.

If promises are being made, you know, that if you are nice and if you compromise and put up with
some of the problems that are going to occur when you live beside a hospital. Then it is the responsibility of
the City and the hospital to make sure those promises are kept. So your (Commission's) responsibility in a
case that involves a whole bunch of change, including a Special Use Permit, and Special Use Permits can
have conditions of approval on them - it is your duty to make sure those conditions that they were promised
before, are put into effect and put into effect quickly. And the ones that are promised for the future have a
time line on them and not five years but something fairly quick. We all know that putting a hospital near an
existing residential neighborhaod has put additional strains on the neighborhood. The City and the hospital
need to do everything they can to mitigate those problems.”

Ms. Heather Ligresti, 119 West Lupita Road. She said, ‘I have three points. One that no one has
addressed is that top accessibility route to and from neighborhood. We haven't really talked about it. We
were not invited to any discussions with the hospital. I'm sorry to have to address it like this. But personally,
as a neighbor, | don’t want access from my yard to the hospital. There is no reason why there should be
accessible routes to and from the neighborhood on the back side of the hospital. | think that increases
crime possibility and just has no purpose commercially that | could think of. So | definitely would want to
oppose that.

And then the second one is fraffic. A lot of people are thinking about that. We have a lot of problems on
our street. It is a dirt road. People go really fast. Kids can’t play in the street. Our dogs are in danger of
walking there. And it is going to get much warse if there is traffic coming from the hospital. So | definitely
wouldn't recommend that.

And then the last thing is that nature trail. Again, | don't know why they are directing their patients to the
neighborhood. You don't see it but those are all lots and neighbors along that side where that nature trail is
going. | don't know why they put those little dots for some kind of nature trail. | don't know why they would
direct that right to the neighbors. There are places inside where they could do a nature trail that would not
affect the neighborhood so much. Personally, | don't know much about the Commission, but would you
want the commercial nature trail right behind your property where you have kids out playing in your yard
and you have all these patients and nurses and visitors going right there. | mean they are backed up right
against these property lines. Those are the three oppositions that | have.

Mr. Gio Ligresti, 119 West Lupita Road “I'm her husband so it is the same address, 119 West Lupita

Santa Fe Planning Commission July 2, 2015 Page 23



Road and | agree with my neighbors about the right only exit from the hospital on Hospital Drive with the
right only traffic into our neighborhood. That's going to make it any nicer. And the exit right in front of our
house. Right now there is a fence that has been cut with the park and we actually went and asked the
hospital if they were going o fix it because people were using it for doing stuff and would be right in our
neighborhood. | don't see any reason why there should be an entrance into our neighborhood in the back of
the hospital unless the City is to do something later, which is gaing to ruin our neighborhood compietely if
actually that becomes the real entrance into the hospital in front of our house.

So we agree with our neighborhood if they could make Hospital Drive not just a right turn into our
neighborhood. That accessible route to and from the neighborhood has no meaning except a future real
entrance to the neighborhood. | hope you guys don't approve that.

Mr. Charles Kinead, 601 Calle de Marcos at the corner of Calle de Sebastian. He said, “l am here
as the Treasurer of the Southeast Neighborhood Association and as an individual. | would just encourage
the Commission to give their greatest attention to neighborhood concerns and recommendations. Thank
you. Save Old Pecos Trail.org.”

Ms. Sharon Salazar Hickey. 806 Camino Zozobra. ‘| live, like many of the other members of the
public that have spoken, in the neighborhood and have lived there over 30 years. | would like to say that,
first of all, | am a member of the Hospital Board at Christus St. Vincent's and | am also a member of the
Board of the Hospital Foundation. Through my actions, | am in very strong favor of this proposal and I'm
speaking on my own personal behalf, not as a member of the Board or the personal associations that |
belong to: Arroyo Paraisis. | walk every day with my dog through the neighborhood, Zia Road, Hospital
Drive and Lupita Road, this entire neighborhood. You'll see my husband also walking every day. And |
strongly support the recommendation that is being made by the Hospital. Thank you for your
consideration.”

Mr. Jon Velasquez, 1560 Camino Amado. He said, “Good evening and thank you for your service. |
understand it is a tremendous responsibility. My name is John Velasquez. | live at 1650 Camino Amado. |
concur with Laurice?? Presentation. We have met. We came together. | do appreciate the comments that
others have made who have not met and | would encourage everyone to have meetings and collect your
thoughts and present them to this body so we can have a comprehensive understand of the whole picture. |
heard tonight traffic, traffic, traffic. Let's shift that to hospital, hospital, hospital. You will change your
positions here because you are elected and | believe you are elected. Is that correct? No, you are
appointed. Okay. The hospital has changed. I'm not here to defend them. They have met with us. | truly
believe that they are bargaining in good faith. And as a philosophy instructor, | used to tell my students,
Kierkegaard says, ‘Either we renew our faith or we fall into despair.’ We have to bargain in good faith.

| spent Saturday to yesterday with a traveling member of the Hospital. You have a tremendous
experiment inside of that buiiding. You have some fabulous people and m not saying that as a
compliment but as a compliment to the City of Santa Fe. | come from southern California and I've never
seen such compassion, such care, such professionalism. We are working on the outside now.

As an artist, | understand that you like the New Mexico look. This is a changing world. We are going to
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have to work with what we have. It is like a collage. Some people make mistakes architecturally, design-
wise. And we can't fix everything. We can't fix traffic. We can't fix this. Someone is going to be
uncomfortable with any decisions that we make. But | would fike to say that we met together at the hospital.
I truly believe they are bargaining in good faith. And | would hope that you will see the tremendous work
this hospital ... It is a big employer and | think we need to begin a new relationship with neighbors and |
think we can address all of these issues that were outiined here tonight. | thank you for your time. And | do
appreciate your work for the City. | think you are doing a tremendous service just by volunteering because
people don't volunteer any more. You almost have to drag them in to the theater. So thank you very much
and | think we can work out our problems if we have them and we can celebrate that you have a
tremendous hospital and a tremendous city and people are beginning to discover you.

There were no other speakers from the public. Chair Harris closed the public portion of the meeting for
this case.

Rebuttal Presentation
Chair Harris allowed a very brief rebuttal from the Applicant on a few points.
Ms. Jenkins agreed to be brief.

She said there are a few key elements she wanted to clarify. The 2006 Master Plan was very explicit
for future phases, of which today is the day. We are here with the proverbial future phase. The following
items shall be addressed. With this project, we are addressing every single one. Yes, trust and faith are
wonderful things. But the beauty of it in this situation, they are actually not even necessary. Our building
permit application has te include everything — all the landscaping, the lighting, and the off-site traffic and
roadway improvements. All of it has to be in the building permit. It is a very important point. Trust doesn't
really play into it. And then, when the building is complete, the last step is called the Certificate of
Occupancy. All the inspectors come out. They inspect the work. They make sure everything has gone
according to plans, according to Code and then they grant a Certificate of Occupancy that says it is a
habitable building — you can start utilizing that building.

Unless everything is done that was in the building permit, you don't get your Certificate of Occupancy.
There are so many checks and balances on this. This is the phase of improvement of the hospital that the
2006 Master Plan is referring to, kind of retroactively. We are here today to address these items. And in
addition, we also have to put up a financial guarantee to show the city that we got the cash for all that
infrastructure improvement - all the terrain management, the grading, roadway improvements, lighting, etc.
and if for some reason it doesn't get done, then the City has the right to access that money to ensure it gets
done. So there is layer upon layer upon layer of checks and balances to ensure that the provisions of the
Master Plan are complied with in this project.

And to that point, we would like to propose a couple of other conditions of approval. One refers to the
financial guarantee for all required infrastructure: landscaping, terrain management, lighting, noise
abatement. All the access improvements that are recommended by the cities, traffic division are completed
prior to the issuance of the Certificate of Occupancy.
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And one other point. This new patient wing is adding six beds. There is no increase in traffic associated
with this application. Currently there are 173 patient beds in the hospital. With the addition of the 36 private
rooms and the renovation of the semi-private rooms to make them private rooms we are going from 173 to
179 beds. So there will be no associated increase in traffic with this new patient wing.

And one other item that is important to point out. Do you notice the St. Michael's driveway that comes
just south onto St. Michael's Drive. There is a new median improvement there that was referenced. Right
now at St. Michael's, you can turn left into the campus or right into the campus but you cannot tum left out
of that driveway anymore. This is a very recent change, and go east on St. Michael's Drive. That was done
as a result of the new Presbyterian Clinic across the street. We agree that St. Michaels' should be the main
entrance. And the on-site improvements we are making to the circulation and the new front entry and the
associated site is going to support just that. We completely concur and we are doing everything within our
power to ensure that is the case. And a lot of this has been motivated by that effort

Ms. Jenkins said she would be happy to stand for questions.

Brief Recess

The Commission took a break at 8:45 and reconvened at 8:55 p.m.

Questions and Comments from the Commission.

Chair Harris asked if there has been any real discussion about rezoning this to the HZ hospital zone.

Mr. Esquibel said they did place that in the staff memo that it would be better to have a hospital zone.
And they realized it would be better to deal with those standards. That has occurred with the Las Soleras

property and the Presbyterian Hospital there. That would be an answer for them and staff did suggest it in
the memo.

Chair Harris saw it there and wondered why for years, they were going through different hoops that
didn't really apply even though the C-1 was put into place. But in fact, in 2015, HZ seems like an

appropriate zoning for being really and truly a hospital, which they are. He pointed out that rezoning can be
initiated by the public or the Planning Commission could initiate & rezoning.

Mr. Smith agreed but a Commissioner would need the concurrence of one City Councilor to get that
rezoning placed on the Council agenda.

Mr. Shandier concurred.

Chair Harris had a hard time making a decision with the information at hand. The Commission has
some work to do and really needs that information to make an informed decision.
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Mr. Esquibel said a lot of those changes were placed in the form of conditions. As we put them into the
memo, those were basic conditions that they wished to change that were adopted as part of that 2006
Master Plan. It didn't provide any additional information on the map that isn't already shown other than
notes on that map in the form of conditions.

Chair Harris agreed but they are not fully legible because it is cut off on our copy of the plat. The only
way he was able to read a fault condition was when he got to the applicant's packet, where point by point
they listed the condition and had a specific response. But even in those conditions, another question has to
do with longevity of a particular Master Plan. We see other language in Chapter 14 that certain things have
to happen. The only thing that happened in 2006 Master Plan was one construction project: the Emergency
Room. There was mention of another subsequent construction project but he would have to go back and
dig it out. He thought he read that the 2006 Master Plan had a 15 year life. Perhaps that is in the ordinance
but he couldn't say for sure.

Hospital in any community is critically important. We want them to prosper and serve the community in
a manner that the community feels it deserves and in a manner that they want to perform. But for the
Commission to make a really informed decision, there is some more work to do. Why do we keep putting
layers on it? It should be a hospital in an HZ zone. There may be some resistance from some of the
neighbors. C-1 is office zoning as a transitional to residential neighborhoods. But as near as he could tell,
the neighbors have legitimate concerns, regardless of the zone.

Commissioner Kadlubek ask if he could ask for a member of the public to address a question.
Chair Harris agreed.

Commissioner Kadlubek asked a question to Karen Heldmeyer. Part of his deiiberation were the
promises she mentioned that were not kept and without having a history or knowledge of it, he asked what
the promises were that were not kept.

Ms. Heldmeyer said the neighbors could give more specific answers. From 1998 to 2008 she couldn't
work with them on land use issues because she was on the Planning Commission or on the City Council
but as a Councilor, she could work with them on other issues like noise, helicopter and traffic that kept
coming up. What upset them the most was the idea of the landscape buffer. At one point there was one
and it was taken out and that was upsetting to them.

The whole matter of traffic in relation to Lupita - making Lupita one-way - was a compromise of the
2006 Master Plan and it hasn't worked out well. It created a triangular no-man's land where it runs into
Hospital Drive.

Ms. Rappaport said that was a compromise to deal with accidents on Lupita. It works most of the time.
The neighborhood had wanted to have it blocked entirely and the compromise was to make it one-way. But
there was a concern that too many would go on down to the school. She didn't see where they could
maintain that with right turn only. The effort was to make the entrance not on Hospital Drive but on St.
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Michael's

Commissioner Kadlubek asked Ms. Jenkins if she could speak. He was hearing that a lot of
compromises were made to correct past wrongs. One significant one is the buffer. What is the plan for the
buffer and to make sure the buffer is pleasing to the neighbors?

Ms. Jenkins said the 50' buffer was installed but not maintained. Christus has owned this property since
2008. Things planted there died. This is part of the building permit and financial guarantee. Our landscape
architect is here. Trees and shrubs are what we are talking about and a focus on drought-tolerant and long
term maintenance. That is a commitment the hospitai has made.

Commissioner Kadlubek said the landscape architect would be nice to speak with.
Mr. Gregory Miller was swomn.
Commissioner Kadlubek asked him for a more descriptive response.

Mr. Miller said there were several layers to the buffer. The first is primarily the existing coyote fence
along that entire boundary and will remain. Inside of that on hospital property will be the trees, both
deciduous and evergreen, medium sized shrubs and then low shrubs. It blocks both visually and provides
some sound buffer. It is a 15' minimum buffer in several situations. Some are quite wider - up to 25 and 30°
wide. Those plans were submitted and were reviewed by Mr. Berke, who made comments on some of the
different species we selected.

Commissioner Kadiubek asked Mr. Berke to respond.

Ms. Jenkins said the condition of approval in the staff report that specifically addresses long-term
maintenance of that buffer.

Commissioner Kadlubek asked for Mr. Berke's opinion on the plan. Do you feel it is appropriate and will
it serve its purpose?

Mr. Berke said he reviewed it and listened to the neighbors. He noted a pathway is in this buffer zone.
Upon site visits numerous times, this seems like the best case scenario for the neighborhood and it is fully
compliance with the landscape code and with making it a 15' buffer.

Commissicner Kapin asked Mr. Esquibel to explain, if this was HZ zoned, how it would affect this
building and how the plan would change.

Mr. Esquibel replied that in 1985, when Council asked for a Master Plan, it was zoned as an R-2 district
and was converted to C-1. After that, they adopted the South Central Comidor and they all have their own
areas within it with varied development standards. The Master Plan has height standards that allow them to
go higher. The overlay district restricts it to 25'. The Master Plan allows a height limit of 65" in Area 1 and
the Master Plan allows 22' in Area 2. All of this lies within a C-1 District which has 36' height maximum and
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the overlay of the corridor reduces the C-1 to 25'. If they had HZ zoning, all of these standards could have
been incorporated for specific hospital structures. If they go beyond those standards, they have to ask for a
variance. And all of those issues could have been encapsulated within an HZ zone.

Commissioner Kapin asked if their propased height be allowed as the maximum height if they had HZ
zoning.

Mr. Esquibel said it would depend on what Council would allow for that area. But it would help them to
be more flexible in a hospital zone. C-1 has a lot more restrictions. Los Soleras has its own standards for
Presbyterian where the height standard is up to 100"

Mr. Smith said the original hospital zone had 36' and that was applied to the hospital. That remains the
height limit for the hospital zone. It is also correct that the Soleras zone for hospital allows 70’ for a hospital
zone. So it is likely that would be the height limit here.

Commissioner Kapin asked Ms. Jenkins if she had looked at this as an option

Ms. Jenkins said when she first became involved in this project and getting familiarized with it, she
asked why they would not just ask for HZ zoning. All zones have an intent. C-1 is for office. HZ is for
properties surrounding the hospital, not the hospital itself and the height limit is about the same. So it
wouldn’t do much to ameliorate it. There is not an existing zone for regional hospital. So Las Soleras
realized that and asked for a special zone. So we could ask for the HZ zone but none exists today that
deals with a hospital. So the 1985 Master Plan fit more with the needs of a regional hospital. She had
asked the exact same question about C-1 zone and when she looked, HZ is not for a hospital. The only
zone that allows it is a Business Industrial Park. We are very interested in continuing that dialogue with the
City.

Mr. Esquibel clarified that it isn't that with HZ that a hospital is not allowed but that a Special Use
Permit allows a body such as Planning Commission to look at the size and impact of the hospital
development on adjacent communities. A house can be built without a public hearing but not a Hospital
with 500,000 square feet. That requires a higher level of review to address impacts on the surrounding
community. That is why zoning has those stops in place. So it gets further review.

Commissioner Chavez asked Mr. Esquibe} why Staff didn't recommend HZ when looking at this plan
and why that wasn't on the table.

Mr. Esquibel didn't know, as part of initial work with the hospital if that was discussed because he
wasn't part of that discussion. He thought they did lock at the issue but in his discussion with them, it was
the amount of time that it would take for rezoning along with development plan for construction. Rezoning
could take up to six months and then the development plan and then the special use permit. A lot of design
of uses would make it not easy.

Commissioner Kadlubek asked Mr. Esquibel to clarify the height variance. It looks there are three
different variance.
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Mr. Esquibel said the C-1 zone has a 36" height maximum. The SCHC overiay is 25' to the roof deck.
The 1985 Master Plan limit in area 1 is 65 feet and area 2 is 22 feet.

Commissioner Kadlubek noted that it also says that the 1985 signage restrictions take precedence over
the C-1 and SCHC limits.

Mr. Esquibel agreed and said if a variance is not granted, they have requested an amendment to the
Master Plan to move up the height to 41', the height they are requesting. The most restrictive is the Master
Plan which is 22'. So where the area boundary cuts that property in half, by adjusting the boundary it was
determined they would have to apply for a 16" height variance in the overlay and a 5' variance in the C-1
District.

Commissioner Kadlubek understood that area 2 is the strictest limit.
Commissioner Kadiubek recalled that Ms. Jenkins said earlier that it is only an increase of 5'.

Ms. Jenkins said the maximum allowable height they are requesting is 41' so in looking at the
difference from 36', that is the 5' variance. Hospitals have unique structural needs from floor to floor and 14'
is really the industry standard for the mechanical equipment and needs in patient rooms. They have 14’
floor to floor in the existing part of the hospital now.

Chair Harris heard Ms. Jenkins qualify the 41' “right now.” The Commission hasn't seen it but he read
that the structural design would accommodate 4 fioors. He asked i it is anticipated that this building would

§o up.
Ms. Jenkins didn’t know.

Mr. Adams said they wanted to think 30 to 40 years into the future. With pressures on the Hospital with
advances in health care and economic pressures, we look around to nine counties in which hospitals could
be forced to close so the plan could include up to four floors. So if those smaller hospitals had to close,
those communities would refer to Santa Fé so we want that possibility for the future.

Chair Harris thanked him. That might prompt further discussion about HZ and what those standards
might me. The short term is 10 years. He would hate to see their successors have to deal with a 2015
Master Plan down the road. Itis really appropriate to have a discussion about what a hospital zone specific
to CSV wouid look like on those 41 acres. He appreciated Mr. Adams’ honesty about what might happen in
the future but we have to do so also.

Mr. Adams absolutely agreed. If we don't plan for that today it would force them to look to other
expansion on the back and understood that was not desired by the neighbors or by CSV.

Commissioner Kadlubek posited that if all of this was in Area 1, it would still fall under the 65'. So he
asked if there is any reason why the Commission is not adjusting the area 1 boundaries.
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Mr. Esquibel said when they originally considered this project, the 1985 ptan had other restrictive
standards afterward. And if they adjusted it now, they would have to comply with current standards.
Adjustments to the overlay district would be required. That could be a different interpretation, rendering
variances obsolete. And this body would have to find for that and that would be a recommendation to the
Govemning Bedy to accept. Our review required them to seek variances if they are to adjust those
boundaries but enjoy those benefits now.

Commissioner Kadlubek suggested perhaps those height restrictions were appropriate in 1985 but
today, the area 2 height restriction doesn't make sense. Neighbors were concemed with area 1 where it is
65'. The area 2 expansion doesn'’t seem like that height would have such an effect.

Mr. Smith said in the highway corridor which was under discussion at the time of C-1 approval, the
appropriate process was for the Planning Commission to approve the 65' height.

Commissicner Gutierrez asked if the variance is approved whether that meant they could build another
floor above without a variance.

Mr. Esquibel said there are several components and now it is for the 41' height variance to supersede
all of the height restrictions. They are limited to conform exactly to what they get from the Special Use
Permit, the Development Plan and the Variances and they would have to come back to Planning
Commission to change that.

Chair Harris tumed to questions on traffic for Mr. Romero. Section 14-6 B 3 vi which is specific
standards for specific uses. Under hospitals, Las Soleras has very specific language and that was related
to this case. He read from that document. What he read relates to approval of additions to the Master Plan.
He said what was in the code for Las Soleras seems very appropriate. It seems that same standard should
apply to CSV and be coordinated to the community. That is 2 major consideration he would have in
amending the Master Plan. The other additional information is found in the statement of special conditions
for special use permit like noise, location of generators, water harvesting which is also in the 2006 Master
Plan and not much was accomplished in that. He was curious if anything was accomplished on those
grounds in that regard and what it meant in a broader way for CSV for coordinated and efficient
development of our community.

He would also like to know the status of their application to the Department of Health and if it is
appropriate for the Commission to know the status of that application.

Ms. Jenkins said the DOH asked for a modification to the license to reduce to 200 patients. It has been
approved and is hanging in the hospital. She asked if he would like for her to speak to coordination.

Chair Harris asked how reduction of licensed beds contributes to the coordination with the community.

Ms. Jenkins said there is a trend that results in reductions of patient admissions. Provision of private
beds is a huge benefit to health and healing of patients. This improvement to the hospital is doing that. The
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hospitals have to evolve and this is efficiency in use of space. Cost effectiveness is key. This is a huge
investment that has no revenue attached to it.

Chair Harris thanked her and noted that all three of his children were born in that hospital and he was
very familiar with it.

Mr. Adams elaborated on health care. It is a $40 million investment. He pointed out that this didn't
provide any restriction for them. Although they were licensed for 246 beds, they have only operated 173
beds so reducing licensed beds to 200 doesn’t impact CSV. We will have 179 beds so an increase of six.
Most Americans who didn't have insurance could stilt access hospital care. The ACA expanded insurance
for all Americans and they are looking at decentralizing as the newest trend. We are doing more
decentralizing but always have a need for acute care in a hospital.

In terms of coordinating, they have a $160 million payroll for employees to spend here. So it is about an
$800 million positive impact to this community and northern New Mexico. When employee gets paid they
go fo get gas and groceries.

Mr. Earl Potter, Hospital Board Member was swomn. He said he wanted to share with the Pianning
Commission the Hospital Board’s thinking process in coming to this decision. It has gotten obscured. The
Board, like everyone else in Santa Fe, is very concerned to have the best health care possible. When you
think of this facility, what you think about it is essential to your health care. In the past two years, quality
was key. If you look at patient satisfaction results and what your friends and neighbors say, the Board

hears that we need 215t century rooms to receive the best healthcare. Right now CSV has very few private
rooms.

As Mr. Adams spelled out for the Commission, the connection of private rooms and quality health care
is direct connection. There are no new semi-private rooms in hospitals today. That is a limiting factor - a
critical limiting factor, so the Board pushed the administration. We pushed Christus, our partner, on that.
And they pushed from their research to make this a number one priority. It will cost $40 million to make
these rooms state of the art and the financial return for the hospital is not there. This improvement won't
produce more revenue. It will cost. But we have raised the $40 million. No entity gave it o the hospital. “We
put together the financing so we could have a first class facility.”

He understood the Chairman’s point about the utility of having this property under the rubric of Hospital
Zone but CSV needs these rooms quickly. And if we choose to rezone, it would take at least 2-3 years. So
he understood that the Commission has a difficult decision. It is very complicated and messy. But | want
you to know this project is being driven by something that will affect every family in this town. That is a few
years from now. We will have a hospital equal to the quality of any hospital in this country.

Commissioner Kadlubek asked Ms. Jenkins about the public concerns on the accessible routes. He
asked her to describe the accessible routes and whether she had talked with neighborhoods about them.

Ms. Jenkins said the accessible route on the northwest side goes along bus stops and along the nature
trail and they were transitioned straight out of the 2006 Master Plan. If neighbors want it to be different, we
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are okay with negotiation and we are comfortable with revisions if neighbors don't think the routes are
necessary.

Commissioner Kadlubek asked how long they anticipated noise reduction to take.

Ms. Jenkins said it is very short for construction. Once it is permitted she hoped for October for permits
and 18 months to build the building. Landscaping is the last phase. A commitment was made to the
neighbors however that the noise reduction would be done on the front end.

Commissioner Kadlubek asked Mr. Esquibel if all signage is equal in chapter 14 so signage for the
hospital would be the same as a taco shack.

Mr. Esquibel said the code does address a broad range of uses so the City can apply them equally to
everyone. There are specific standards for specific areas. In 2008, the hospital did come in with a sign plan
that changed over from St. Vincent's to Christus St. Vincent's and numerous signage throughout the
campus for directions and the 1985 Master Plan has a section that does address unique hospital uses and
that it might be more appropriate for a sign plan to be submitted for emergency transportation. That hasn’t
been done.

Commissioner Kadlubek asked if there are notes from ENN.

Mr. Esquibel believed they were in the packet. There were about 30-40 people at the ENN and a series
of Q/A sessions about two weeks ago. As a result of a meeting with the neighborhood, they had a 3-4 hour
meeting to address every item in the packet they had concerns about. At the end, he contacted the hospital
that the neighbors would like to meet with the CEO and they hired a mediator. So today you saw a balance
in that. They have come a long way from where they were under St. V's to where they are at CSV today
and was a result of this process.

Commissioner Kadlubek agreed the public portion was cordial tonight and it pointed to better way to do
that.

Commissioner Kadlubek trusted that these five points were the main ones. He requested that in the
future the Planning Commission could have more specific minutes from the ENN to be able to see actually
what the neighbors are saying.

Commissicner Greene had a couple of questions for the architect and Mr. Berke on terrain
management. He asked if the slopes on the east were analyzed for 30% slopes.

Mr. Berke said he no longer reviews for commercial terrain management. RB Zaxus does.
Mr. David Aube with Design Group in Albuquerque was sworn and said he did analyze the retaining

wall, etc in the arroyo. A lot of it has already been disturbed and portions exceed 20% but not along the
aroyo.
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Commissicner Greene asked how much fill is being put under the road and under the actual pad at the
end of the buiiding.

Mr. Aube said total between finished floor and the bottom of the arroyo would be close to 30 feet. The
roadway is up about 12' and at the slopes they are about 15" high at the building.

Commissioner Greene understood it was about 30’ to the finished floor and added to the building at 28'
with pop out and parapets, it would be a total of 58 feet more or less. He commented that it is a pretty steep
vertical in little space.

Mr. Aube said the height is established from finished grade up to roof structure. They balanced all of
that as best they could. And as discussed before, the patient level is the most important thing.

Commissioner Greene asked if two more floors would throw out that argument. He explained his
question to Mr. Adams -

Mr. Adams said adjacencies in the future, if they elect to build more fioors, would connect to other units
{pediatrics) on the third floor for support staff. But a fourth floor would be a standalone fioor and not connect
to any other areas of the hospital. Actual patient care and not support services are where it should be
level. There are no other growth zones for patient care.

Commissioner Greene appreciated locating those on the lower level of the site.
Commissioner Chavez went back to the beds and asked if the trend for fewer beds is a national trend.
Ms. Jenkins agreed.

Commissioner Kapin pointed out that Santa Fe is an older community and asked how that affects the
trend.

Ms. Jenkins said as a population ages the service lacking is a skilled nursing facility which is critical for
an aging population. As Mr. Adams said before, we would have had uninsured going to ER for everything
but now, we can decentralize that.

Mr. Adams added that access to preventative care minimizes hospital admissions. On the national
trend, since 2008, a 10% reduction. The economy dip drove less utilization and peaple shifted to lower cost
insurance with higher deductibles.

The design today with ACA is to keep people out of the hospital. Qur average length of stay went from
5 to 3.5 days. The future planning for the two floors are only based on outlying hospitals closing.

Commissioner Kapin told Ms. Jenkins what wasn't included was an interior floor plan so the
Commission could look at a confusion about being close to patient services - but the red friangles are more
patient rooms. This is hard to read. The MRI and X-ray areas are not close to this.
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Ms. Jenkins said they didn't want it on the north side. Here, the proximity to the existing patient rooms
is an issue of staff. The lab, diagnostics and distance to ER are close to the core area. They are there
because the existing patient beds are there.

Commissioner Kapin asked if they could pivot the floor 90 degrees and put it in that area.

Ms. Jenkins said they didn't want to negatively impact the Emergency Room.

Mr. Aube said they looked at that. There are lots of utilities coming out of the hospital near the ER that
go down the arroyo and under St. Michaels so it would require disruption to them and decided it was not
the way to go.

Commissioner Chavez asked about water use and energy efficiency and what was considered there.

Ms. Jenkins said they use the low-flow standard for all plumbing fixtures throughout in new and existing
wings. All the new lighting will be LED which has huge savings. We are not increasing patients or staff so
water use is consistent.

Commissioner Chéavez asked if there would be any water capturing or solar.

Ms. Jenkins said it is not part of this project. Retention ponds are used but solar is not a reality with our
budget.

Commissioner Kadlubek said he wanted to see as part of future cases and staff analysis to have water
impact as part of the cases.

Mr. Smith said staff will include water budget as part of the packet in future cases.

Chair Harris also had the concern of not having a water budget with this. Amanda Martinez provided a
fink to him and he asked Mr. Smith to share that link with the other commissioners.

Mr. Esquibel said he did discuss water with the applicant and their contention was that there is no
impact and under their analysis, there is no impact. But he did include as a condition to submit a water
budget before moving forward, before going to the Governing Body.

Commissioner Greene noted there are about 35,000 square feet of impervious surface and that could
have included how to catch that runoff.

Mr. Esquibel deferred to Ms. Zaxus.

Ms. Zaxus said usually, with impervious surfaces, the City does require calculations regarding
discharge and that was done on this project and she was satisfied with it. The engineer looked at all of the
site for storm water and did a brand new analysis. The storm water plans will be up to speed on the total
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storage required on site.
Commissioner Greene asked about cisterns or other water harvesting.

Ms. Zaxus said they have 10,000 gallons already that they use for irrigation and they will capture some
from paved areas for irigation and water harvesting.

Commissioner Kapin noted the landscaping has a lot of coverage and asked how they will keep all of
that plant life alive.

Mr. Esquibel said not only are they connected to city water but they alsc have a well on site so we will
have fo discuss where those impacts are and where the water for landscape irrigation comes from.

He made one correction on square footages. On page 4 in the report where it addresses all the square
footages on the project to be eliminated and proposed. The difference is 8,000 square feet, not 3,000
square feet. Today they wanted fo include 5,000 square feet for storage shed but they want to change that
to 10,000 square feet. In normal circumstances we would say that was not noticed but we can address that
here. The impacts are fairly negligible regarding parking so they only have to address some architectural
consideration and can do that if the Commission includes it as part of the review.

Chair Harris asked John Romero to come forward. Starting with the St. Michael’s curb cut into the
property, there is a left turn and a right turn into the main access road. With the changes made as a result
of the Presbyterian Clinic, they ¢can no longer left tum onto St. Mikes.

Mr. Romero agreed.

Chair Harris said in the neighborhood response there was a fairly detailed discussion using the
acronym, RCUT, wherein the exit is like that at GCCC. You can only exit to the right so if they want to go
east, they make a U-tum at the end of that island on Rodeo. Much of the improvements, whether Cerillos
Road or Rodeo Road, increase U-tums throughout the city. He asked if there is a possibility to modify St.
Mikes there since it is so close to Hospitat Drive and Botulph Road.

Mr. Romero said the situation at GCCC is a little different because left in turns are not permitted there
either. The left outs are challenging because to make a left out, the driver would have to negotiate four
lanes of traffic. We have implemented access controls at various places in the City. We've received lots of
comments. The “indirect left’ is a safer way, as proven nationally by the data. When making a left tum it
would impact at Botulph but that isn't as critical of a conflict point because it would not be a T-bone crash
and would happen at lower speeds. The City used the highway safety funds to install access controt and
explain the remedy. Now that is finished, the City has a very, very, huge improvement in safety. So those
indirect left tums provide great benefit.

Chair Harris said there is one at his house. People make those indirect lefts constantly. So Mr. Romero
is saying it might be possible but he didn't think people would understand >because it had not been a habit
at that intersection. He asked if Mr. Romero was not opposed to the indirect left on St. Michaels’ Drive at
that intersection.
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Mr. Romero agreed. At that signal, that is what they are trying to impose. People could still enter from
either direction. That was inciuded in his staff report at the 2006 Master Plan.

Commissioner Kapin said people go really fast on St. Michaels and to turn out right and merge over to
left hand lane made her wonder if there are safety considerations with that. She asked if there is a left tum
lane there. Merging over to the left lane is questionable.

Mr. Romero said the speeds there are similar to Airport and Cerrillos Road and the data shows a
reduction in crashes. There is always loading at signals. From a safety standpoint and merging across. He
would rather get hit while going 20 mph rather than being t boned. He understood that people thought that it
was counter-intuitive but the numbers show it works and is a lot safer.

Commissioner Kapin asked if it was not possible to have lights there (at the exit).

Mr. Romero said it was not allowed, not only because of proximity to the intersection but also because
of the low volume. Even with this as the main entrance/exit, it would not even be close to the minimum
volume required for signals.

Commissioner Kadiubek said the speeds on St. Michael's seem greater. There is a lot heading to Los
Chamisos. This will be an increase of six beds. Does that increase traffic?

Mr. Romero agreed but the traffic report included not only the six beds but also the 35,000 square feet
of first floor and the future development of offices.

Commissioner Kadlubek asked Mr. Romero if he accepted the conditions proposed by the applicant.

Mr. Romero said he accepted all except the five year limit on the financial contribution. The
improvement there is scheduled later than five years from now.

Commissioner Kadlubek clarified that he agreed with them putting the money in escrow but no
reversion. He asked who would pay for the rest of the improvement beyond the 17.5%.

Mr. Ramero explained that the percentage was based on the traffic study and the total traffic there.

Commissioner Kadlubek reasoned the applicant would compensate the City for causing the increased
traffic.

Mr. Romero explained that the percentage was based on existing traffic and the projected traffic at the
intersection. And at the time of development of the medical and dental offices they will make a new
calculation.

Commissioner Kadlubek asked if the City can cover the rest.
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Mr. Romero said there is nothing in the budget now. The Metropolitan Planning Organization (MPQ)
does the planning and their Metropolitan Transportation Plan is being revised right now. The draft doesn't
include this within the next five years. But the Council could include it in a new bond issue.

Commissioner Kadlubek asked if it was Mr. Romero's opinion that the Lupita Road one-way there isn't
working.

Mr. Romero explained that the one-way decision wasn't to mitigate and reduce crash problems but to
eliminate the cut through. When Don Gaspar and Galisteo became one-way, the motorists went down to
Lupita to cut through to Zia or Botulph. What the City did was just put up a sign. There is no enforcement
there to speak of.

With the median closure, he didn't foresee forcing traffic down Lupita happening. He didn’t envision
those cars tuming on a dirt road but continuing straight to Galisteo.

Commissioner Kadlubek asked if closing off Lupita is even on the table.

Mr. Romero didn't see that happening. There would at least have to be an emergency access gate
there.

Commissioner Greene noted that the last time a signal was studied was before Presbyterian so with
them there now, it should it be restudied. By signalizing, it might help with wayfinding with both of those
institutions there.

Mr. Romero said they could do it but he didn't think it would be close. It takes a lot to justify a signal.
We put them at major cross streets. St. Michae!'s Drive is a state-owned facility and the State would have
to approve it. Plus it is terribly close to another signal. If prohibiting left turns is shown to operate
successfully, there would be less reason to signalize it. Other things have to be considered before
signalizing. That would be his preference.

Commissioner Greene thought the distance looks about 700 feet which isn't too close.

Mr. Romero said 700 feet is actually very close. It needs to be about a quarter mile. It depends on the
type of road and speeds and makes it harder to establish a good progression (green, green, green). He
tried to think about comparable distances.

Commissioner Greene asked what the distance for Galisteo to Hospital Drive is.

Mr. Romero said that is substandard. We get many requests for signals. It creates inefficiencies.

Chair Harris asked if there are considerations for realignment for the Emergency Room off Hospital

Drive. Going in the main entrance, it would jog around where you could turn left on Hospital Drive. It is like
a maze to go through CSV. And it seemed to him necessary to frain people to go around the west side to
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the northernmost intersection with Hospital. That might be a question for Mr. Aube. On the development
plan it indicated a driver would have to make a jog to get back onto that road.

Mr. Aube said that road was set up because we were diverting traffic but the ring road would disturb the
neighbors and is no longer desirable. We are trying to mitigate traffic confusion when people come in on
Hospital Road and would have wayfinding directing motorists either to the ER or medical/dental and then
another with a six foot drop ramp to parking. The retaining wall is 4' high. That is the justification.

Chair Harris envisioned the entry progression coming in off St. Mike’s Drive and see that decision point
to the new main entrance. There is a drop-off area and then it narrows down considerably with maybe 150
feet before that existing driveway. He asked why that is so narrow.

Mr. Aube said it is one-way down the hilt. It is mostly from the wayfinding from Hospital Drive. Soitisa
one way, downhill going east.

Chair Harris noted if you come in off St. Michael's, you cannot get back onto that existing roadway.
Mr. Aube disagreed. They moved Ring Road out in 2005 for that purpose.

Chair Harris thought they would have to go back through the parking lot and come to the southem
Hospital Road exit. He asked why not direct them to the northemmost exit and why they were making it
one-way.

Mr. Aube said it is to direct them to the main entrance. 80% of them want to go west.
Commissioner Kadlubek asked why it was right turn only there at the first point.

Mr. Romero said the stacking at the signal would be through a que of traffic. If the left turn bay is
backed up, it is called a multiple danger situation.

Commissioner Kapin asked if they studied whether that could be an entrance only off Hospital Drive.

Mr. Romero said it would be no problem from a traffic standpoint but didn’t see the need for it. They
did a study after the 2006 Master Plan on a cul de sac. They were coming through Zia and Botulph. They
looked at a lot of cars going straight downtown. Everyone would go down Galisteo — a straight shot. He
didn’t think it would accomplish that.

Commissioner Kapin said they were just looking for solutions frem Mr. Romero about the
neighborhood's concems.

Mr. Romero didn't see people using that route and didn't see why they would use Lupita to get where
they wanted to go. There are speeders and people going the wrong way. Everyone on Lupita complains of
speeders and want a stop sign. Traffic looked at it and counted cars and there are not enough and people
were not speeding that much. In his opinion, it is just perception. The data doesn’t show it.
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Mr. Shandler asked how a signal would work there and what impediments would be there if the Council
decided to put a signal there.

Mr. Romero said Council could pass a resolution to put one there but it wouldn't necessarily bring
permission for Traffic to place one there.

Commissioner Greene said there are a number of places beyond the Galisteo/San Mateo, leading back
to the hospital needing pedestrian striping or other improvements. He asked if there were any cost
considerations for improving that for traffic flow or if the applicants might consider reaching into that area.

Mr. Romero said the study would not show left tum recommendations. There is enough asphalt for left
tum lane but at the expense of the bicycle lane there. There is a desire for a bike trail there at Galisteo and
St. Michael's.

Commissioner Kadlubek said the neighbors were talking about increased traffic that would end up at
Galisteo at San Mateo. He could see that but asked how many cars leaving the hospitat to begin with.

Mr. Romero said about 425 cars total leave there in the pm hours. About 45 make right tum there at the
southern access point in the PM peak hour. 1 makes a right in front of med/dental building and at the
driveway across from Harkle Drive, there are 108 making a right turn in the peak hour. The left out of
southern is 76, next is 18 and third is 133.

Commissioner Kadlubek reasoned that those 76 who want to turn left would end up turning right.

Mr. Romero agreed and they could make their left at Galisteo. Right now at that intersection, in the
book of the 2027 Master Plan that intersection would be a Level of Service C which is 8 vehicles west-
bound and 216 vehicles making right tums.

Commissioner Kadlubek concluded it would go from 8 to 84. So would that be an issue.

Mr. Romero didn't see it as an issue. It is not much over an hour’s time.

Commissioner Kadiubek asked if traffic staff would work on solving it if it becomes a problem. Mr.
Romero agreed.

Commissioner Kadlubek said currently, at that south exit, you can turn left now and we don’t see much
increase in traffic. Is this just an opportunity to mitigate potential traffic issues?

Mr. Romero said there is through traffic that backs up at that intersection now. 245 are going down and
135 going toward downtown. That LOS is C - an average car has to wait 3 seconds to make a tumn. He
thought with a revamped entry, people would use it more.

Commissioner Greene wondered, if there are 400+ cars leaving at rush hour, whether that meant a
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need for parking for 400 cars there. There are 1,400 spots on site.

Mr. Romero couldn't answer that. He believed the code officer would have that information.

Mr. Esquibel said, like any development out there, each one would have their cwn study for projecting
their own needs. Chapter 14 has standards and the hospital exceeds the minimum requirements. On top of
beds and visitors, they also have staff parking needs. So they need to accommodate those needs.

Commissioner Greene asked the applicant why they planned so many parking slots there.

Mr. Adams said there are times with peak visitation and with high staffing, they would use most of the
parking and it would be extremely risky to do just the minimum.

Chair Harris noted what was apparently a new curb cut on St. Michael’s at the new storage facility. It is
seen in the proposed campus Master Plan. He asked for Mr. Romero’s thoughts on it.

Mr. Romero said he would not recommend an access point that close to the other one. It wasn't
included on the plans for the traffic study.

Chair Harris thaught this is the only place it is shown.
Mr. Shandler asked what if the Council asked Traffic to do the roundabout there.
Mr. Romero said that facility is owned by NMDOT so the Council would not have that authority.

Chair Harris said Mr. Adams said noise creates stress so the generator noise would create stress for
neighbors.

Mr. Adams agreed and they intend to address it.

Chair Harris wanted to know before acting on the case where they will locate it. He also asked if there
are separate generators for the other building and where they were located.

Mr. Adams said the hospital owns generators at the central plant. Two are required per federal
regulations. One is located on the northwest for the IT records building. That is the one that fails the noise
requirement so CSV will either enclose it completely to meet the requirement or relocate it to the central
plant. It would require a buried power line to that outlying location.

Chair Harris pointed to another one and said that even though the building shows up in the Master
Plan, that one is not the hospital responsibility.

Mr. Adams agreed they don't own that building or that generator and he couldn't speak on their behalf.
He would be happy to take back those concems to the owners. !t was used for a surgery center that closed
5 months ago and he was not aware of any other needs for it for that building. They would test it monthly.
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Chair Harris asked what the status of Zone F is regarding its use now.

Mr. Adams said they met with neighbors about cleanliness and parking on it. We agreed to pick up the
trash and notified the third party and asked them to not park there. They stopped doing it. The property is
owned by the hospital and shown as future parking.

Chair Harris asked why that is needed.

Mr. Adams said they own the property across the street where people could be using it and might
require parking there.

Commissioner Greene asked how many drop off spots are there now and how many are planned.

Mr. Adams said there are two main locations - front door and within 50' of where it is today. The need is
for one under the overhang for weather protection and also at the ER location and then for day surgery on
the north.

Commissioner Greene asked if several cars could stack up there.

Mr. Adams said 5-6 could be at the canopy but it could accommodate more than that.

Commissioner Greene asked if any waiting areas would be taken away.

Mr. Adams said they will all still be there. Currently it is two-way traffic flow and it will continue as two-
way. The space is a little larger than needed and creates a little confusion in front of the building but will be

resolved with this plan.

Chair Harris asked Mr. Aube for any altemative to the proposed curb cut on St. Michael's Drive to
access the storage building.

Mr. Aube thought they could shift it fo the west but there is more terrain management issues there. It is
only used for snow equipment and he didn’t think the curb cut would cause problems.

Mr. Romero said Traffic would look at the spacing requirements and run it by NMDOT. Regarding the
peak traffic, the traffic counts were at am, noon and pm. In the morming, ten entering and the new plan is
ten and afternoon is 18 so there would not be much cut through traffic on Lupita.

Action of the Commission

Commissioner Kapin moved to postpone this Case #2015-47 at 455 St. Michael's Drive, pending
more information to better justify the variance request.
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Chair Harris said it would need to be to a date certain -

Mr. Esquibe! suggested the next available Planning Commission meeting.

Mr. Smith said it would be August sixth.

Commissioner Greene seconded the motion.

Chair Harris said the Commission needs to give specificity on the information needed.

Commissioner Kadlubek said it includes the additional conditions Ms. Jenkins brought up to incorporate
regarding the financial guarantee; also the five year issue to revert back. Mr. Romero wouldn't agree with
it. We need clarity in the increase in size of storage space; and the biggest question holding it up for him
was the right turn only and how traffic flows through there.

Chair Harris said fairly recently the Commission had a major case in Las Soleras related to the Pulte
development, not the hospital, and discussion went about the same amount of time. To take action tonight
the Commission would have to suspend the rules and didn't think they were ready to do that. He
encouraged Commissioners to provide some written questions to staff so the Applicant and Staff could both
follow-up systematically. Beyond that, he had other things that need to be more fully explained.

He would like to have more information on the water budget and what consumption is now from the
well and from the city system. To add to Commissioner Kadiubek's statement on storage, further study
between the Applicant and Mr. Romero to see if access is even possible there. It almost has to be off of St.
Mikes' to be part of the Master Plan. He knew there is a broad statement on open space requirements and
it is @ moving target. The corridor along Area 2 seems to be a buffer to the street in how it was conceived.
He was following up on Commissioner Greene's question about open space requirements and what that
meant vis a vis the parking situation.

Mr. Esquibel said the hospital does exceed the minimum requirements on open space but he would like
clarification on the right out request from Commissioner Kadlubek if that was the right out to Hospital Drive.

Commissioner Kadlubek agreed.

Chair Harris would like closer attention to the noise generation. In the past, the Commission has limited
construction acfivities to a certain time. That is what neighbors requested also. In a recent case, the
Commission limited construct to 8 -5 on Monday through Friday; 8-2 p.m. on Saturday and no activity on
Sunday.

There were questions from Commissioner Chavez that were not fully addressed. One of the conditions
on the Special Use Permit which he listed as a through r. Condition p was sustainable use of energy,
recycling and solid waste disposal which needs a lot more information.

The Commission heard one neighbor express real concerns about the accessible routes and he would
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like to know mare about the proposed connections. The access points as he understand are pedestrian
routes between homes and the hospital and that needs more explanation.

Mr. Esquibel said the noise reduction is part of the Master Plan and they all agreed it is part of noise
across the board including the two generators at Physicians’ Plaza.

Regarding solid waste, Staff did a get comment from SWMA in which they have a compactor located at
the rear of the hospital that will be sufficient for all of their needs. Their bio-hazard waste plan meets all
standards. Water consumption is addressed through a condition and they can address the private well/city
water issue if Council will accept it.

Chair Harris said he would like to know about it now.

Mr. Esquibel said the storage was not advertised for specific size and staffs analysis. The only issue
would be that it is incorporated in the drawing.

Chair Harris also would like a clear condition from staff that all previous conditions from 1985 and 2006
have been met or not.

Mr. Esquibel said many of them have not been met but in their current proposal many of those will be
addressed as staff review and the Certificate of Occupancy as part of their assurance to meet those
standards that previous administrations didn’t do.

Chair Harris wanted to know what was not met.

Commissioner Greene said in his list to investigate was that he would encourage the Applicant to look
at the traffic circulation to make it clear and have it make sense. That isn't so now. And accesses in
Hospital Drive and St. Michael's Drive to come up with a Master Plan to make it better. He would like to ask
them to look at parking under the new wing with 4' of fill under it. It might have two levels of parking and
provide easier loading/uploading. Commissioner Chavez had mentioned solar with some plan for the future
and better use of water for landscaping. The trails on the north and the east of Tract D looked like they
would cross the arroyo and that is not really feasible to make a more compelling trail system. The comer of
Lupita and Hospital parking doesn’t seem necessary and should be eliminated.

Commissioner Greene asked Mr. Romero to reach out to the State to make sure it is not feasible to do
a traffic light at St. Michael's. He hoped that could be updated for the Commission’s decision.

Commissioner Kapin asked under approval criteria for variance (14-3.16 ¢ 2) on “not feasible for
reasons other than financial,” she would fike to see the internal flow plan to be able to have that answered
clearly.

Commissioner Kadlubek observed that he just gave a long laundry list for when they hear it again. A lot
of what he heard tonight are fantastic improvements to the hospital. This is a $40 million investment that
won't create revenue. He is sold on the private rooms and that is legitimate. He commended the Hospital
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Board for improving the quality of CSV. That is where their heart is.

He saw a deteriorated buffer and CSV committed to its redevelopment and making it beautiful and
thank the Applicant for tackling that. This is a responsible project. It does increase beds and is a positive
and fulfilling other parts of the Master Plan which is commendable. There may be other things in the Master
Plan the neighbors no longer want. So he was impressed with the majority of what he saw.

This is a very dynamic and cordial interaction of Applicant with neighbors. The neighbors’ concems
were very definite and the Applicant is willing to negotiate and compromise. He appreciated the effort they
put forth to make it a better process.

Chair Harris asked Ms. Jenkins about the things requested. He agreed with Commissioner Kadlubek
on the importance of CSV hospital but to get to approval, the Commission needs to refine what information
it has as the next layer. He asked her if she thought these questions can be answered.

Ms. Jenkins agreed.

Chair Harris asked for a deadline fo receive written questions.

Mr. Smith said July 10t would be best for questions to staff to have a response in the packet.

Chair Harris noted that July 10 is a Friday. He ask for written comments by the moming of July 13.

Mr. Smith concurred with that.

Chair Harris thought that worked well last time.

The Commission agreed.

Mr. Smith said the minutes will be in the packet and asked if the members wanted them earlier.

Chair Harris agreed.

Mr. Smith said the standard is a week to the Clerk’s office.

The motion to postpone this case to the August 6 Planning Commission meeting passed by
unanimous voice vote.

J. STAFF COMMUNICATIONS

Mr. Smith said Staff may be asking some members to sign previous meeting and ask who from the
Summary committee would sign on behalf of Chair or Vice Chair.
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Chair Harris proposed that Commissioner Gutierrez sign those as acting Chair who was involved on
those cases. He is the logical one to review plats and sign off.

Mr. Smith agreed. He asked that there be a secretary too.
Chair Harris asked Commissioner Kapin to be acting secretary.
Commissioner Kapin agreed.

Mr. Smith said July 8 is City Councit meeting at Santa Fe High School Gymnasium for the Momingstar
project.

Chair Harris asked Mr. Smith to email the proposed changes to the ordinance establishing membership
requirements.

Mr. Smith agreed.

K. MATTERS FROM THE COMMISSION

Chair Harris asked Mr. Shandler about the ordinances. They are a legislative matter. Is there any
constraint for Commissioners to speak with Councilors?

Mr. Shandler said no.

Commissioner Kadlubek was interested in knowing more about neighborhood association creation and
the criteria for them, particularly about notifying all members of the neighborhood. At the last Council
meeting there seemed to be a lot of them where his friends didn't now they existed. Is there an official
process?

Mr. Esquibel said the City doesn't currently have a process to require a neighborhood association to
follow. They are formed by filing as a corporation with the Secretary of State. We keep a catalog of those
that register with us for ENN notices and public hearings. But their boundaries is their business to build and
who joins and who doesn't. But we have no process for that. So the person who has an interest would need
to contact their president about boundaries, etc.

Commissioner Kadlubek said if the Commission ever needed direction from an association, they would
need time as part of public comment to work in a direction on decision making so that the Planning
Commission could have some certainty that there is legitimacy behind the claim of the association. It is
good to include them and it will make for a stronger committee development but not to give extra weight to
those who are created the day of the Council meeting. So the Commission should have some certainty of
their legitimacy and recommend a process for that.

He would also like to make a recommendation to the Governing Body fo direct staff to look at the ENN
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process to see if it is effective and creating the right environment for a healthy discussion. He thought the
process starts too late - after a developer has a plan or amendments fo the code that could create a sense
of threat. He acknowledged he is new to this and didn't know where there might be a process. But there
needs to be a way to have official conversations prior to development of those plans.

Mr. Smith said he could do that as a staff report for the Commission on those topics including the
history of the more formal rules about those plans and the evolution of the ENN process either as a formal
study session or informal report.

Chair Harris said he is an advocate of study sessions and has called for one. It is a good piace for
dialogue early on. We still are quasi-judicial and it allows us to have a dialogue face-to-face. If we could
start to work on that, let us know how best to respond and see what we agree with.

Mr. Esquibel said regarding the neighborhood association question that he didn't know dates but
remembered a large crowd of people where the city was looking at regulation on what qualified and the
room got full and it got dropped. Karen Heldmeyer could probably address that better. It was tried and
dropped.

Ms. Heldmeyer said there was a resolution on the books since 2001 to do what Commissioner
Kadlubek asked and has been repeatedly killed by Staff. It is a process used in Albuquergue and endorsed
by the Neighborhood Network and the Neighborhood Law Center.

Mr. Smith said he would look for that resclution. He also announced they did not anticipate a Planning
Commission second meeting in July or August. Summary Committee will meet August 6 at 11:00 a.m.

L. ADJOURNMENT

The meeting adjourned at 12:15 a.m.

Approved by:

Wt 0 LS

Michae! Harris, Chair

Submitted by:

M@h

Carl Boaz for Carl G. Boaz, IncJ
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Findings of Fact and Conclusions of Law

Case #2015-39
1964 Cerros Colorados Terrain Management Variance
Applicant’s Name — Laura Romani

THIS MATTER came before the Planning Commission (Commission) for hearing on
June 4, 2015 upon the application (Application) of Laura Romani {Applicant). The
Applicant seeks the Commission’s approval for a variance from City of Santa Fe (City)
Land Development Code (Code) Section 14-8.2(D)(3)(b) having more than one half of
the building footprint on slopes exceeding 20% percent. The property is 1.70 acres and is
zoned R-1 (Residential- One Dwelling Unit per Acre).

After conducting a public hearing and having heard from staff and all interested persons,
and visited the Property, the Commission hereby FINDS, as follows:

FINDINGS OF FACT

1. The Commission heard reports from staff and received testimony and evidence
from the Applicant and one member of the public interested in the matter.

2. SFCC §14-2.3(C)(5)(a) authorizes the Commission to review and grant or deny
requests for variances from the Ordinance in compliance with SFCC §14-3.16.

3. SFCC §14-3.16(B) authorizes the Commission to approve, approve with
conditions or deny the variance based on the Application, input received at the
public hearing and the approval criteria set forth in SFCC §14-3.16(C).

4. Pursuant to SFCC §14-3.1{F)}2)(a)(vii) an Early Neighborhood Notification
(ENN) meeting is not required for variances requesting construction of an
individual single-family dwelling and appurtenant accessory structures.

5. City Land Use Department staft reviewed the Application and related materials
and information submitted by the Applicant for conformity with applicable SFCC
requirements and provided the Commission with a written report of its findings
(Staff Report) together with a recommendation that the Commission approve the
variances, subject to certain conditions (the Conditions) set out in such report.

6. The information contained in the Staff Report and the testimony and evidence
presented at the hearing is sufficient to establish with respect to the Applicant’s
request for a variance from the requirements of SFCC §14-3.16(C) that: (1a)
existing topography does not contain sufficient area with a minimal slope to the
meet the terrain management regulations; (1b) special circumstances exist, in that
the lot was inadvertently created as a legal nonconforming lot; (2) the special
circumstances make it infeasible to develop the Property in compliance with the
Ordinance and §14-8.2 based on terrain constraints, the proposed location for
construction is the most optimal site for their development, which proposes the
least disturbance to the property and natural terrain; (3) the intensity of
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development will not exceed that which is allowed on other properties in the
vicinity that are subject to the Ordinance, in that the Property is permitted to be
developed under applicable SFCC requirements with one primary dwelling unit,
which is consistent with the Application and with development on other lots in the
Subdivision; (4) the variances are the minimum variances that will make possible
the reasonable use of the Property, in that without the variances the Property
could not be developed for the residential use; and (5) the variances are not
contrary to the public interest, in that the proposed residence will be located on
the Property and designed to comply with all other applicable requirements of the
Ordinance and SFCC §14-8.2 so as to minimize visual impact in accordance with
the Ordinance’s purpose and intent and to minimize the disturbance of slopes in
having more than one half of the building footprint on slopes exceeding 20%
percent.

7. Based upon the analysis contained in the Staff Report and the evidence presented
at the public hearing, approving the Application will not adversely affect the
public interest as it will permit the development of the Property for the residential
use for which it was created and minimize visual impact and disturbance of slopes
in having more than one half of the building footprint on siopes exceeding 20%
percent in accordance with the stated purposes and intent of the Ordinance and
§14-8.2.

8. SFCC §14-3.8(D)?2) provides that the Commission may specify conditions of
approval that are necessary to accomplish the proper development of the area and
to implement the policies of the general plan.

CONCLUSIONS OF LAW

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

1. The Commission has the power and authority at law and under the SFCC to review
and approve with conditions the Applicant’s requests for the variances.

2. The Applicant has met the criteria for a variance to SFCC §14-8.2(D)(3)(b) set forth
in SFCC §14-3.16(C).

WHEREFORE, IT IS ORDERED ON THE 2nd OF JULY 2015 BY THE
PLANNING COMMISSION OF THE CITY OF SANTA FE:

That the variances to SFCC §14-8.2 (D)(3)(b) are approved as applied for, subject to
the Conditions.

[Signatures to Follow on Next Page]
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Michael Harris Date:
Chair

FILED:

Yolanda Y. Vigil Date:
City Clerk

APPROVED AS TO FORM:

Zachary Shandler Date:
Assistant City Attorney
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Case #2015-42

Wagon Road Self Storage Amended Development Plan
Owner’s Name — Wagon Road Investment, LLC
Applicant’s Name — Studio Southwest Architects, Inc.

THIS MATTER came before the Planning Commission (Commission} for hearing on
June 4, 2015 upon the application of Studio Southwest Architects, Inc. as agent for Wagon Road
Investment, LLC (Applicant).

The Applicant secks to amend the Wagon Road Business Center/Wagon Road Self Storage
Development Plan last amended on June 8, 2008 (Development Plan) to permit the development
0f 20,025 square feet of 85 indoor self-storage units and 6,308 square feet of office space. The
property is 2.83+ acres and is located at 4000 Office Court Drive east of Emblem Road and south
of Wagon Road. The property is zoned I-1 (Light Industrial).

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

FINDINGS OF FACT

I. The Commission heard reports from staff and received testimony and evidence from the
Applicant and one member of the public interested in the matter.

2. City of Santa Fe Land Development Code (Code) Section 14-2.3(C)(2) authorizes the
Commission to approve or disapprove amendments to development plans previously
approved by the Commission,

3. In 2006, the Commission approved the Wagon Road Business Center, Development Plan for
an office complex under Case #M2006-37. In 2008, the Commission approved an amended
Development Plan for 330 self-storage units,

4. Code Section 14-3.1(F)(2)(a)(xi) requires an ENN for amendments to final development
plans and Code Sections 14-3.1(F)(3)(a} and (4) and (5) establish procedures for the ENN.

5. An ENN meeting was conducted on April 16, 2015 following notice in accordance with the
requirements of Code Section 14-3.1{F)(3)(aX1), (ii) and (iii).

6. The ENN meeting was attended by the Applicant and City staff and approximately four
members of the public interested in the matter.

7. Commission staff provided the Commission with a report (Staff Report) evaluating the
factors relevant to the proposed amendment and recommending approval of the amendment
as applied for, subject to the conditions in Staff Report.

CONCLUSIONS OF LAW AND ORDER




PLANNING COMMISSION
EXRIBIT 2 - July 2, 2015

Case #2011 5-42
Wagon Road Self Storage Development Plan Amendment
Page 2 of 2

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

The amendment to the Development Plan is approved as submitted, subject to the
Conditions in Staff Report.

IT IS SO ORDERED ON THE 2nd OF JULY 2015 BY THE PLANNING COMMISSION
OF THE CITY OF SANTA FE

Michael Harris Date:
Chair

FILED:

Yolanda Y. Vigil Date:
City Clerk

APPROVED AS TO FORM:

Zachary Shandler Date:
Assistant City Attorney

Page 2 of 2
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Case #2015-46
River Trail Lofts, 2180 & 2184 West Alameda Rezoning to R-7
River Trail Lofts, 2180 & 2184 West Alameda Development Plan

Owner’s Name — Alameda Lofts Investments, LLC
Agent’s Name — Sommer Karnes & Associates

THIS MATTER came before the Planning Commission {Commission) for hearing
on June 4, 2015 upon the application (Application) of Sommer Kames & Associates
as agent for Alameda Lofts Investments, LLC (Applicant}.

The Applicant requests rezoning 4.25 acres from R-5 (Residential — 5 dwelling units per
acre) to R-7 (Residential- 7 dwelling units per acre). The application includes a
Development Plan for 32 dwelling units. The property is on West Alameda near the
Calle Nopal intersection.

Afier conducting a public hearing and having heard from staff and all interested persons,
the Commission hereby FINDS, as follows:

FINDINGS OF FACT
General

1. The Commission heard testimony and took evidence from staff, the Applicant,
and there were twenty-one members of the public interested in the matter.

2. The Commission has the authority under Code §14-2.3(C)(1) to review and
decide applications for development plan approval.

3. Code §§14-3.5(B)(1) through (3) set out certain procedures for rezonings,
including, without limitation, a public hearing by the Commission and
recommendation to the Governing Body based upon the criteria set out in Code
§14-3.5(C).

4, Code §14-3.1 sets out certain procedures to be followed on the Application,
including, without limitation, (a) a pre-application conference [§14-
3.1{E)(1){a)(i)]; (b) an Early Neighborhood Notification (ENN) meeting [§14-
3.1(F){2)(a)(iii} and (xii}]; and (c) compliance with Code Section 14-3.1(H) notice
and public hearing requirements.

5. Code §14-3.8(B)(1) requires Early Neighborhood Notification {ENN), notice and
a public hearing in accordance with the provisions of Code §§14-3.1(F), (H) and
(i).

6. Code §14-3.1(F) establishes procedures for the ENN meeting, including (a)
scheduling and notice requirements [Code §14-3.1(F)(4) and (5)]; (b) regulating
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River Trail Lofts, 2180 & 2184 West Alameda Development Plan
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the timing and conduct of the meeting [Code §14-3.1(FX5)]; and (c) setting out
guidelines to be followed at the ENN meeting [§14-3.1(F)(6)].

7. An ENN meeting was held on the Application on March 18, 2015 at the

Frenchy’s Field Community Building.

Notice of the ENN meeting was properly given.

9. The ENN meeting was attended by representatives of the Applicant, City staff and
28 other interested parties attended and the discussion followed the guidelines set
out in Code Section 14-5.3.1{FX6).

10. Commission staff provided the Commission with a report (Staff Report}
evaluating the factors relevant to the development plan and recommending
appraval by the Commission.

oo

Rezoning

11. Under Code §14-3.5(A)1)d) any person may propose a rezoning (amendment to
the zoning map).

12. Code §§14-2.3(C)7)(c) and 14-3.5(B)(1)(a) provide for the Commission’s review
of proposed rezonings and recommendations to the Governing Body regarding
them.

13. Code §14-3.5(C) establishes the criteria to be applied by the Commission in its
review of proposed rezonings.

14. The Commission has considered the criteria established by Code §§14-3.5(C) and
finds, subject to the Conditions, the following facts:

(a) One or more of the following conditions exist: (i) there was a mistake in
the original zoning; (ii) there has been a change in the surrounding area,
altering the character of the neighborhood to such an extent as to justify
changing the zoning; or (iii} a different use category is more
advantageous to the community, as articulated in the Plan or other
adopted City plans {Code §14-3.5(C)(1)(a)]. Properties along the south
side of West Alameda have developed over the years as multi-family type
housing, rather than single family subdivisions.

(b) All the rezoning requirements of Code Chapter 14 have been met [Code
$14-3.5¢(C)(1)(b)].All the rezoning requirements of Code Chapter 14 have
been met.

(c) The proposed rezoning is consistent with the applicable policies of the
Plan [Section 14-3.5¢C)(1)(c}]. There is no change to the “use category”
of Low Density (3-7 dwelling units per acre) as designated by the General
Plan Future Land Use map is required to accommodate this rezoning
request to R-7.

(d) The amount of lund proposed for rezoning and the proposed use for the
land is consistent with City policies regarding the provision of urban land
sufficient to meet the amount, rate and geographic location of the growth
of the City {Code $14-3.5(C)(i)(d}]. General Plan Land Use Policy 3-G-3
states: “there shall be infill development at densities that support the
construction of affordable housing and a designated mix of land uses that
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provide an adequate balance of service retail and employment
opportunities....” The rezoning request will increase the amount of
centrally located land available for multi-family residential uses and will
avoid urban sprawl.

(€) The existing and proposed infrastructure, such as the streets system, sewer
und water lines, and public facilities, such as fire stations and parks, will
be able to uccommodate the impacts of the proposed development [Section
14-3.5(C)(1 }(e)]; Infrastructure and public facilities are available to serve
the proposed development of the property. Any new development will
tequire connection to the City water and sewer.

15. The Commission has considered the criteria established by Code §§14-3.5(D) and
finds, subject to the Conditions, the following facts:

a. If the impacts of the proposed development or rezoning cannot be
accommodated by the existing infrastructure and public facilities, the city
may require the developer to participate wholly or in part in the cost of
construction of off-site facilities in conformance with any applicable city
ordinances, regulations or policies;

b. Ifthe proposed rezoning creates a need for additional streets, sidewalks
or curbs necessitated by and attributable to the new development, the city
may require the developer to contribute a proportional fair share of the
cost of the expansion in addition to impact fees that may be required
pursuant to Section 14-8. 14. The proposed rezoning of the subject
property to R-7 is marginally different than the surrounding R-5 zoning,
but still within the future land use designation of Low Density (3-7
dwelling units per acre) and will therefore not change the character of the
surrounding area. Streets and utilities are adequate to accommodate the
proposed development. No significant off-site facilities are needed.

Development Plan

16. Pursuant to Code §14-3.8(B)(3)a), approval of a development plan by the
Commission is required prior to new development with a likely gross floor area of
ten thousand square feet or more located within any residential district in the City.

17. A development plan is required for the Project.

18. Code §14-3.8(B)(4) requires that development plans described in §14-3.8(B)}3)
must be reviewed by the Commission.

19. The development plan for the Project is required to be reviewed by the
Commission.

20. Code §14-3.8(C)(1) requires applicants for development plan approval to submit
certain plans and other documentation that show compliance with applicable
provisions of Code (the Submittal Requirements).

21. The Applicant has complied with the Submittal Requirements.

22. Code §14-3.8(D)(1) sets out certain findings that must be made by the
Commission to approve a development plan, including:
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a.

b.

That it is empowered to approve the development plan for the Project
[§14-3.8(D)1)};

That approving the development plan for the Project does not adversely
affect the public interest [§14-3.8(D)(1)}]); and

That the use and any associated buildings are compatible with and
adaptable to buildings, structures and uses of the abutting property and
other properties in the vicinity of the Project [§14-3.8(D)(1)].

23. The Commission finds the following facts:

a.

b.

The Commission has the authority under the section of Code Chapter 14
cited in the Application to approve the development plan [Code §14-
3.8(D)(1)(a)]. The Commission has the authority to grant development
plan approval for the Project.

Approving the development plun will not adversely affect the public
inierest [Code §14-3.8(D)(1)(b)]. Approving the development plan for the
Project will not adversely affect the public interest because the
development plan addresses issues involving access, parking, loading,
landscaping, terrain management, environmental services, waste water,
fire protection, lighting and signage/architecture.

That the Project use and any associated buildings are compatible with and
adaptable to buildings, structures and uses of the abutling property and
other properties in the vicinity of the Praject {Code $14-3.8(D)(1)(c)].The
Project is compatible with and adaptable to buildings and uses of abutting
property and other properties in the vicinity because properties along the
south side of West Alameda have developed over the years as multi-
family type housing, rather than single family subdivisions.

24. Code §14-3.8(D)(2) provides that the Commission may specify conditions of
approval that are necessary to accomplish the proper development of area and to
implement the policies of the general plan.

25. There was substantial evidence presented to support retaining the stop signs on
West Alameda in order to address traffic and safety concerns.

26. The Commission recommends that the City Council ask staff to analyze the traffic
concerns/speeding issues on West Alameda, not just for this particular
development, but as a generalized study for this corridor.

CONCLUSIONS OF LAW

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

General

1. The proposed development plan and proposed rezoning were properly and
sufficiently noticed via mail, publication, and posting of signs in accordance with
Code requirements.
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2. The ENN meeting complied with the requirements established under the Code.

The Rezoning

The Applicant has the right under the Code to propose the rezoning of the Property.
The Commission has the power and authority at law and under the Code to review the
proposed rezoning of the Property and to make recommendations regarding the
proposed rezoning to the Governing Body based upon that review.

e

The Development Plan

5. The Commission has the power and authority under the Code to review and approve
the Applicant’s development plan.

6. The Applicant has complied with all applicable requirements of the Code with respect
to the development plan, including the Submittal Requirements.

WHEREFORE, IT 1S ORDERED ON THE 2" DAY OF JULY, 2015 BY THE
PLANNING COMMISSION OF THE CITY OF SANTA FE:

1. That for the reasons set forth in the foregoing Findings of Fact and Conclusions of
Law, the Commission approves the development plan.

2. That for the reasons set forth in the foregoing Findings of Fact and Conclusions of
Law, the Commission recommends to the Governing Body that it approve the
rezoning of the Property to R-7 subject to the Staff Conditions, and to the
following additional conditions

a. Deleting the condition made by the Traffic Engineering Public Works
Department on the removal of the stop signs on West Alameda Street;

b. Amending the condition made by the MPO to read that the project shall
include internal pedestrian pathways/sidewalks or pedestrian connections
to the existing neighborhood to the east.

Chair
Date:
FILED:

Yolanda Y. Vigil Date:
City Clerk

APPROVED AS TO FORM:

Zachary Shandler Date:
Assistant City Attorney
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memo

June 24, 2015 for the July 02, 2015 Planning Commission Meeting
TO: Planning Commission

VIA: Lisa D. Martincz. Director, Land Use Departme
Greg Smith, Current Planning Division Direct

FROM: Daniel A. Esquibel, Land Use Planner Senior, Current Planning Division ﬁ
4250 CERRILLOS ROAD SIGN VARIANCE 7

Case #2015-54. 4250 Cerrillos Road Sign Variance, JenkinsGavin Design & Development.
agent for Santa Fe Mall Property Owner LLC, request a Variance to the maximum size of sign
per Subsection 14-8.10(E)}6) "Wall Signs” and 14-8.10(G) "General Requirements for Signs
According to District” to allow 169 square foot wall sign where 80 square feet is the maximum.
(Dan Esquibel, Case Manager)

Case #2015-55. 4250 Cerrillos Road Sign Variance, JenkinsGavin Design & Development,

agent for Santa Fe Mall Property Owner LLC, request a Variance to the maximum size of sign
per Subsection 14-8.10(E)(6) "Wall Signs" and 14-8.10(G) "General Requirements for Signs
According 1o District" to allow 136 square foot wall sign where 80 square feet is the maximum.
{Dan Esquibel, Case Manager)

This report addresses variances for two different tenants at the mall, and both may be heard
concurrently. However, u separate metion is required for each sign.

RECOMMENDATION:

Although similar variances have been approved in the past, it is not clear that the proposed signs
meet the approval criteria for variances. If the Commission determines after holding a hearing
that the required findings are supported, thc Commission may approve the variance subject to
obtaining building permits.

I. APPLICATION SUMMARY

The Mall Property Owner LLC is proposing to remodel northeast portion of the mall building
formerly used for North Theater to accommodate two new retail tenants. The applicants are
requesting a variances {o allow Bed Bath & Beyond a 169 square foot wall mounted sign and
Cost Plus World Market a 151.8 square foot wall mounted sign where each would normally be
permitted only a single 80 square foot wall sign in addition to the mall’s identification signs
located at the driveway access points. The two businesses will be located side by side.

455 St. Michaels Drive Chnistus St. Vincant Regional Medical Cenler - Plapning Cornmission July 2, 2015 Page 1 of 6
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The submittal information also included a listing of signs and sign sizes for the mall building.
The sign inventory indicates that many of the major tenants at the shopping center have similarly
large signs, although staff has not confirmed that variances have been approved in each case.
Although some of the signs were erected 20 to 30 years ago, the most recent variance to signs
was approved by the Planning Commission on June 7, 2012 as Case #2012-42 - Sports Authority
Sign Variance. That approval allowed two wall signs, each 151 square feet in size.

Staff has also been unable to locate any sign plan for the center, and it appears that the signs have
been requested on a case-by-case basis without any attempt at consistency or unifying design. It
seems likely that there will be future requests for still more sign variances as tenants change.

The frequency with which variances have apparently been approved for this mall and other
shopping centers may indicate that amendments to the regulations are appropriate, since it is not
clear that the mall site is significantly different from other commercial developments that arc
subject to the regulations. Amendments to the sign regulations are on the Land Use
Department’s long-term work program, but are not prioritized for the current fiscal year.

The application states that “Adequate signage is necessary in order for the mall renovation and
addition to move forward. The above referenced limitation is unreasonable for these large relailers,
especially in light of the fact that the storefronts will be set back approximately 520 feet from
Rodeo Road, Furthermore, since the lopography siopes downward from north to south, the finished
Noor will be 20 feet lower than Rodeo Roud. These conditions make drive-by identification difficult
and render it necessary to add square footage to the signs for clear store identification from the
streel.”

. APPROVAL CRITERIA

Santa Fe City Code 1987 14-3.16(C)(1) through (5) are tequired to grant a variance for the
proposed signs (reference Exhibit B for Applicant’s response to the variance criteria);

(1) One or more of the following special circumstances applies:

(a) unusual physical characieristics exist that distinguish the land or structure from others
in_the vicinity that are subject to the same_relevant provisions of Chapter 14,
characieristics that existed at the time of the adoption of the regulation from which the
variance is sought, or thal were created by natural forces or by government action for
which no compensation was paid;

(b) the parcel is a legal nonconforming lot created prior lo the adoption of the regulation
from which the variance is sought or that was created by government action for which
ne compensation was paid.;

(c) there_is an_inherent conflict in _applicable regulations that cannot be resolved by

compliance with the more-restriclive provision as provided in Section 14-1.7: or

(d) the land or structure is _nonconforming and has been designated as a_landmark.
contributing or significant property pursuant to Section 14-3.2 (Historic Districts).

Applicant Response (to (a) above):

“The proposcd Bed, Bath & Beyond space has limited visibility from Rodeo Road due to
the topography of the land. The finished floor of the store will be 20 feet lower than the
elevation of Rodeo Road. This limits visibility for vehicles and makes it essential to have

4250 Cemilios Road Sign Variances - Planning Commission July 2, 2015 Page 2of 6
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signage that is large enough to be clearly visible from the street. Furthermore, the north
facade will be set back 520 feet from Rodeo Road. This creates a hardship for Bed, Bath
& Beyond, who will be competing with the other anchor tenants with larger signs and
greater street visibility. In addition, having a sign that does not relate to the others
compromises the architectural consistency of the mall property.”

“Similarly to the proposed Bed, Bath & Beyond, the proposed Cost Plus World Market
(“World Market™) space has limited visibility from Rodeo Road due to the topography of
the land. The finished floor of the store will be 20 feet lower than the elevation of Rodeo
Road. This limits visibility for vehicles and makes it essential to have signage that is large
enough to be clearly visible from the street. Furthermore, the north fagade will be set back
520 feet from Rodeo Road. This creates a hardship for World Market, who will be
competing with the other anchor tenants with larger signs and greater street visibility. In
addition, having a sign that does not relate to the others compromises the architectural
consistency of the mall property.”

Staff Response:

Unusual terrain constraints can be used to qualify for a variance review. However, wall
signs for interior tenants at malls are often screened from view by perimeter buildings
and/or topography. The setback distance of 520 feet from Rodeo Road is more than
average for Santa Fe malls, but is not extreme. Additional information from the applicant
identified that the mall did not contain a directory sign along the public road; staff has not
researched whether a larger entry sign would be permitted under the current regulations.
Of the 16 wall mounted signs on the mall building, 11 exceed Chapter 14’s 80 square foot
standards ranging from 95 to 309 square feet in size.

{2) The special circumstances make it infeasible, for reasons other than financial cost, to
develop the property in compliance with the standards of Chapter 14.

Applicant Response:

“In order for the proposed addition to move forward, Bed, Bath & Beyond must ensure
that they can adequately advertise their store via a sign that is both proportional to the
building and cleardy visible from Rodeo Road. The north facing building fagade will be
4,489 square feet. An 80-square foot sign would comprise only 1.8% of the fagade, which
is insufficient for visibility from Rodeo Road and looks disproportionately small in
relation to the fagade. This percentage is clearly inadequate for effective building
advertisement and street visibility, especially given the fact that the City Land
Development Code allows for a wall sign to encompass up to 20% of the fagade.”

“In order for the proposed addition to move forward, World Market must ensure that they
can adequately advertise their store via a sign that is both proportional to the building and
clearly visible from Rodeo Road. The north facing building fagade will be 2,950 square
feet. An 80-square foot sign would comprise only 2.7% of the facade, which is insufficient
for visibility from Rodeo Road and looks disproportionately small in relation to the
facade. This percentage is clearly inadequate for effective building advertisement and
street visibility, especially given the fact that the City Land Development Code allows for
a wall sign to encompass up to 20% of the fagade.”
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Staff Response:

Staff concurs that the circumstances discussed in criterion 1 above identify a less than
optimal solution for advertising a single business within the center of a 27 acre Tract.
However, the purpose of the SC3 District sign regulations is to develop a regional
shopping centers i.e. a destination place not impulse stop. This puts the Mall in the
position of advertising the shopping center versus using large signs for each business to
promote themselves to nearby public roads. The standards state:

“For three or more business establishments on a legal lot of record, one sign is allowed for
the purpose of general identification of the entire premises not to exceed one hundred fifty
(150) square feet in corridor zone four. In addition, one wall mounied sign per business
establishment is allowed having one (1) square foot of surface area for each one (1) lineal
foot of building or lease space frontage, but in no case exceeding eighty (80) square feet
per business establishment;”

The Planning Commission will need to evaluate the information provided to determine
qualifying factors to the criteria specific to 14-3.16(C)(2) above.

(3} The intensity of development shall not exceed that which is allowed on other properties in
that are subject 1o the same relevant provisions of Chapter 14.

Applicant Response:

“The requested sign size of 169 square feet does not exceed that of other properties at the
mall. In fact. it is smaller than any of the other current anchor wall signs. For example.
Dillard’s has one sign comprising 281 square feet and one comprising 264 square feet. and JC
Penney has two of the IC Penney 173 square foot signs.”

“The requested sign size of 151.8 square feet does not exceed that of other properties at
the mall. In fact, it is smaller than any of the other current anchor wall signs. For examplc,
Dillard’s has one sign comprising 281 square feet and one comprising 264 square feet, and
JC Penney has two of the JC Penney 173 square foot signs.”

Staff Response:

There is no intensification to the underlying zoning (SC3). The applicant has provided
evidence identifying that 11 of the 16 mall wall mounted signs exceed the standards that
are subject to the same relevant provisions of Chapter 14. The Planning Commission will
need to evaluate the information provided to determine qualifying factors to the crileria
specific to 14-3.16(C)(3) above.

(4) The variance is the minimum variance that will make possible the reasonable use of the land
or structure. The following factors shall be considered:

(@) whether the property has been or could be used without variances for a different

calegory or lesser intenyity of use;

Applicant Response:
“The requested Variance is the minimum sign size that will make possible the reasonable
use of the structure for Bed, Bath & Beyond’s purposes as a retail storc.
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The requested Variance is the minimurm sign size that will make possible the reasonable use of
the structure for World Market’s purposes as a retail store.™

Staff Response:

The variance requests are to allow two signs to exceed the standards by 47% and 52%
respectively. Nothing has been provided that addresses the Mall’s ability to comply with
the standard for signage pursuant to 14-8.10 “Signs”. The Planning Commission will need
to evaluate the information provided to determine qualifying factors to the criteria specific
to 14-3.16(C)4Xa) above.

(bj consistency with the purpose and intent of Chapter 14, with the purpose and inteni of the

articles and sections from which the variance is granted and with the applicable goals and
policies of the general plan.

Applicant Response:

“It is critical to the economic base of Santa Fe that the area’s regional mall be redeveloped
in a manner to ensure that it is reinstated as Santa Fe’s most significant generator of Gross
Receipts Tax. In order for the mall to continue its redevelopment, new nationally
recognized anchors must be secured. As a catalyst to key mall redevelopment and
expansion of Santa Fe’s economic base, the requested sign variance is in alignment with
the General Plan’s goals of economic development and adaptive reuse.”

Staff Response:

The sign regulations are established minimum standards for health. safety and welfarc
affecting land uses and developments as a means to protect the public interest from within
the municipality. The number and size of signs are regulated to promote economic
development in part by preventing sign clutter and insuring that competing businesses are
given equal treatment.

{(3) The variance is not contrary to the public interest.

Applicant Response:

“The requested sign variance is in the public interest, as the addition of Bed, Bath &
Beyond will aid in furthering the redevelopment of the Santa Fe Place Mall, creating jobs
and expanding Santa Fe’s economic base, as well as offering greater local shopping
opportunities for residents.”

“The requested sign variance is in the public interest, as the addition of World Market wili
aid in furthering thc redevelopment of the Santa Fe Place Mall, creating jobs and
expanding Santa Fe’s economic base, as well as offering greater local shopping
opportunities for residents.”

Staff Response:

The regulations are intended to protect the public interest; the preferences or even the
requirements of a particular tcnant for larger signs is not sufficient justification for a
variance. The Planning Commission will need to evaluate the information provided to
determine qualifying factors to the criteria specific to 14-3.16(C)4)(b) above.
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III. CONCLUSION

Staff is unable to support the proposed variances at this time as it is not clear that the applicants
have satisfied the criteria for variance approval.

EXHIBITS
Exhibit A- Applicant’s Data

Exhibit B - Maps
Packet Attachment -Plans and Maps
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memo

DATE: June 25, 2015 for the July 02, 2015 Planning Commission Meeting

TO:

Planning Commission

VIA: Lisa D. Martinez. Director, Land Use Departmen %
Greg Smith, Current Planning Division Director {
FROM; Daniel A. Esquibel, Land Use Planner Senior, Current Planning Division

455 ST. MICHAELS DRIVE CHRISTUS ST. VINCENT REGIONAL MEDICAL
CENTER.

Case #2015-47, 455 St. Michaels Drive Christus St. Vincent Regional Medical Center.
WHR Architects, Inc., agent for Christus St. Vincent Regional Medical Center, request review
and approval for:

¢ Master Plan Amendment,

¢ Four variances 1o include:

o Variance to the “Maximum Height of Structures” per Table 14-7.3-1: "Table of
Dimensional Standards for Nonresidential Districts” to allow 49’ where 36’ is the
maximum, and

o Variance to the “Maximum Height of Structures” per Subsection14-5.5(A)4)
"Standards” to aliow 49" where 25 is the maximum. and

o Variance to the maximum size of sign per Subsection 14-8.10(G)(2) for C-1
Districts to allow 80 square foot signs where 32 square feet is the maximum, and

o Variance to the maximum height of sign per Subsection 14-8.10(G¥4) tor C-1
Districts to allow a sign height of 37 and 46 feet where 15 feet is the maximum.

¢ Development Plan to construct a 65,500 square foot addition on Tract A-1-3 containing
20.65+ acres and Tract A-2 containing 9.29+ acres,

¢ Special Use Permit to permit a Hospital in a C-1 District to include the construction of a

63,500 square foot addition new inpatient bed wing, main entrance and lobby for the

hospital. (Dan Esquibel, Case Manager)

This praject contains several componenis noted above (Resolution and Master Plan Amendment,
Jour variances, Development Plan and Special Use Permit) and requires separate motions for
each component. However. the review contuined in this memorandum and discussion at the
Planning Commission Meeting will be as a single project.
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RECOMMENDATION:

Staff recommends that the Commission take the following actions for Case #2015-47 455 St.
Michaels Drive Christus St. Vincent Regional Medical Center subject to conditions identified in
Exhibit A:.

1. The Commission should recommend that the Governing Body approve the master plan
amendments, excluding the portions that would require variances and excluding the
revision to the access restriction on the southerly driveway on Hospital Drive (Previous
Condition 6).

2. If the Commission determines that one or more of the varianees meet applicable criteria
for approval, the Commission may recommend approval to the Governing Body.

3. The Commission should recommend that the Governing Body approve the development
plan, excluding the portions that would require variances and excluding the revision to
the access restriction on the southerly driveway on Hospital Drive (Previous Condition
6).

4. The commission should approve the special use permit subject to approval of the master
plan and development plan by the Governing Body.

1. APPLICATION SUMMARY

A. Scope of Requests

The proposal is comprised four components requiring the following motions, decisions and
recommendations:

The proposal is comprised four components requiring the following motions, decisions and
recommendations:

Table 1 Scope of Requests
SCOPE OF REQUESTS TYPE OF DECISION
Master Plan Amendment

Removal of the ring road,

Revision of access restriction on Hospital Drive due to recent

median changes and removal of left out from Entrance/Exit at

St. Michael’s Drive,

Removal of parking area on the east side of the Existing

Behavioral Science Building (45 spaces),

Removal of Support Addition (10,000 sf),

Removal of Future Critical Care Facility (8,500 sf),

Removal of Proposed 2 Story Ancillary Building in Zone D Re cor:;ti;?l(;i)ﬁl) to the
(45,000 sf), Governing Body

Removal of Proposed Child Development Center (15,000 sf),
Addition of a 5,000 sf Storage Building located on Tract D, and
Adjustment of Area Boundaries that were created in 1985 that
identified Floor Area Ratios, Maximum Building Heights and
Open Space requirements,

Amendment to allow the southern driveway on Hospital Drive
remain as currently constructed. (Previous Condition Number
6, from the previous Master Plan, called for this intersection to
become a right in —right out only.)

L)
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Table 1 (continued)

Variances
Variance to the “Maximum Height of Structures™ per Table
14-7.3-1: "Table of Dimensional Standards for Nonresidential
Districts" to allow 49° where 36’ is the maximum,
Variance to the “Maximum Height of Structures” per

Subsection14 5.5(A)4) "Standards" to allow 49° where 25" is 14-2-3(C)1)
the maximum, Recommendation to the
Variance to the maximum size of sign per Subsection 14- Governing Body

8.10(G)2) for C-1 Districts to allow 80 square foot signs
where 32 square feet is the maximum,

Variance to the maximum height of sign per Subsection 14-
8.10(G)(4) for C-1 Districts to allow a sign height of 37 and
46 feet where 15 feet is the maximum.

Development Plan 14-2-3(C)1)
Recommendation {o the
Development Plan to construct a 65,500 square foot addition Governing Body
Special Use Permit
Special Use Permit to permit a Hospital in a C-1 District to 14-2-3(C)}(3)
include the construction of a 65,500 square foot addition new Final Decision

inpatient bed wing, main entrance and lobby for the hospital.

A lot line adjustment will be submitted separately pending the outcome of this case. The lot line
adjustment is an administrative process.

The property is located at the northeast corner of St. Michaels Drive and Hospital Drive. Tract
A-1-3 containing 20.65+ acres is zoned C-1 (General Office) and Tract A-2 containing 9.29+
acres is zoned HZ {Hospital Zone). Both Tracts fal! within the South Central Highway Corridor
and Suburban Archacological Overlay Districts. Both tracts are included in the original master
plan, but Tract A-2 is not directly affected by the proposed amendments.

The City granted archacological clearance for the site on May 13, 2015.

Adjoining Properties
The surrounding zoning and land uses (reference Exhibit D — “Adjoining Zoning Map™):

Table 2

Direction Zoning Use L
R-2 (Residential - 2 dwelling unit per acre) | Residential San Mateo Area
North, Northeast | and R-1 (Residential - 1 dwelling unit per Society of Homeowners
acre) (SMASH)
Tennis Courts (R-1), W.K.
Jones Subdivision (Calle
Medico commercial
development area) (C-1),

R-1 (Residential - 1 dwelling unit per acre)
East and HZ (Hospital Zone District) and C-1
(General Office)
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Santa Fe Development Co.
(HZ) and Branch Family
Holdings (HZ)

Hospital Drive, FNBS Bank
{C-1) and various medical
business (HZ)

St. Michael’s Drive and
Vacant land

C-1 (General Office) and HZ (Hospital

West Zone District)

South C-1 (Genera!l Office)

According to the September 27, 1984 “St. Vincent Hospital Campus Master Plan”, the Hospital
moved in 1977 from their downtown location of 228 East Palace Avenue to its present location
at 455 St. Michaels Drive, At the time of relocation the hospital development consisted of
approximately 234,000 square feet with the number of beds set by the State License at 231 beds.
To date the New Mexico Department Of Health (DOH) currently has the Hospital licensed at
248 beds. The Hospital’s application states that a request was filed with the DOH on February
20, 2015 to reduce the total number of beds down to 200 beds. However, DOH was unable to
verify submittal of application for bed reduction. Table 3 below identifies both existing and
proposed square footages for the Hospital campus identified on the 2006 Hospital Master Plan.
Table 4 on page 5 identifies square footage changes proposed with this Master Plan amendment
request.

Table 3 Development Summary — 2006 Master Plan Amendment

2006 Master Plan
Use Existing Buildings Future Additions
(Gross square feet)
Zone A
» Hospital 234,000
o Cancer Treatment Center 8,000
o Ambulatory Surgical Center 6,000
o Psychiatric Treatment Center 34,000 ]
o Emergency Room Expansion 21,500
o Surgery Center 7,000
o Out Patient Services 4,000
s El Norte Building 15,761
o Support Addition*** 10,000 |
e Warehouse/Utility Plant 4,700
e Critical Care Addition*** 8,500
Zone B
Medical Dental office building 60,000
e Addition** 12,000
Zone C _
Physician’s Plaza | 52,000 |
Zone D
2 Story Ancillary Building*** | | 45,000
Zone E
Child Development Center*** 15,000
Subtotal 446,961 90,500
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| 2006 Master Plan Totals

537,861 |

Table 4 Development Summary — Current Application

Proposed Building Changes
2015 Master Plan Amendment
Building Removal | Future Additions
(square feet)
Zone A
Support Addition*** 10,000 ]
Critical Care Facility*** 8,500
Proposed 2 Story Bed Wing* 65,500
Zone B
Medical Dental addition** [ 12,000
Zone C
No change
Zone D
2 Story Ancillary Building*** 45,000
Child Development Center *** 15,000
Future Storage Building** 5,000
Subtotal 78,500 82,500
Proposed 2015 Master Plan Total 529,461 (difference of -8,000)

*Proposed for development plan and construction with this application.

**Proposed for future development9

*** Proposed for Removal from the Master Plan

B. Original Master Plan Approval and Regulatory Framework
The existing hospital has been developed pursuant to several city approvals granted over a period

of nearly 50 years:

o The hospital apparently relocated from its historic downtown site to the current location
in 1977, on a tract of land zoned C-1 that is somewhat smaller than the current site.

¢ In 1985, the C-1 zoning was expanded by Ordinance No. 1985-15, and Resolution 1985-
36 approved a master plan for development of the site. The master plan comprised over
40 pages of text and several maps, copies of which are included in the applicant’s
submittals. That plan included a requirement that each phase of development receive
approval of a development plan. 1t also approved building height limits that cxceed
normal C-1 regulations for various sub-areas of the site, and allowed more and larger

signs than normally permitted.

¢ [n 1985, the South Central Highway Corridor Overlay District (SCHC) was adopted,
which includes 600 feet of the hospital property along St. Michael’s Drive. Although the
overlay regulations include a 25-foot building height limit, the code has been interpreted
in the past to apply the master plan height limits in preference to the overlay height

limits.

e In 2006, an amendment to the original master plan was approved by Resolution No.
2006-83, which included 15 conditions of approval and a revised site plan.

After reviewing the history of the city approvals, city staff has determined that the following

procedures apply to the current application:
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* Although it is not clear under what authority the increased building height and signage
provisions of thel985 master plan were approved, they remain in effect and take
precedence over the C-1 and SCHC height limits.

* Approval of variance findings is required for master plan amendments that would exceed
the 1985 height limits and the current height limits, or that would extend the boundaries
of the sub-areas that have increased building height standards.

IL. MASTER PLAN AMMENDMENT

The requested changes to the Master Plan are identified in Table 1 on page 3. The criteria for
approval for Master Plans state:

14-3.9(D) Approval Criteria; Conditions

(i) Necessary Findings
(Ord. No. 2014-31 § 5)

Approval or amendment of a master plan requires the following findings:
()  the master plan is consistent with the general plan;

(b)  the master plan is consistent with the purpose and intent of the
zoning districts that apply (o, or will apply fo, the master plan
area, and with the applicable use regulations and development
standards of those districts;

{c) development of the master plan area will contribute to the
coordinated and efficient development of the community; and

(d)  the existing and proposed infrastructure, such as the streets
system, sewer and waler lines, and public facilities, such as fire
stations and parks, will be able 1o accommodate the impacts of the
planned development.

The proposed square footage and type of use is consistent with the intent of the 1985 Master Plan
and the 2006 Amendment. Although construction of the new wing within the original Area |
Boundary would be consistent with the original plan, it is not clear that the application to
relocate the new wing outside of the original “Area 17 is consistent with the master plan or with
the overlay district standards. The request to adjust the boundary between Area 1 and Area 2
(reference Exhibit D-Maps “1985 Master Plan Arcas Map “and “Area 1 and Area 2") is
predicated on the approval of two height variances to allow the proposed 41 foot high two story
bed wing in Area 2. Without the variances the maximum height allowed in Area 2 applies (22
feet). The review for requested variances can be found in Roman Numeral Il on Page 7 of this
Memorandum. The criteria pursuant to /4-3.9(D} “Approval Criteria” for the proposed Master
Plan changes have been integrated though out this Memorandum including recommendations
and conditions.
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The City Traffic Division has reviewed a traffic impact analysis for this request and those
comments and conditions can be found in Exhibit B “Traffic Engineering Division”. Traffic
Division recommendations and conditions are in line with the intent of the 2006 Master Plan
Amendments.

IIl. VARIANCE

As noted above, approval of variance findings is required for master plan amendments that
would exceed the 1985 height limits and the current height limits, or that would extend the
boundaries of the sub-areas that have increased building height standards.

The following findings are required for variance approval:
14-3.16(C) Approval Criteria
Subsections 14-3.16(C)(1) through (5) are required to grant a variance.

14-3.16(C)(1) One or more of the following special circumstances applies:

(a) unusual physical characteristics exist that distinguish the land or structure
Jfrom others in the vicinity that are subject to the same relevant provisions of
Chapter 14, characleristics that existed at the time of the adoption of the
regulation from which the variance is sought, or thal were created by natural
Jorces or by government action for which no compensation was paid;

(b) the parcel is a legal nonconforming lot created prior to the adoption of the
regulation from which the variance is sought, or that was created by
government action for which no compensation was paid;

(c} there is an inherent conflict in applicable regulations that cannot be resolved
by compliance with the more-restriclive provision as provided in Section 14-
1.7; or

(d) the land or structure is nonconforming and has been designated as a
landmark, contributing or significant property pursuant to Section 14-5.2
(Historic Districts).

14-3.16(C)(2} The special circumstances make it infeasible, for reasons other than
financial cost, to develop the property in compliance with the
standards of Chapter 14.

14-3.16(C)(3) The intensity of development shall not exceed that which is allowed on
other properties in the vicinily that are subject to the same relevant
provisions of Chapter 14.

14-3.16(C)(4) The variance is the minimum variance that will make possible the
reasonable use of the land or structure. The following factors shall be
considered:

(a) whether the property has been or could be used without variances for a
different category or lesser intensity of use;

(b) consistency with the purpose and intent of Chapter 14, with the purpose und
intent of the articles and sections from which the variance is granted and with
the applicable goals and policies of the general plan,

14-3.16(Cj(5) The variance is not contrary to the public interest.
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There are two heipht variances and tow sign variances with the Master Plan.

A. Height Variances.

The first request is triggered as a result of the proposed adjustment to Area 1 and 2 of the
proposed Master Plan amendment, and the construction of a 2 story structure that straddles both
Areas and exceeds the maximum heights of structures allowed within a C-1 District and South
Central Highway Corridor Overlay District (SCHC). The Hospital is proposing a 41 foot high
two story build where 36 feet is the maximum height allowed within a C-1 District and 25 feet is
the maximum allowed within the SCHC District. Within the C-1 District, height is measured
from finished grade to the top of the parapets and for height measurement within the SCHC
District, maximum height is measured from finished grade to the roof deck. Chapter 14 provides
exceptions to height allowing “chimneys, antennas, ventilators, elevator housings or other non-
freestanding structures placed on and anchored to the roof of a building and rnot intended for
human occupancy, by up to eight (8) feet for mixed use and nonresidential structures,”

The height variances are specific and affect only the region of the adjusted area between Area 1
and 2 in order to include that portion of the proposed building within Area 1 that otherwise
would be in area 2. The variance requests will allow the 2 story building to exceed maximum
heights within the C-1 District of 5 feet and 16 feet within the SCHC District, as well as,
recognize the proposed Master Plan area boundary adjustment between both Areas 1 and 2.

Therefore, if the variances to height are approved, maximum height limits for a portion of the 2
Story Bed Wing building and the adjusted portion of Area 1 will be set to a maximum height of
41 feet, leaving the balance of the new Bed Wing building and the unaltered region of Area 1
subject to the Area | Master Plan entitlements identified below.

Area I (Hospital & Environs)

Meximum Building Height: 65 feet

Area 2 8t. Michaels Drive)
Maximum Building Height: 22 feet measured at the building setback line from St
Francis Drive

The applicant’s response to 14-3.16(C)(1) describes the unusual physical characteristics that
distinguish the structure form others in the vicinity by uses (hospital) and industry standards to
physical geometric and architectural design characteristics of the Structure. The application
identifies that the typical industry standard for hospital floor to floor geometry “fo accommodute
the mechanical systems and plumbing necessary for patient rooms” for “floor to floor height in
a hospital is 14" minimum. " Between the existing floor to floor geometric design of the Hospital
and the industry standards, this necessitates “that the new addition be set at the same 14’ floor to
floor” height of the Hospital. Further information from the applicant states:

1. Having the floors line up with the adjacent existing floors of the hospital is needed to
prevenl having ramps. Ramps take up excessive floor space. We would be needing to
add square footage to the length of the hospital. For every | foot list in height we would
need at least 20 feet in length. Even if it was this little of the slope of the floor the
Workmen's Comp. issues of pushing a bed/patient and/or equipment up or down the slope
Hoor would be high. Also very difficull for patients and family to navigate.
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2. Having a minimum of 8 to 9 foot high ceilings, 2 feet of concrete structure, 8 inches of
light fixtures, 16 inches of mechanical ductwork, fire protection i.e. sprinkler pipe and
plumbing needs about 12 inches.

3. These are typical minimum coordination distances. The plumbing pipe will have u slight
slope to it and coordinating that with and crossing ductwork will still prove very difficult
even with 14 foot floor to floor.

However, within the C-1 and SCHC Districts there are building envelops to height established by
code for both office (medical and nonmedical) and hospital buildings.

The request for variance only outlines existing conditions and an industry typical but does not
establish that link to unusual physical characteristics within the vicinily that are subject to the
same relevant provisions of Chapter 14. However, what the information does establish is need to
evaluate the hospital use within a C-1 District to a Hospital Zone District which can better
accommodate the Hospital’s needs as they pertain to the goals of the Master Plan. The Planning
Commission will need to evaluate the information provided to determine compliance to this
criterion.

The applicants response to 14-3,16(C)(2) identifies that the “the configuration of the proposed
building addilion is access 1o patient services within the existing hospital. Currently the hospital
has three triangular shaped bed towers.

These rooms are centrally located to reduce the time if takes to take a patient from their room for
surgery, x-ray, or other services. The new Inpatient Bed Wing floor elevations will match up with
the existing facility to allow access to patient support services.” However, taking this approach
identifies that the proposed bedroom wing could be constructed entirely within Area | to
accomplish the same level of service without a variance. The argument presented by the
applicant identified that “the excessive travel distance for public from the main cntrance became
unacceptable.” and “while support services were connected, the extended travel distance would
require additional staff to provide the same level of care.” This was not supported by any
information presented by the application. Staff requested a floor plan to corroborate and address
distances te service. To date no information has been submitted by the applicant. The applicant
identified “a secondary benefit of the building location addition was that it allowed for a new
Main Hospital Entrance that will assist patients and visitors to navigate (o their destination. The
new main entrance will improve wayfinding on the hospital campus.” While the intent of this
section s in line with the 1985 master plan for “patient care and visitor circulation on the
campus, information provided needs to be evaluated by the Planning Commission for
compliance to the variance standards.

The applicants response to 14-3.16(C)(3) identifies that the construction of the hospital wing is

within the allowable floor area ratio of the Master Plan of 1.8 and that the number of beds for the
Hospital overall is reducing. Chapter 14 defines intensity as follows:

INTENSITY

The extent of development per unit of area; or the level of use as determined by the
number of employees and customers and degree of impact on surrounding properties
such as noise and traffic.

The proposed development will increase in intensity per unit area, traffic, employment, and
noise.
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However, with the exception to height, the extent of intensity within the vicinity falls within
allowances relevant to provisions of Chapter 14, The Planning Commission will need to evaluate
the information provided to determine compliance to this criterion.

The applicants response to 14-3.16{(C)}(4)(a) identifies that:

“The current need is to upgrade the patient roams fo meet industry standards. "
“...private palients rooms are a major benefit to patients and therefore to the Hospital.”

“To meet indusiry standards the hospital needs to convert the semi-private rooms to
private.”

“Without this conversion, there would be long term affects and could compromise the
viability of the facility. "
The criterion is to determine whether “the variance is the minimum variance that will make
possible the reasonable use of the land or structure.” To which two factors shall be considered.

(a) whether the property has been or could be used without variances for a different
category or lesser intensity of use; and

(h) consistency with the purpose and intent of Chapler 14, with the purpose and intent of
the articles and sections from which the variance is granted and with the applicable
goals and policies of the general plan.

The applicant’s response to “(a)” explains the Hospital’s needs but fails to directly address the
factor to be considered for 14-3.16(C)(4)(a). However, in discussions with the applicant and
within the Applicant’s written explanation (reference Exhibit E - “Applicant's Data’) support
services are centrally located. This indicates that placement of the new Inpatient Bed Wing can
locate within Area | eliminating the need for a variance. Unfortunately, without floor plans Staff
is unable to verify the Applicant’s claims regarding distance to support services if the new
Inpatient Bed Wing were to be located entirely within Area 1. The applicant’s response to “(b)”
has adequately addressed components to applicable goals and policies of the general plan as well
as, the Master Plan but has not fully addressed the “consistency with the purpose and intent of
Chapter 14”. 1n order to establish relief of the standards for a variance, issues of compliance arc
needed relevant to the circumstances. The intent is not to deprive the applicant of rights
commonly enjoyed by other properties in the same district under the terms of the code but also,
not confer on the applicant any special privilege that is denied by this Ordinance to owners of
other lands within the same district. The Planning Commission will need to evaluate the
information for compliance to the variance standards.

The applicants response to 14-3.16(C)5) addresses a relationship of the variance to the goals and
policies of the Hospital Master Plan “fo better serve the public” to “provide the highest quality
healthcare”, stating that “the height variance lo allow for private rooms for the inpatient beds
serves the public interest.” Staff concurs that this is somewhat consistent with the goals and
policies of the Hospital Master Plan commensurate with better patient care, which is supported
by Resolution. However, other factor to consider are the General Plan goals and policies for
which the code was adoptcd as stated in Section 14-1.3 (General Purposes). The resulting
ordinances establish minimum standards for health, safety and welfare affecting land uses and
developments as a means to protect the public interest from within the municipality.
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It is clear that the Hospital Goals, General Plan Policies, and City Ordinances are important
elements for this project addressing separate but vital components relevant to public interest. As
a regional trauma center the Hospital is an invaluable resource to the City of Santa Fe in both
emergency and health care. but also, employment, economic development and gross receipts. Yet
its land use and development is not without physical impacts both positive and negative to the
area, adjacent neighborhoods and city resources. Given the applicants responses to 14-3.16(C)1)
through (5) it is not clear that the applicant cqually addressed the criteria for both areas to pubiic
interest. The Planning Commission will need to evaluate the information for compliance to the
variance standards.

B. Sign Variances

The Hospital’s two sign variance requests are to take down the existing signs in their current
locations and put up two new signs in new locations. The existing signs were permitted in 2008
(permit 08-1870) as two 40 square foot Hospital identification signs. The new sings will be one
80 square foot Hospital identification sign with a Hospital logo comprising 16 square feet and
the second sign will be a 16 square feet Hospital logo The Hospital’s existing signs are located
near the Cancer Center and at the visitor entrance of the Emergency Dcpartment at the main
entrance. The new 2 story bed wing building will block visibility of these signs once constructed.
The Hospital is requesting to eliminate the old signs and location with the new signs at more
visible locations once the 2 story bed wing building is constructed. The new signs and sign
location require variances to height and size with in a C-1 district.

The proposed new logo location will be placed at a height of 37 feet above finished grade near
the main entrance door and the identification sign will be located on the stone accent wall placcd
at a height of 45 feet above finished grade (unaltered region of Area 1). The maximum height of
signs within a C-1 District is 15 feet and maximum size of signs within a C-1 District is 32
square feet. The applicant’s submittals identify that City approval was granted for existing signs
in 2007. The building permit allowing the change from St. Vincent’s hospital to Christus St.
Vincent’s was actually issued in 2008 (permit 08-1870). The permit allowed 33 signs including
directional, logo and identification signs.

The applicant has identified responses to the variance criteria listed above and can be found in
Exhibit E - “Applicant’s Data”.

The applicants response to 14-3.16(C)(1) addresses compliance to this criterion by identifying

that the new patient bed wing will compromise visibility of two existing 80 square foot signs
located on the firsts and second levels of the main entrance. The application states that the signs
will “no longer be visible to patients and visitors from the parking areas,” and that “the sign at
the Emergency Department misleads visitors into thinking that is a main entrance.” The
application adds that signs “serve as wayfinding for patients and visitors and identify the main
entrance of the hospital.”

While these issues describe a need to relocate the existing signs they do not address issues
relevant to size and allowed height of signs in a C-1 district. Nor does the information explain
how this relates to unusual physical characteristics that exist that distinguish the land or structure
from others in the vicinity that are subject to the same relevant provisions of Chapter 14. This is
further complicated by the fact that the variance requests to height for the new patient bed wing
are uncertain.

455 5t. Michaels Drive Christus St. Vincent Regional Medical Center - Planning Commission July 2, 2015 Page 11 of 20



PLANNING COMMISSION
EXHIBIT 5 — July 2, 2015

Additionally, the building permits issued (permit #08-1870) for new signs for the Hospital in
2008 permitted two 40 square foot signs that replaced existing 40’ square foot signs in a like for
like manor to address nonconformity. No information regarding height of signs or how these
signs became 80 square feet in size is available.

The application also states that “the first of these signs needs to be visible from St. Michael’s
Drive that is approximately 450’ to the driveway at St. Michael's. The distance is increased if we
include the driver’s response time to slow and turn into the facility. Stopping sight distance from
45 mph is 310°. For the south-east facing sign this distance becomes about 640°. " However, the
information fails to indicate that there is an approximate 117 square foot sign located at the
intersection of Hospital Drive and St. Michaels Drive, 80 square foot signs at all entrances along
Hospital Drive and St. Michaels Drive each approximately 16 feet in height that establish
identification and direction as well as, a multitude of directional signs approximately 20 square
feet in size, 10 feet high within the campus.

Staff is unable to support the sign variances for height and size at this time. The qualifying
factors for a variance have not been satisfied.

III. DEVELOPMENT PLAN

A. Existing Conditions

The Hospital property comprises four Tracts totaling 44.15+ acres. The Hospital's 2 story 65,500
square foot new inpatient bed wing is proposed on Tracts A-1-3 (comprising +/- 22.55 acres) and
on Tract D (comprising +/- 7.39 acres).

Existing construction for the Hospital is listed in Table 3 page 4 of this memorandum. According
to the Hospital Master Plan the proposed inpatient bed wing is being located within Area 1 and
Area 2 of the Master Plan. The Applicant has proposed to adjust the boundaries between the two
areas in order to incorporate the inpatient bed wing within Area 1.

Wet utilities consist of city services and Dry utilities consist of electric, phone, and gas. A flood
zone runs along the boundaries of Tracts A-2 and Tract D.

B. Access and Traffie

Access onto the Hospital Campus can be achieved from either St. Michaels Drive or Hospital
Drive. Two driveways obtain access directly off Hospital Drive and one driveway directly access
off St. Michaels Drive. A traffic impact analysis for the proposed development has been
provided.

The City Traftic Fngineer will be available at the Planning commission meeting for question.
Comments received from the Traffic Division state:

“Based on the submitted TIA, the intersection of Galisteo/San Mateo is projected to fail
during the implantation year (2017) of the proposed 65,500 square foot development. The
propased 65,500 square foot development is expected to contribute 17.52% of the iotal
iraffic at this intersection.

This intersection can be improved with implementing either a roundabout or a traffic
signal ”
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Traffic Engineering Division comments can be viewed on Exhibit B - “Traffic Engineering
Division” and Traffic Engineering conditions have been incorporated in Exhibit A.

C. Parking and Loading

Parking was analyzed for hospital, medical center, and other treatment facilities. Santa Fe City
Code, Section 14-8.6-1, Exhibit A Table 14-8.6-1 Parking and Loading Requirements,
establishes parking standards for “Hospitals™ as follows:

Table § Parking and Loading

EXHIBIT A TABLE 14-8.6-1: Parking and Loading Requirements
Category Specific Use Parking and Loading
One space per four beds, plus the number
required, based on square feet measurement, for
office, clinic, testing, research, administrative,
Hospital Hospital, medical center, other | teaching and similar activities associated with
treatment facilities the principal use, at one space per each 350
square feet of net leasable area except for
teaching facilities, which shall be one per each
four seats
Office Medical Offices One space per each 200 square feet of net
leasable area
Required | Total
Building et Leasable USE Parking | Provide
ea Square Feet
Spaces d
Zone A
Licensed Beds: 248 (200
Hospital Complex 205,000 reduction request) plus 638 (650)
Admin./Office/Clinic
Nfaw 2 Story Bed 12750 Beds'included Wit.h Hospital 89
wing Admin./Office/Clinic
One space per each 200
El Norte Building 15,353 square feet of net leasable 77
area
Warehouse/Utility One space per each 200
Plant 4,465 square feet of net leasable 22
area
Zone B
ﬁgilcihggﬁgl One space per each 200
- : 68,400 square feet of net leasable 342
{including
Addition) area
Zone C
One space per each 200
Physician’s Plaza 41,500 square feet of net leasable 208
area
Zone D
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EXHIBIT A TABLE 14-8.6-1: Parking and Loading Requirements

Category ] Specific Use | Parking and Loading
Future Storage One space per each 200
Building 4,750 square feel of net leasable 24

area

TOTAL 1399

(1411) 1492

Zone E has been eliminated.
ADA parking will be evaluated at the time of building permit review.

D. Loading
The loading provides adequate loading and unloading operation without compromise to parking,
public streets, walkways or alleyways. Loading is located on the north side of the hospital.

E. Bicycle Parking

Santa Fe City Code, Table 14-8.6.3, establishes a ratio of required bicycle parking spaces relative
to the number of vehicle parking spaces of a development. Hospital exceeds 151 vehicle parking
spaces requiring 25 the applicant did not include bicycle parking in the development plan for
review. The applicant is required to provide 25 bicycle parking spaces.

F.  Landscaping

The plans appear to meet applicable minimum standards for landscaping. including the
percentage of the lot that is open space, provision of a 15-foot landscaped buffer adjacent to
residential uses, and interior planting and perimeter screening for the parking lot. A detailed
review of plant material. tree locations, efc., will be done at the time of construction permits.
Along with proposed landscaping the Hospital is also constructing a trail running along the north
property tine will be coordinated with city Trails and Open Space.

The Landscaping plan complies with thc Development Plan process (reference Exhibit B —
“Landscaping”). DRT conditions have been incorporated in Exhibit A. Detailed review of
landscape and irrigation design is typically finalized at the time building permit review.

G. Terrain Management

Stormwater ponding for as part of building review for the proposed New Inpatient Bed Wing. no
negative comments or conditions have been received from Land Use Technical Review Division
(reference Exhibit B - “City Engineer for Land Use Department Terrain Management and
Lighting ). The Terrain Management conditions have been incorporated with in Exhibit A -
“Conditions "

H. Solid Waste

The facility utilizes a large compactor at the loading dock for their refuse service. No negative
comments have been received by City Environmental Services (reference Exhibit B -
“Environmental Services ).

I.  Waste Water
The hospital is serviced by city Waste Water. No negative comments have been received from
City Waste Water Management Division (reference Fxhibit B - “Waste Water"). Conditions
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received require incorporating notes on the Development Plan. The Waste Water Management
Division conditions have been incorporated with in Exhibit A - “Conditions ™.

J.  Water - Fire Protection

The Hospital has a water meter for a 6” domestic service at the corner of Hospital Drive and St.
Michael’s Drive. The Hospital did not provide water use estimates for the proposed 2 Story Bed
Wing. The Hospital identified that the new building was only changing the location of existing
beds, and that this change did not affect existing water use. However, while staff concurs with
the water use on existing beds, there is an increase in water use as a result of new landscaping
added to the campus, along with the first floor of the new 2 Story Bed Wing. While the secand
floor is slated for bed use the first floor (32,750 square feet) is designated for office and clinical
use.

The applicant is proposing to sprinkle the new building. Additionally, there are two 8” fire
services, one the corner of Hospital Drive and St. Michael’s Drive and the second oft St.
Michaels Drive, Both fire services connect to a loop around the main Hospital.

No negative comments have been received by the City Water Division or the City Fire Marshal
(reference Exhibit B- “Water & Fire™). Fire Marshal conditions have been incorporated with in
Exhibit A - “Conditions”. Staff will continue to work with the applicant regarding Chapter 14-
8.13 and Chapter 25 for Development Plans and Phased Projects. A water budget addressing
both areas of the city code will need 1o be addressed prior to moving forward to the Governing
Body for review.

K. Lighting

The applicants have provided a photometric analysis. The lighting plan shows 24 foot high pole
mounted fixtures with LED Lamps placed throughout the campus. The analysis identifies the
average foot candle (Fc) units at 0,99 Fc with the max at 1.6 Fc. The goal of the Hospital is to
meet 0 Fc at the perimeter to bring lighting into compliance.

Comments received from Technical Review identify Outdoor lighting for the proposed new
building will meet the requirements of Article 14-8.9 (Reference Exhibit B — “City Engineer for
Land Use Department Terrain Management and Lighting”).

L. Architecture

The two story addition will be located and attached to the south portion of the Hospital, north of
the hospitals St. Michael’s entrance. The Hospital architecture appears to be a simplified Spanish
Pueblo Revival form of architecture with block massing. The new addition does not contain
block massing similar to the hospital and appears lean more on the contemporary side.

The applicants report states that “The proposed building has been designed in conformance 1o
the Architectural Points Standards in Subsection 14-8.7 (C} of the Code.

We have addressed each of the criteria and feel this project exceeds the requirements of the
Architectural Points Standards.” Staff was unable to locate a preliminary architectural point’s
analysis addressing of Chapter 14-8.7. Staff will confirm compliance at the building permit
stage.
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M. 14-3.8(D) Approval Criteria
To apprave a development plan, a land use board must make the following findings:

(a}  that it is empowered to approve the plan under the section of Chapter 14 described
in the application;

(b)  that approving the development plan will nol adversely affect the public interest:
and

(c) that the use and any associated buildings are compatible with and adaptable to
buildings. structures and uses of the abutting property and other properties in the
vicinity of the premises under consideration.

IV. SPECIAL USE PERMIT

The Santa Fe City Code requires A Special Use Permit review and approval for a Hospital use
within a C-1 District. The Development Plan review in the previous section of this report
provides site development information necessary to document the type and cxtent of
development proposed. The site is also located within the “South Central Highway Corridor™
(SCHC) adopted in 1986.

A special use permit is granted for a specific use and intensity. Pursuant to Section 14-3.6(D)
(Approval Criteria and Conditions), to grant a special use permit the Planning Commission shall
make the following findings:

Necessary Findings
14-2.3(D)(1)(a)- (Authority): “‘that the land use board has the authority under fhe section of
Chapter 14 described in the application to grant a special use permit; "’

Staff Analysis

The Hospital submitted a Development Plan as a part of the application. Pursuant to Santa Fe
City Code Section 14-2.3(C) (Powers and Duties), the Planning Commission is granted the
authority to take action on a special use permit if it is part of a development plan or subdivision
request.

14-2.3(D)(1)(b)- (Public Interest): ‘‘that granting the special use permit does not adversely
affect the public interest, and"

Staff Analysis

The Governing Body has implemented the General Plan as stated in Section 14-1.3 (General
Purposes). The resulting ordinances establish minimurmn standards for health, safety and welfare
affecting land uses and developments as a means to protect the public interest from within the
municipality. The city has reviewed the proposed Special Use Permit application in accordance
with these ordinances. As outlined in this memorandum together with recommended conditions,
the proposed Special Use Permit application complies with minimum standards of Chapter 14
SFCC.
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14-2.3(D)(1)}(c)- (Compatible With And Adaptable To): ‘“that the use and any associated
buildings are compatible with and adaptable to buildings, structures and uses of the abutting
property and other properties in the vicinity of the premises under consideration.”

Staff Analysis

There are two components within the third required finding. First, that the use is compatible
with, and adaptable to, any associated buildings, structures, and uses of the abutting property and
other properties in the vicinity of the premises under consideration; and second, that any
associated buildings are compatible with, and adaptable to, buildings, structures, and uses of the
abutting property and other properties in the vicinity of the premises under consideration. The
application complies with this finding for the following reasons.

The first component is established by Chapter 14 “Table 14-6.1-1-Table of Permitted Uses”
(reference Exhibit D1 for copy of table excerpt). Under the "Specific Use Category”, "Hospitals
and Extended Care Facilities", “Hospilals™ is identified as an allowable use subject to approval
under the provisions of Section 14-3.6 (Special Use Permits). City code establishes Hospitals as
a Institutional use permissible within an C-1 District provided a special use permit is granted.
Future Land Use Map also identifies the Hospital property as Institutional. The Hospital was
established at the 455 St. Michaels Drive Location in 1977 followed by a Masterplan backed by
Resolution in 1986. The proposed use is adaptable to buildings in the vicinity provided licensing
requirements. as defined by the State of New Mexico relating to operations, and Chapter 14
SFCC related to zoning, have been satistied. The proposed Hospital Special Use Permit requcst
fits the definition of the Hospital. Chapter 14 defines a “Hospital” as follows:

HOSPITAL

An institution providing primary health services and medical or surgical care to persons.
primarily in-patients, suffering from illness, disease, injury, deformity or other abnormal
physical or mental conditions, and includes, as an integral part of the institution, related
facilities such as laboratories, outpatient facilities or training facilities.

The existing use and proposed additions will contain elements that will generate noise, traftic or
other impacts. However, recommended conditions for approval provide additional measures to
help mitigate these issues.

The issue of noise from generators from adjoining neighbors has been raised. All mechanical
equipment is required to meet the noise standards for residential districts in Section 10.2-5 (50
dBA nighttime, 55dBA daytime). The applicant conducted a noise analyses on June 7, 2015
(5:PM). No information has been provided to the Land Use Department pertaining to the results
of the study or mitigation measures, The Traffic comments are addressed in City Traffic review
(reference Exhibit B ~ “Traffic Engineering Division™).

The second component requires that any associated buildings are compatible with, and adaptable
to, buildings, structures, and uses of the abutting property and other properties in the vicinity of
the premises under consideration. This component was partially addressed within the Variance
review section under “Staff Analysis for Building Height Variance (page 8)” and Development
review sections under “Architecture (page 15)” and of this memorandum.
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There are no code definitions for “compatible with" and "adaptable 10". In order to gauge
compliance to this finding the Planning Commission will need to evaluate the information
submitted by the applicant to establish whether the new construction is compatible with abutting
buildings. structures, and uses of the abutting property.

VIL EARLY NEIGHBORHOOD NOTIFICATION (ENN)
The applicant conducted two ENNs for this project. The first ENN was held on March 17. 2015

at the Santa Fe University of Art & Design - Forum Lecture Theater at 1600 St. Michaels Dr.
Road and was well attended.

The applicant presented the project followed by a series of questions by the audience that werc
answered by the applicant. The concerns raised were:

Landscaping along the north property line.

The wheel chair trail path along the north property line.
Increased traffic.

Increased noise of the development.

Trust between the Hospital and the Neighbors

The applicant has advised staff they intend to meet with concerned neighbors and a mediator on
June 25. City staff does not participate in that type of meeting, and results are not binding on
action by the Commission.

VIil. CONCLUSION

The applicant has complied with all application process requirements. The applicant conducted a
pre-application meeting on October 30, 2014, ENN on March 17, 2015 and complied with notice
requirements pursuant to Section 14-3.1(H).

The proposed Master Plan Amendments identified a reduction in total building square footage by
8,000 square feet and is not out of line with the 1985 Master Plan. The proposed changcs in
overall design are supported by the proposed Development Plan which incorporates
improvements to infrastructure in order 1o support proposed phased development (subject to
conditions). However, Staff is unable to support the proposed four variances at this time as it is
not clear that the applicants have satisfied the variance criteria. It appears that it would be
feasible to construct the proposed addition without any height variances, by locating it
completely within the “Area 1” designated by the original master plan. It is also not clear that the
building wall sign variance requests meet approval criteria — visibility for emergency access is
affected primarily by the existing large monument signs, not by wall signs.

Variances are intended to be provide relief tor properties with unique physical characteristic. and
not as a substitute for code amendments or rezoning. Some of the arguments cited by the
applicant regarding — relevant height limits for hospital buildings, size of property relative to
sign visibility, etc. — would be more relevant to a code amendment or rezoning application.
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[f after consideration of the facts the Planning Commission recommends approval of the building
height variances to the Governing Body, the balance of the Master Plan, Devclopment Plan and
Special Use Permit are compliant subject to staff conditions. It should be noted that height limits
within the region of Area 1 and Area 2 if the boundary is adjusted without the variances, will be
subject to 22 feet high. This would require the applicant to redesign the Bed Wing addition to
match Master Plan height limits commensurate within Area 2.

The Development Plan is specific to the construction of a 65,500 square foot two story Hospital
Bed wing. Traffic, parking, terrain management, landscaping, wet utilities, fire, refuge and
lighting have been evaluated subject to city code standards. However, this proposal is predicated
upon variances to building heights within the C-1 and SCHC Districts.

The hospital use was not required a Special Use Permit when it moved to 455 St. Michaels Drive
in 1977. However, in 1985 the City approved the Hospital Master which was supported by City
Resolution. The 1985 Master Plan identified goals and policies in hospital care, as well as,
design standards in effect today.

The Special Use Permit will not adversely affect the public interest, and the use and any
associated buildings are adaptable to buildings, structures and uses of a C-1 District. Itis unclear
whether the architecture compatibly of the proposed Bed wing commensurate with existing
Hospital Architecture is compatible. The Planning Commission will need to evaluate the
information provided to assess appropriate architectural compatibility.

The Land Use Department has determined that the proposed applications can comply with the
necessary approval criteria for Master Plan amendment, Development Plan and Special Use
Permit provided the variance request to heights are approved. Should the Planning Commission
approve the Special Use Permit and make favorable recommendations to the Governing Body for
the Master Plan amendment, variances and Development Plan, Staff recommends the conditions
listed in Exhibit A.

EXHIBITS
Exhibit A- Conditions of Approval

Exhibit B - DRT comments

Archaeological clearance

Traffic Engineering Division

City Engineer for Land Use Department Terrain Management and Lighting
Landscaping

Environmental Services

Waste Water

Water

Fire

@ N RN

Exhibit C- ENN
1. ENN Notes
2. Guideline Questions
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Exhibit D- Maps

1985 Master Plan Areas Map

Area | and Area 2 Map

Adjoining Zoning

South Central Highway Corridor Map

bl e

Exhibit E- Applicant’s Data
Exhibit F- Correspondence

Packet Attachment -Plans and Maps
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