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ﬁ City of Las Cruces

PEOPLE HELPING PEQGPLE
Council Action and Executive Summary

ltem# 12 Ordinance/Resolution# 2713
For Meeting of _ May 5, 2014 For Meeting of _ May 19, 2014
{Ordinance First Reading Date) (Adoption Date)

Please check box that applies to this item:
XIQUASI JUDICIAL [JLEGISLATIVE [ JADMINISTRATIVE

TITLE: AN ORDINANCE APPROVING A ZONE CHANGE FROM R-4 (MULTI-DWELLING
HIGH DENSITY & LIMITED RETAIL AND OFFICE) AND OS-R (OPEN SPACE-
RECREATION) TO PUD (PLANNED UNIT DEVELOPMENT); AND A REQUEST
FOR APPROVAL OF A CONCEPT PLAN FOR A PUD KNOWN AS THE SUNSET
GROVE PUD. THE SUBJECT PROPERTIES ENCOMPASS 24.23 + ACRES OF
LAND AND ARE LOCATED AT THE SOUTHERN DEAD-END OF CALLE DE
NINOS, NORTH OF FARNEY LANE. SUBMITTED BY DVI ON BEHALF OF
DEKO PROPERTIES, LLC, PROPERTY OWNER (PUD-1 3-02).

PURPOSE(S) OF ACTION:

Planned Unit Development (PUD) Concept Plan approval.

COUNCIL DISTRICT: 2
Drafter/Staff Contact: Department/Section: | Phone:
Adam Ochoa Community 528-3204
Development/Building
& Development
Services 1

City Manager Signature: QM {-/)
d—"

BACKGROUND / KEY ISSUES / CONTRIBUTING FACTORS:

The proposed PUD Concept Plan is for property located at the southern dead-end of Calle de
Ninos, directly east of the Magistrate Court building and the Park Drain. The subject properties
currently consist of an open space/agricultural area and a partially constructed condominium
complex. The proposed Sunset Grove PUD Concept Plan will convert the condominium
development into a fee-simple townhome development with a total of 50 single-family residential
lots and two tracts: one tract shall include all common areas, parking areas, roadways and the
existing clubhouse that will all be privately owned and maintained and the second tract shall
include the 8.5 + acre open space/agricultural area that will also be privately owned and
maintained. The property owner shall be required to dissolve the existing condominium
association on the subject property following any and all State of New Mexico regulations and
requirements before the subdivision can take place.
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The proposed PUD offers several public benefits, such as a bus shelter along Main Street and a
pedestrian trail within the open spacefagricultural area. Some of the benefits are existing and
some shall be developed in the future when triggered by set benchmarks in the Concept Plan.
The proposed public benefits shall help balance the benefits for the community and the interests
of the applicant. The proposed PUD is also a townhouse cluster development that offers a
different type of residential development and housing type that currently does not exist in this
area of the City of Las Cruces.

On March 25, 2014, the Planning and Zoning Commission (P&Z) recommended approval of the
proposed PUD request by a vote of 5-0-0, (one Commissioner absent, one Commissioner
position vacant). A discussion took place at the meeting between the applicant and the P&Z
that covered some aspects of the proposed PUD including the roadways, the units, the existing
club house and parking. There was no public input at the meeting for the proposed PUD
Concept Plan. Staff did receive one letter from an adjacent property owner asking questions
about the proposed PUD.

SUPPORT INFORMATION:

1. Ordinance.

2. Exhibit “A”, Sunset Grove PUD Concept Plan.

3. Exhibit “B”, Findings.

4, Attachment “A”, Staff Report to the Planning and Zoning Commission for Case PUD-13-
02.

5. Attachment “B”, Draft Minutes from the March 25, 2014 Planning and Zoning Commission
Meeting.

6. Attachment “C”, Letter from the Public.
7. Attachment “D”, Vicinity Map.

SOURCE OF FUNDING:
Is this action already budgeted?
Yes | [ ]| See fund summary below
No | [ 1] If No, then check one below:
Budget [_1{ Expense reallocated from:
N/A Adjustment
Attached | [ ]| Proposed funding is from a new revenue
source (i.e. grant; see details below)
[_]| Proposed funding is from fund balance in
the Fund.
Does this action create any
revenue? Yes | [_]| Funds will be deposited into this fund:
in the amount of $ for FY
N/A No | [ ]| There is no new revenue generated by
this action.
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BUDGET NARRATIVE
N/A
FUND EXPENDITURE SUMMARY:
Fund Name(s) Account Expenditure| Available | Remaining | Purpose for
Number(s) | Proposed | Budgeted | Funds Remaining Funds
Funds in
Current FY
N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A
OPTIONS / ALTERNATIVES:

1.

Vote “Yes”; this will affirm the Planning and Zoning Commission recommendation for
approval. The proposed PUD Concept Plan known as the Sunset Grove PUD shall be
approved and the subject properties encompassing 24.23 + acres will be rezoned from
R-4 (Multi-Dwelling High Density & Limited Retail and Office) and OS-R (Open Space-
Recreation) to PUD (Planned Unit Development).
Vote “No”; this will reject the recommendation made by the Planning and Zoning
Commission. The current zoning designations of R-4 (Multi-Dwelling High Density &
Limited Retail and Office) and OS-R (Open Space-Recreation) wilt remain on the subject
properties and the proposed Concept Plan shall be denied. Denial of the Concept Plan
and zone change will require new information or facts not identified or presented during
staff review or the Planning and Zoning Commission meeting.
Vote to “Amend”; this could allow Council to modify the Ordinance by adding conditions
as determined appropriate.
Vote to “Table”; this could allow Council to table/postpone the Ordinance and direct staff

accordingly.

REFERENCE INFORMATION:

The resolution(s) and/or ordinance(s) listed below are only for reference and are not included as
attachments or exhibits.

1.

Ordinance #2108.

Rev. 02/2012
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COUNCIL BILL NO. _14-028
ORDINANCE NO. 2713

AN ORDINANCE APPROVING A ZONE CHANGE FROM R-4 (MULTI-DWELLING
HIGH DENSITY & LIMITED RETAIL AND OFFICE) AND OS-R (OPEN SPACE-
RECREATION) TO PUD (PLANNED UNIT DEVELOPMENT); AND A REQUEST FOR
APPROVAL OF A CONCEPT PLAN FOR A PUD KNOWN AS SUNSET GROVE PUD.
THE SUBJECT PROPERTIES ENCOMPASS 24.23 + ACRES OF LAND AND ARE
LOCATED AT THE SOUTHERN DEAD-END OF CALLE DE NINOS, NORTH OF
FARNEY LANE. SUBMITTED BY DVI ON BEHALF OF DEKO PROPERTIES, LLC,
PROPERTY OWNER (PUD-13-02).

The City Council is informed that:

WHEREAS, Deko Properties, LLC, the property owner, has submitted a request
to rezone; and a request to approve a concept plan for the properties located at
southern dead-end of Calle de Ninos, north of Farney Lane; and

WHEREAS, the zone change request is for the 24.23 + acres of land from R-4
(Multi-Dwelling High Density & Limited Retail and Office) and OS-R (Open Space-
Recreational) to PUD (Planned Unit Development) for a development o be known as
the Sunset Grove PUD; and

WHEREAS, the concept plan consists of the development and design standards
for the development known as the Sunset Grove PUD: and

WHEREAS, the Planning and Zoning Commission, after conducting a public
hearing on March 25, 2014, recommended that said zone change and concept plan be
approved by a vote of 5-0-0 (one Commissioner absent, one Commissioner position
vacant).

NOW, THEREFORE, Be it ordained by the governing body of the City of Las
Cruces:

U
THAT the land more particularly described in Exhibit “A”, attached hereto and
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made part of this Ordinance, is hereby zoned PUD (Planned Unit Development).
(1)

THAT the concept plan for the land more particularly described in Exhibit “A”,

attached hereto and made part of this Ordinance, is hereby approved.
(1)

THAT the zoning and concept plan for the Sunset Grove PUD are based on the
findings contained in Exhibit “B” (Findings), attached hereto and made part of this
Ordinance.

(iv)

THAT the zoning of said property be shown accordingly on the City Zoning Atlas.
(V)

THAT City staff is hereby authorized to do all deeds necessary in the

accomplishment of the herein above.

DONE AND APPROVED this day of 2014.

APPROVED:
Mayor

ATTEST:
VOTE:

City Clerk Mayor Miyagishima:
Councillor Silva:

(SEAL) Councillor Smith:

Councillor Pedroza:

Councillor Small:
Moved by: Councillor Sorg:

Councillor Levatino:

T

Seconded by:

APPROVED AS TO FORM:

ALy Ity

City Attorney
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EXHIBIT B

Findings

1. The subject parcels currently encompass a total of 24 23 + acres, are zoned R-4 (Multi-
Dwelling High Density & Limited Retail and Office) and OS-R (Open Space-
Recreational) and currently consist of a primarily undeveloped condominium project and
an open space/agricultural area.

2. The proposed Sunset Grove PUD Concept Plan will help create some variety of
residential development choices for individuals and families in this area of the City of Las
Cruces. (Comprehensive Plan 2040, Chapter 4, Goal 2)

3. City staff has reviewed and confirmed that the proposed construction and use of the
PUD will not be detrimental to the health, safety, or welfare of the community or adjacent
neighborhood. (2001 Zoning Code, Article 5, Section 38-49 D)

4. All applicable City departments have concluded that there is or will be adequate sewage
capacity, roadway capacity, energy supply, and potable water supply to serve the PUD
at the time a certificate of occupancy or letter of acceptance, as applicable, is to be
issued. (2001 Zoning Code, Article 5, Section 38-49 D)

5. Community Development staff has confirmed that the PUD conforms to the intent, goals,
objectives, policies, and standards of all city plans and codes. (2001 Zoning Code,
Article 5, Section 38-49 D)

6. City staff has reviewed and confirmed that the uses proposed, including their density and
intensity, are appropriate to the character of the neighborhood and will have a positive
aesthetic effect on the neighborhood in which the PUD will be located. (2001 Zoning
Code, Article 5, Section 38-49 D)

7. All applicable City departments have concluded that the proposed uses will not subject
surrounding properties and pedestrians to significant hazardous traffic conditions. (2001
Zoning Code, Article 5, Section 38-49 D)



CASE #

APPLICANT/
REPRESENTATIVE:

LOCATION:

SIZE:

REQUEST/

APPLICATION TYPE:

EXISTING USE:
PROPOSED USE:

STAFF

RECOMMENDATION:

ATTACHMENT A

Planning & Zoninhg
Commission
Staff Report

Meeting Date: March 25, 2014
Drafted by: Adam Ochoa, Pianner/}b

PUD-13-02 PROJECT NAME:

DVI PROPERTY
OWNER:

Located at the COUNCIL

southern dead-end DISTRICT:

of Calle de Ninos,
north of Farney
Lane

EXISTING ZONING/
OVERLAY:

2423 + acres

Sunset Grove
Planned Unit
Development (PUD)
Concept Plan

Deko Properties, LLC

2 (Councillor Smith})

R-4 (Multi-Dwelling
High Density &
Limited Retail and
Office) and OS-R
(Open Space-
Recreation)

Application for a Concept Plan for a Planned Unit Development

(PUD) known as the Sunset Grove PUD

A condominium complex and an open spacefagricultural area

The Concept Plan proposes to convert the condominium complex
into fee-simple townhome lots with privately maintained roads and
~ common areas with a clubhouse. The large open space/fagricultural

area shall remain
Approval based on findings

TABLE 1. CASE CHRONOLOGY

Eff

o

August 20, 2013

Application submitted to Dévelophﬂeni Sﬂér‘vicés'

August 21, 2013

Case initially sent out for review to ali reviewing departments

December 9, 2013

Last comments returned by remaining reviewing departments

January 29, 2014

DRC reviews and recommends approval for the proposed Concept Plan

March 9, 2014

Newspaper advertisement

March 10, 2014

Public notice letter mailed to neighboring property owners

March 7, 2014

Sign posted on property

March 25, 2014

Planning and Zoning Commission public hearing

P.0. BOX 20000 . LAS CRUCES . NEW MEXICO . 88004-2002 | 575.541.2000

AN EQUAL OPPORTUNITY EMPLOYER



SECTION 1: SYNOPSIS OF PROPOSAL
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After the dissolution of the condominiums via all State requirements, the proposed Sunset Grove PUD
Concept Plan and subsequent Final Site Plans (subdivisions) will convert the existing condominium
development on the subject property into a fee-simple townhome lot development with a total of 50
single-family residential lots. Two additional tracts will also be created with this new proposal: one tract
will include all common parking areas, roadways, common areas and the existing clubhouse that will all
be privately owned and maintained and the second ftract will include the 8.5 + acre open
space/agricultural area that will also be privately owned and maintained. The proposed PUD proposes
several public benefits, some existing and some to be developed in the future when triggered by set
benchmarks. No major changes are proposed for the new propesed PUD as compared o the originai

development.

TABLE 2: DEVELO
a e

STANDARDS &

ICS

?:.'- 1
2

Max # of DU/parcel | 50 DU/parcel 1 DU/parcel 1 DU/parcel

Max Density | 3.19 + DU/acre Unchanged Unchanged

(DU/ac.) 7 _

Lot Area Condominium lot: 0.063 + acres to 0.085 + 0.063 + acres to 0.085 +
15.69 + acres; acres in the residential acres in the residential
Agricultural area: area; Agricultural area will | area; Agricultural area will
8.54 + acres remain unchanged remain unchanged

Lot Width Condominium lot: 40 feet min. in the 40 feet min. in the
515 + feet; residential area; residential area;
Open space/ Agricuitural area will Agricultural area will
agricultural area: remain unchanged remain unchanged
1,206 + feet

Lot Depth Condominium lot: 80 feet min. in the 60 feet min. in the
394 + feet; residential area; residential area;

Open space/
agricultural area:

Agricultural area will
remain unchanged

Agricultural area will
remain unchanged

326 + feet
Structure Height 16 + feet 20 + feet maximum 20 + feet maximum
Setbacks
Front 20 + feet 0 feet minimum 0 feet minimum
Side 7 + feet 0 feet minimum 0 feet minimum
Side 7 + feet 0 feet minimum 0 feet minimum
Rear 20 + feet 0 feet minimum 0 feet minimum
Accessory N/A N/A Shall follow City of Las
Structure Cruces reguirements
Parking
Vehicular 11 parking stalls Total of 212 parking stalls | Total of 212 parking stalls
with 2 ADA parking | including garages, tandem | including garages, tandem
stalls parking stalls and parking stalls and
clubhouse parking stalis clubhouse parking stalls
Bicycie N/A N/A N/A
ROW Dedication N/A N/A N/A
Landscaping
% of 20 % 20 % 20 %
property
Buffering
Bufferyard | N/A N/A N/A

Page 2 of 6
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Screen Type | N/A NIA N/A
Open Space, Trails,
Parks, Recreation
Acreage N/A 8.54 + acre 8.54 + acre
Type N/A Agricultural area with Agricultural area with
_ pedestrian trail pedestrian trail
Other N/A N/A N/A

The Park Drain is -!bcated west rof the subject

EBID Facilities Yes
area, but shall not be affected by this proposal
Medians/ Parkways N/A
Landscaping ,
Other N/A

TABLE 4: ADJACENT ZONING AND LAND USE INFORMATION

Subject Property

Condominium
development and an
agricultural area

Infill Overlay District

‘}R 4iMuIt| Dwelling High

Density & Limited Retail
and Office) and OS-R
{Open Space-

. Recreational)
North Vacantfundeveloped Infill Overlay District 0-2 (Office,
Professional-Limited
Retail Service)/C-3
{Commercial High
Density)
South Single-family Infill Overlay District R-1a (Single-Family
residential subdivision Medium Density)
East Single-family Infill Overlay District R-1a (Single-Family
residential subdivision Medium Density)
West Magistrate court Infill Overlay District C-3 {Commercial High

Density)

TABLE 5: PARCEL HESTOR

Ordinance 2108

Zone change to the existing zoning designations of R-4 and OS-R to the
subject properties

Resolution

N/A

SECTION 2: REVIEWING DEPARTMENTIAGENCY RECOMMENDATIONS

For spegcific com

i CLC Development Services

CLC Long-Range Planning Yes

Yes

Metropolitan Planning Organization (MPO) | Yes

No

Page 3 of 6
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CLC CD Engineering Services Yes No
CLC Traffic Yes No
CLC Land Management Yes No
CLC Parks Yes No
CLC Fire & Emergency Services Yes No
CLC Utilities Yes Yes

SECTION 3: STAFF ANALYSIS AND CONCLUSIONS
Decision Criteria

The Planning and Zoning Commission shall review each application in relation to the goals, objectives,
and policies, of the comprehensive plan, plan elements, other applicable plans, and the purpose and
intent of the 2001 Zoning Code to determine whether the request is consistent or inconsistent with the
stated criteria.

Specifically, the purpose of a Planned Unit Development (PUD) is to:

1.

2.
3.

Comply with growth management policy as established in the land use element, other applicable
elements and all companion documents to the comprehensive plan;

Produce more flexibility in development than would result from a strict application of this Code;
Permit design flexibility that will encourage a more creative approach to the development of land
and that will result in more efficient and aesthetically desirable alternatives to the housing and
other development needs of the community;

Permit flexibility in land use, density, placement of buildings, arrangement of open space,
circulation facilities, and off-street parking areas, and maximize the potential of individual sites
under development;

Promote the infill of vacant land; and

Create developments that balance the benefits to the community with the developer's interests.
For each private incentive (deviation from the minimum standards), one or more public benefits
shall be required.

PUDs consist of two components: a Concept Plan and Final Site Plan(s). The Concept Plan of a PUD is
similar to, and replaces, a subdivision master plan in that it is intended to serve as a tool that can assist
in identifying the appropriateness of a proposed development within the context of its surroundings. The
Final Site Plan acts as a preliminary plat and may consist of one or several phases and is required to
conform with the Concept Plan. The Concept Plan forms the basis for approval of the PUD and may only
be approved if it includes the following findings:

1.

2.

The proposed construction and use of the PUD will not be detrimental to the health, safety, or
welfare of the community or adjacent neighborhood;

There is or will be adequate sewage capacity, roadway capacity, energy supply, and potable
water supply to serve the PUD at the time a certificate of occupancy or letter of acceptance, as
applicable, is to be issued;

The PUD conforms to the intent, goals, objectives, policies, and standards of all city plans and
codes;

The uses proposed, including their density and intensity, are appropriate to the character of the
neighborhood and will have a positive aesthetic effect on the neighborhood in which the PUD will
be located; and

The proposed uses will not subject surrounding properties “and pedestrians to significant
hazardous traffic conditions.

Applicable Comprehensive Plan 2040 Goals & Policies

The following policies from Comprehensive Plan 2040 are relevant to the current proposal:

Page 4 of 6 Planning Commission Staff Report
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Chapter 4 Healthy Community

1. Goal 1, Policy 1.4

2. Goal 2, Policy 2.3

3. Goal 2, Policy 2.4

4. Goal 11, Policy 11.2d
Chapter 5 Community Character

1. Goal 19, Policy 19.24
Chapter 7 Sustainable Growth
Goal 37, Policy 37.1
Goal 37, Policy 37.8
Goal 37, Policy 37.9
Goal 38, Policy 38.5
Goal 38, Policy 38.10

ISRl S

Please refer to Attachment #4 for a detailed description of the Comprehensive Plan 2040 Policies listed
above.

Analysis:
The subject area was part of the J. Chisholm Subdivision Master Plan that was approved in 2004. Under

the master plan the 8.54 * acre agricultural area was zoned OS-R (Open Space-Recreational) to ensure
that the open space area remained as it existed and the 15.69 + acre residential property was zoned R-4
(Multi-Dwelling High Density & Limited Retail and Office). The R-4 zoned property was limited to a
maximum density of 24 dwelling units and units were limited to a maximum of 28-feet in height. The
property owner created a condominium complex in compliance with the provisions of the code within the

multi-family residential property.

The property owner is now seeking to modify the ownership mechanism of the property by converting the
existing condominiums into and developing the remaining phases as fee-simple townhome lots. The
applicant will be required to dissoive the existing condominium association on the subject property
following any and all State regulations and requirements prior to subdivision. The original intent of the
master plan project will remain for the subject area with the only difference being platted fee-simple lots
_in lieu of condominiums. The proposed PUD Concept Plan is needed to accommodate the existing and
proposed development standards including the modified setback requirements. All of the roads, parking
areas and common areas including the existing clubhouse shall be privately owned and maintained. The
agricultural area shall remain unchanged and will offer additional public benefits such as a pedestrian
{rail. Public benefits were established during the development of various parcels in the J. Chisholm
subdivision and additional public benefits such as a proposed bus stop shelter along Main Street shall be
provided in the future with either a certain development phase or at a specific date.

The proposed Sunset Grove PUD Concept Plan is consistent with the goals and policies of
Comprehensive Plan 2040, the intent of the 2001 Zoning Code and the standards of other City plans and
codes. The proposed PUD proposes a townhouse cluster development that offers a different type of
residential development and housing type that currently does not exist in this area of town. The Sunset
Gove PUD will also help promote the development of this currently underutilized property within the Infill
Development Overlay area of the City of Las Cruces. The proposed PUD wili not subject nearby
properties and pedestrians to any significant hazardous traffic condition due to the fact that the
development will only have access to Calle de Ninos as it currently has and no other neighboring roads.
The public benefits proposed by this PUD will help balance the benefits for the community and the

interests of the applicant.

Conclusion:

Page 5 of 6 Planning Commission Staff Report
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The 2001 Zoning Code, as amended, states that a concept plan is intended fo serve as a tool that can
assist in identifying the appropriateness of a proposed development within the context of its surroundings
and forms the basis for approval of a PUD. Staff has determined that the proposed Sunset Grove PUD
Concept Plan achieves this. The proposed Sunset Grove PUD Concept Plan is supported by the
Development Services Staff and all reviewing departments in the City of Las Cruces. Please refer to
Attachment #7 for all comments from all reviewing departments.

DRC RECOMMENDATION

On January 29, 2014 the Development Review Commitiee (DRC) reviewed the proposed Sunset Grove
Concept Plan. The DRC reviews the infrastructure, utilities and improvements required for subdivisions
from a technical standpoint. After some minor discussion, the DRC recommended approval without
conditions for the proposed concept plan. Please refer to Attachment #5 for more details about the DRC
meeting.

STAFF RECOMMENDATION
Staff recommends APPROVAL for the proposed concept plan based on the following findings listed
below:

FINDINGS FOR APPROVAL

1. The subject parcels currently encompass a total of 24.23 + acres, are zoned R-4 (Multi-Dwelling
High Density & Limited Retail and Office) and OS-R {Open Space-Recreational) and currently
consist of a primarily undeveloped condominium project and an open space/agricultural area.

2. The proposed Sunset Grove PUD Concept Plan will help create some variety of residential
development choices for individuals and families in this area of the City of Las Cruces.
(Comprehensive Plan 2040, Chapter 4, Goal 2)

3. City staff has reviewed and confirmed that the proposed construction and use of the PUD will not
be detrimental to the health, safety, or welfare of the community or adjacent neighborhood. {2001
Zoning Code, Article 5, Section 38-48 D)

4. All applicable City departments have concluded that there is or will be adequate sewage capacity,
roadway capacity, energy supply, and potable water supply to serve the PUD at the time a
certificate of occupancy or letter of acceptance, as applicable, is to be issued. (2001 Zoning
Code, Article 5, Section 38-49 D)

5. Community Development staff has confirmed that the PUD conforms to the intent, goals,
objectives, policies, and standards of all city plans and codes. (2001 Zoning Code, Article 5,
Section 38-49 D)

6. City staff has reviewed and confirmed that the uses proposed, including their density and
intensity, are appropriate to the character of the neighborhood and will have a positive aesthetic
effect on the neighborhood in which the PUD will be located. (2001 Zoning Code, Article 5,
Section 38-49 D)

7. All applicable City departments have concluded that the proposed uses will not subject
surrounding properties and pedestrians fo significant hazardous traffic conditions. (2001 Zoning

Code, Article 5, Section 38-49 D)

ATTACHMENTS
1. Zoning/Vicinity Map
Aerial Map
Development Statement
Comprehensive Plan Elements and Policies
January 29, 2014 DRC Minutes
Reviewing Department/Agency Comments and/or Conditions
Sunset Grove PUD Concept Plan

NOoOO RGN
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ATTACHMENT #3

DEVELOPMENT STATEMENT for City Subdivision/Zoning Applications

Please note: The following information is provided by the gpplicant for information purposes
only. The applicant is not bound to the details contained in the development stafement, nor is
the City responsible for requiring the applicant fo abide by the statament. The Planning end
Zoning Commission may condition approval of the proposal at a public hearing where the public
will be provided an opportunity to comment.

Applicant Information
Name of Applicant: __DVI

Contact Person: Harold Denton

Contact Phone Number: 575-525-0241

Contact e-mall Address: __barb@dvi-lascruces.com
Web site address (if applicable): www.dvi-lascruces.com

Proposal Information
Name of Proposal: __Sunset Grove Townhomes 7

Type of Proposal (single-family subdivision, townhouse, apartments, commercialfindustriat)
____Convert condominium project to townhomes

Location of Subject Property __Calle de Ninos east of S. Main St. & south of Boutz Rd.

{In addition to description, aftach map. Map must be at least 8 %" x 11" In size and

clearly show the relation of the subject property to the surrounding area)

Acreage of Subject Property: 15.64 _ ,

Detalled description of current use of broperty. Include type and number of buildings:

Phase 1 (16 units plus clubhouse) are built. Use of property will not change.

Detailed description of intended use of property. (Use separate sheet if necessary):
Owner wants to convert project from condominiums to townhomes, for easier financing.

Total project was approved in 2008 to be built in 3 phases. Owner wants to build the

same units in 4-plex configurations but each 4-plex will be a phase.

Zoning of Subject Property: R4/0SR
Proposed Zoning (If applicable): _PUD
Proposed number of lots 52 , to be developed in _9- phase (8).
Proposed square footage range of homes to be built from 1451 to_ 1608
Page 5

City of Las Cruces Development Application
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Proposed square footage and height of structures to be puilt (if applicable).
1451-1608 sq.ft. Height shall be 16

Anticipated hours of operation (if proposal involves non-residential uses).
This is a residential project

Anticipated traffic generation trips per day.

Anticipated development schedule; work will commence on or about

and will take to complete.

How will stormwater runoff be addressed {on-lot ponding, detention facility, etc.}?
Subdivis_ior; approved drainage study shows on-lot ponding

Will any special landscaping, architectural or site design features be implemented into

the proposal (for example, rock walls, landscaped medians or entryways, entrance

slgnage, architectural themes, decorative lighting)? if so, please describe and attach
This project was approved in 2006. All amenities for

rendering (rendering optional).
the;;proje@'t (a clubhouse with community swimming pool, larde fountain) were.installed

in phase 1.

is the developer/fowner proposing the construction of any new bus stops or bus

shelters? Yes ___ No X _ Explain:

is there existing landscaping on the property
Future phases will be landscaped in accordance with approved landscape plans.

Are there existing buffers on the property? Yes. Thereis an 8.64 acre tract for
~ open gpace and recreation, this tract is surrounded by a rock wall.

is there existing parking on the property? Yes XX No___
I yes, is It paved? Yes XX No___

» Yes. The first phase is fully landscaped.

How many spaces? _11 How many accessible? ___ 2
Attachments

Please attach the following: (* indicates optional item)

Location map

Subdivision Plat (if applicable)

Proposed bullding elevations

*renderings of architectural or site design features
*other pertinent Information

City of Las Cruces Development Application Page 8
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ATTACHMENT #4

Comprehensive Plan Elements and Policies

The following polices from Comprehensive Plan 2040 are relevant to the current proposal:
INFILL

CHAPTER 4 HEALTHY COMMUNITIES

BALANCED DEVELOPMENT section
GOAL 1: Encourage mixed use development.
Policies:
1.4 Encourage a balance of land uses as a means of providing convenience and functionality
to those who may live and work in one area of the community, particularly in designated

Infill areas or where city services exist or are planned to support mixed use development.

GOAL2:  Create a variety of development choices for individuals and families of all
socioeconomic levels.
2.4 Utilize PUD and Infill development regulations to address:

a. Provisions for design standard flexibility as a means of offering suitable opportunities
for successful affordable housing creation.

b. Incentives such as density bonuses, streamlined development reviews, and waivers to
or payment from other City sources of applicable development impact fees as a
means to suppott and enhance development opportunities, especially those which
primarily propose affordable housing for the target groups.

¢. Methods of mitigating potential impacts to adjacent properties through application of
design strategies aimed at increasing overall neighborhood compatibility.

d. Require that Master Plan, Concept Plan and other similar development documents
clearly identify proposed locations of affordable housing, in context with surrounding
land uses in a manner consistent with the Growth Management section of this
Comprehensive Plan.

Developers are encouraged to take additional efforts such as disseminating the
subject land use information in marketing brochures and other similar sources of
information to ensure area residents are aware of proposed phasing/build-out.

HEALTHY AND SAFE ENVIRONMENT section
GOAL 11: Maintain and improve air quality.
11.2 Form cooperative agreements to establish uniform BACM’s.
d. Implement vacant parcel development, such as the City’s Infill Policy Plan, or
mandatory ground cover plantings and maintenance on vacant parcels not ready for
development.

CHAPTER 5 COMMUNITY CHAR4ACTER

FLEXIBLE DESIGN & POSITIVE IMAGE section
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GOAL 19: Encourage development that is context-sensitive and compatible to the surrounding

area.

19.24 Require infill development, both new development and redevelopment, to respect the

architectural styles, massing, color palette, scale, character, landscaping and site design
relationships of the surrounding neighborhood.

CHAPTER 7 SUSTAINABLE GROWTH

MANAGED GROWTH section

GOAL 37: Establish an urban form which reflects coordinated and efficient city growth,

circulation, development, redevelopment, and preservation practices.

Policies

37.1 Create additional incentives to encourage infill development.

37.8 FExtend water lines to those growth areas in the city as shown on the Future Concept
Map as development extends to these designated areas and promote infill development
in order to utilize existing water fines.

37.9 Extend wastewater lines to those growth areas in the city as shown on the Future
Concept Map as development extends to these designated areas and promote infill
development in order to utilize existing wastewater lines.

GOAL 38: Encourage sustainable practices that move toward a compact mixed-use urban form

that supports infill and discourages "leap frog" growth.

38.5 Encourage infill development as defined by City Code, as amended, as a way to support
the utilization of property within the urbanized areas of the city and enhancement of
the existing infrastructure network.

38.10 Facilitate infill and/or higher density mixed use development in downtown and at key
activity centers along transit.

CONCEPT PLANS

CHAPTER 4 HEALTHY COMMUNITY
BALANCED DEVELOPMENT section

GOAL 2: Create a variety of development choices for individuals and families of all

socioeconomic levels.

2.3 Provide a supply of housing available to low and moderate income families within all
areas of Las Cruces. To accomplish this, the City supports a partnership approach,
between public and private sectors, to ensure affordable housing needs are met.
Accomplishment of this policy may be achieved through a variety of means, but not

limited to the following policies.

Require that Master Plan, Concept Plan and other similar development documents
clearly identify proposed locations of affordable housing, in context with surrounding
land uses in a manner consistent with the Growth Management section of this
Comprehensive Plan. Developers are encouraged to make additional efforts such as
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disseminating the subject land use information in marketing brochures and other similar
means to ensure area residents are aware of proposed phasing/build-out.

PLANNED UNIT DEVELOPMENTS

PUDs are discussed in reference to mixed use development in Comprehensive Plan 2040 but
specific policies regarding criteria are not described
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ATTACHMENT #5

DEVELOPMENT REVIEW COMMITTEE (DRC)
January 29, 2014

Following are the verbatim minutes of the City of Las Cruces Development Review
Committee meeting held on Wednesday, January 29, 2014, at 9:00 a.m. in Room 1158
located at City Hall, 700 N. Main Street, Las Cruces, New Mexico.

DRC PRESENT: Robert Kyle, Community Development {Chair)
Meei Montoya, Utilities
Mark Dubbin, Fire Department
Tom Murphy, MPO
Rocio Dominguez, Engineering Services
STAFF PRESENT: Adam Ochoa, Development Services
Katherine Harrison-Rogers, Community Development
Diana Garcia-Parra, Recording Secretary
OTHERS PRESENT: Harold Denton, DVI
Barbara Denton, DVI
. CALL TO ORDER

Kyle: Alright we'll go ahead and call the meeting to order of the Development Review
Committee. It's Wednesday, January 20t |t's approximately 9:03 a.m.

il. APPROVAL OF MINUTES
1. November 20, 2013
Kyle: First item on the agenda is approval of minutes. We have two sets of minutes,
one from November 20, 2013 and one from November 27, 2013.
But in regards to the November 20t minutes, were there any corrections?
Seeing none, may | have a motion to approve the minutes as presented.
Dominguez. Rocio Dominguez, so moved.
Kyle: Second.
Montoya:  Second, Meei Montoya.
Kyle: All those in favor, please signify by saying aye.
Al Aye.
Kyle: Any opposed. Very well, the November 20" DRC minutes are approved.
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2. November 27, 2013
Kyle: Next set is the November 27" DRC minutes. Any corrections? Seeing none,

may | have a motion to approve.

Dominguez: Rocio Dominguez, so moved.

Kyle: Second.

Montoya: Meei Montoya, second.

Kyle: Seconded by Meei Montoya. All those in favor please signify by saying aye.

All:  Aye.

Kyle: Any opposed? Very well, the minutes are approved.

IH. OLD BUSINESS - None

Kyle: We have no old business on the agenda.

IV. NEW BUSINESS
1. PUD-13-02 — Sunset Grove Planned Unit Development (PUD})

Concept Plan

A request for approval of a Concept Plan for a Planned Unit
Development known as the Sunset Grove PUD.

The proposed PUD encompasses 15.69 + acres, is currently zoned
R-4 (Multi-Dwelling High Density & Limited Retail and Office) and
0S-R (Open Space-Recreation) and is located at the southern
dead-end of Calle de Ninos, north of Farney Lane.

The PUD proposes to convert the existing condominium project on
the existing R-4 zoned property into a townhouse development with
fee simple lots and privately maintained roads and common areas.
The currently zoned OS-R portion will be utilized for agricultural

purposes and a pedestrian trail.

Submitted by Denton Ventures, Inc. on behalf of Deko Properties,
LLC, property owner.

Kyle: We have two new business items. The first item is PUD-13-02, Sunset
Grove Planned Unit Development Concept Plan. Staff can you give us a synopsis.

Ochoa: Yes. Adam Ochoa, Development Services, for the record. PUD-13-02 is
the Sunset Grove Townhouse PUD. Subject property is located on the deadend,
southern deadend of Calie de Ninos, | believe is what it is. The property
encompasses approximately 15.69 acres and currently exists a residential

2
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component o Zone R4, multi-dwelling, high density and an agricultural, kind of
ponding area currently Zoned OSR, Open Space Recreational. The PUD proposes .
.. well currently the way it exists, it is a condominium development. The property
owners and the applicants are looking to actually now convert this to a townhouse
development where property owners not only own the building on top of the land, but
also the land that the building is on top of, essentially requiring the PUD because of
the number of variances that would be required, sethacks, all 0 foot setbacks for the
townhouses since it would all be just on top of that land, and other variances
accompanying this. Roughly we’re looking at about 52 units is what this area is
going to be developed, phased out with development of each building, privately
maintained roads, common areas, as well as a clubhouse and pool area. Public
benefits are being provided, not only phased out with the building of certain buildings
on the development, but also an actual deadline date if those don’'t come to fruition.
The review did go through three (3) reviews. No department had any significant
issues with those. Just the final cleaning up of the actual benefits and a time frame
with Development Services and Long Range Planning to get that cleaned up, but
other than that no other issues during the review.

Kyle: Okay so the primary purpose of this application really, is to dissolve the
condominium association and turn it into a typical, fee simple subdivision, correct?

H. Denton: Coirect.

Kyle: Alright. Going the PUD route due to the number of variances, etc.

Ochoa: That’s correct.
Kyle: Alright. Las Cruces Fire, any comments.

Dubbin: Mark Dubbin, Las Cruces Fire Department. Wil there be like a
homeowners association that does maintenance of systems and landscape and all

that sort of thing?
H. Denton: Correct.
Dubbin: And it's mostly, my understanding is that it's all existing.

H. Denton: Uh the darker buildings in here and the clubhouse is just these
buildings remain to be constructed. All the dirt work is done, not all the landscape.
All the landscape with these buildings, but yes. And there will be an association
because land outside of each of the individual lots . . . and they're actually 52 lots,
50 residential, the clubhouse and common area. There's another lot, and the
agricultural tract is the 52 |ot.

Dubbin: Okay. Are there sprinkler systems on these?
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H. Denton: Pardon me.

Dubbin: Are there sprinkler systems on these or are they designed without
sprinkler systems.

H. Denton: There's irrigation for the landscape.
B. Denton: No each building.

Dubbin: Nolknow ...

H. Denton: No there's no sprinkler systems.
Dubbin: Okay.
H. Denton: It meets the uh . ..

Dubbin: The townhouse . ..

H. Denton: Yeah it meets the townhouse requirements.

Dubbin: Okay. Yeah Fire has no issues.

Kyle: Yeah they're all separated. They're separated townhomes, correct . . .
H. Denton: Correct.
Kyle: ... pursuant to the building code. MPO.

Murphy: Tom Murphy, MPO, with no issues.

Kyle: Utilities.

Montoya: We conditionally approved this saying the construction plan would be
subject to review for compliance with the current utility standard. As far as |
understand that the utility line still needs to be extended to those, the proposed new
buildings, so depending on when the plan, the construction plan were approved,

cause it was all approved, all this building, but there may be new utility standard that
was, you know become effective between then and now.

H. Denton: And we agreed to do, well it's been long enough . ..

Montoya: Right.

H. Denton: . _that there's been no activity that we would resubmit . ..
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Montoya: The construction plan for . . .

H. Denton: . . . the construction plan at that point and time.
Montoya: . . . for review, okay. Then we have no issues.
Kyle: Engineering and Technical Services.

Dominguez: This property is on the zoning, on the flood zone hazard area. |
think its OAQO2, right?

H. Denton: Correct.

Dominguez: it's in a flood zone. The (inaudible) is being under review right now.
Other than that we have no issues. And 1 just wanted to state it for the record.

Kyle: Development Services, any comments.
Ochoa: No further issues, no.
Kyle: Applicants do you have anything to add, clarify?

H. Denton: No | think it, what's been stated is very clear. The purpose is really
to deal with the current economic conditions and financing.

Kyle: Okay.
H. Denton: That's really what the change is.
Kyle: If there are no other comments, then | would entertain a motion to approve

the PUD concept plan.
Dubbin: So moved, Mark Dubbin.

Murphy: Second, Tom Murphy.

Kyle: its been moved and seconded. All those in favor please signify by saying
aye.

Al Aye.

Kyle: Any opposed. Seeing none, the motion is approved. Thank you.

H. Denton: Thank you.



ATTACHMENT #8
PEOPLE
DATE:
TO:

FROM: Adam Ochoa, Planner
CASE NO.: PUD-13-02 (Review No.1)

SUBJECT: Sunset Grove Townhouse Condominium PUD
Concept Plan

Attached are a brief description, general location/address, and/or site plans for a proposed PUD request.
Please make comments on the following proposal in response to the impacts that it may have on the City from

the standpoint of your City function, activity, department, or other jurisdiction.

Your review comments may be included in the staff report on the proposed development for the Planning and
Zoning Commission’s and/or City Council’s review.

please use the attached review sheet to record your comments. Please make copies of the review sheets if
you need more. If you need more information concerning a specific case, please contact me at 528-3204.

Please review and return to the Community Development Department no later than [August 28, 2013].

IE YOU REQUIRE AN EXTENSION, PLEASE NOTIFY KATHERINE HARRISON-ROGERS, SENIOR PLANER AT krogers@las-
cruces.org. '

APPROVED AS IS: YES (o)

APPROVED WITH CONDITIONS:

pate:_F./ 30 /13 REVIEWER NAME: 2L, DL

REVIEWER CONTACTNO.____ k)20 ¢

52’7 tommen H < /9’0042'“(
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 In the tabular info on sheet 1 show that TH means Townhouse. Maybe put a
(TH) after the first townhouse in the Townhouse Lot Size square.
+ Call this out as a Concept Plan in the title.
e The third PUD Lot Setbacks is for the entire site? 1don't think that is needed
anymore since we are creating new lots with new setbacks.
« In the Building Separation table call out the 10 feet between units, clusters,
buildings, or what exactly.
e Provide the Density, Minimum Lot Dimensions and street widths and
requirements in the tabular information. Also reference the street cross-section
wherever you will provide one.
Under Objective, you state all units meet townhouse requirements, but the
actually don't meet City Standards for required setbacks. You are actually
creating your own standards.
« Under The Plan state individual lots have a zero setback on all sides.
Note to one of your statements. Lot line adjustments and removal will be done
administratively, but replats creating new lot lines will need to go through the
public process.
« On sheet 2 remove the Phase 1 and future phase lines referencing sheets that
are not in this document. These phase lines are no longer valid if individual
buildings will be built one at a time.
» In Phasing Plan call out Phase 1 as existing
o s the Unit Mix table even needed? Maybe just show example floor plans and
that they will be built when desired and not really providing the number of each
type of unit that will be built.
« Please clarify the parking as | have redlined in sheet 2. _ 4.
o Explain the maintenance road and trail. /4 #4~ Al y voui -ty pub lic '/':"' :ﬁ:éfd
« On sheet 3 provide the correct zoning of R-1a and O-2. You may just want to - - “
remove any reference to zoning and call out land uses like traditional single-
family development, court house, etc.

Szr rrel /74

< Plrasz lisd brnr F4y.¢
“/}'g\;i&/“f /C{VIf/J(“/;'y
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DATE:

TO:

FROM: Adam Ochoa, Planner
CASE NO.: PUD-13-02 (Review No.2)

SUBJECT: Sunset Grove Townhouse Condominium
Plannad Unit Development (PUD) Concept Plan

Attached are a brief description, general location/address, and/or site plans for a proposed PUD request.
Please make comments on the following proposal in response to the impacts that it may have on the City from
the standpoint of your City function, activity, department, or other jurisdiction.

Your review comments may be included in the staff report on the proposed development for the Planning and
Zoning Commission’s and/or City Council’s review.

Please use the attached review sheet to record your comments. Please make copies of the review sheets if
you need more. [f you need more information concerning a specific case, please contact me at 528-3204.

Please review and return to the Community Development Department no later than [October 21, 2013].

IF YOU REQUIRE AN EXTENSION, PLEASE NOTIFY KATHERINE HARRISON-ROGERS, SENIOR PLANER AT krogers@las-
cruces.org.

APPROVED AS IS: YES @

APPROVED WITH CONDITIONS:

oate: 12/ ) 7/)3 REVIEWER NAME: %ﬂ%—'

REVIEWER CONTACTNO. X J¥0 ¢

{72— //d#Cf(A—f'fl’,
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s The PUD Concept Plan seems complete minus some minor changes and
updates that need to be done, but there is still an issue with the public benefits.
A couple of the public benefits are more for the actual residents of the proposed
PUD and not the actual public as a whole so these cannot be listed as public
benefits and should be removed. Staff has met and a couple of benefits were
mentioned to complete the benefit list and move this PUD along. The suggested
benefits are as follows:

o The sidewalk should along the north side of Farney adjacent to the PUD
area should have been built when the subdivision was approved so this -
can now be done and listed as e benefit to provide improved connectivity
in the area.

o Actually making the trail system in the PUD area public for everyone to
use and not just restricted to those living in the PUD. Maybe by providing
an access easement for the trail that will be connected to the existing trail
system on the EBID property will be a great public benefit for the area.

o Possibly working with the City Transportation Department and adopting a
new bus shelter in the surrounding area.

o Providing a landscape buffer consisting of drought tolerant trees adjacent
to the wall along Farney to provide a visual screen of the open and
unused drainage/agricultural area.

These are all suggested, but the sidewalk is required. Some of these benefits
will suffice for the requested PUD and staff can move this forward with the

recommendation of approval.
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DATE:

TO:
FROM: Adam Ochoa, Planner
CASE NO.: PUD-13-02 {Review No.3)

SUBJECT: Sunset Grove Townhouse Condominium PUD
Concept Plan

Attached are a brief description, general location/address, and/or site plans for a proposed PUD request.
Please make comments on the following proposal in response to the impacts that it may have on the City from

the standpoint of your City function, activity, department, or other jurisdiction.

Your review comments may be included in the staff report on the proposed development for the Planning and
Zoning Commission’s and/or City Council’s review.

Please use the attached review sheet to record your comments. Please make copies of the review sheets if
you need more. If you need more information concerning a specific case, please contact me at 528-3204.

Please review and return to the Community Development Department no later than [Dec. 6, 2013].

IF YOU REQUIRE AN EXTENSION, PLEASE NOTIFY KATHERINE HARRISON-ROGERS, SENIOR PLANER AT krogers@las-
cruces.org,

APPROVED AS IS: YES NO
o~y hd Sha )l hwr P [ Ok/ﬁ«f}«y

APPROVED WITH CONDITIONS: /;é{{;j /‘i 5 {0,, ey Vidr e ha)vrs— oy [I/)

oare: 11/ 61 REVIEWER NAME: ﬂvﬂ’/

REVIEWER CONTACTNO.__X J 20 7
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PUD-13-02  Sunset Grove Townhouse PUD Aupgust 23,2013
Advanced Planning Comments (€ McCall)

Conclusions

This is a concept plan for a proposed PUD infill project near Main Street and Farney. The applicants wish to
vacate the condominium plat and subdivide to create individual lots for each townhouse. The townhouses
will be clustered in fours. The basic layout of the unit clusters has not changed substantially from the original
condo plan in this proposed project.

The parcels are currently zoned R-4 and OS-R. Surrounding zoning is R-1a to the west, O-2 to the north, C-3
to the north and west and R-1a to the south of the OS-R component of the project. From a zoning and land use
standpoint, the project is in compatible with surrounding uses. This is also a very attractive location for
housing, with its proximity to Main Street, University Avenue, the nearby commercial areas and NMSU.

In a PUD, the applicants must provide public benefits to offset the deviations from development standards
(policy 2.5.6 below). For the most part, the development does provide several attractive benefits:

¢ Distinefiveness and excellence in design and landscaping per the Urban Design Element — the
applicants have included photos of the proposed townhouses. These are quite attractive with a
distinctive southwest flair.

Regarding landscaping, there is very little to go on in this proposal. There is a large open space tract
to the south of the buildable area designated only as agriculture and ponding. Right now it is a dirt
lot. Do the applicants truly intend to utilize this area invite for urban farming/community gardening
or will it simply be available for lease? The latter would be unacceptable since there is no guarantee
that it will be leased. This would result in 8+ acres of uninviting and unsightly land. This should be
clarified. It would also be helpful to delineate between the ponding areas and the areas that could be
used for urban farming area. More information is needed here.

Regarding the multi-use trail, will it be landscaped? This should also be clarifted.

e Clustering of buildings — compact building design is a plus for infill development and these
townhouse units are well suited in this location.

Greater density would be much more appropriate as would a development that looks more urban
(addressed below).
e Development of active or passive recreational areas — The project proposes a multi-use pathway to the

south of the townhouses surrounding the ag/ponding area. A pathway is an excellent choice: in
addition to recreation, it provides connectivity for pedestrian and cyclists.

However, since the housing cluster is a rather small area
and access to any of the units would be fairly easy from
any point beyond it, it makes more sense to surround the
entire 24+ acres with a mulfi-use path and have
connections to the townhouse area. (Suggested at right.
Circles indicate possible linkages.) This makes the
pathway available to the public rather than exclusively to
townhouse residents, therefore creating an additional
public benefit. The trail would be of greater value to all
cyclists and pedestrians if there were also ¢onnections 10
the nearby irrigation channels which are used as pathways within the city. Finding ways to connect
the trail to Farney, El Paseo and Main Street would further enhance the usefulness of the trail.

The plan description on page 1 states that the “private streets are utilized as an open space linkage to
tie the community together” and includes the entry elemeants, the large fountain and circular drive, the
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community room with pool, trails, common and guest parking and common landscape.” With the
exception of trails, none of these elements is true open space. Staff considers only the trails and the
agricultural/ponding acreage as open space. It would be useful if the applicants would state the
acreage of this open space area with their next submittal, especially if there is 2 minimum acreage

open space requirement.

Supply recreational facilities for owners/residents — the pool, clubhouse and playground are a nice
addition. The playground seems dangerously placed so fencing, sidewalks, or other safety buffer
elements should be noted in the next submission. There is very little true “common” outdoor space —
only the playground — since the areas in front and to the side of each unit would in actuality function

as the unit’s front yard, even though commonly owned.

Advancement of City policy or plan — an infill development serves the City’s Comprehensive Plan
and for the most part, complies with the policies noted below.

There are several goals and actions in the El Paseo Community Blueprint and these are listed below.
Of note, the proposal does not support the following:

Goals:
2. Allow diverse land uses and housing types to locate in proximity to each other in order to

achieve a walkable, inclusive and economically viable area.
= The walkability and inclusivity of this proposal is limited. It appears to be a low-
density enclave in the midst of an urban area.

5. Support active living and healthy community design through appropriate guidelines and

regulations for the planning area.
= These will be carried out as a function of the review process.

Actions:
o Advance the City’s transit plan and affordable housing strategies by encouraging higher

density housing along and around the corridor. (Goals 1, 2,4, 5 & 6)
= The low density of the project is problematic

o Adopt policies that require, or at minimum encourage, affordable housing units to be
integrated with other housing options within the same development. (Goal 2)
= It is not clear from this proposal whether affordable units will be made available.

o Develop standards to guide the evolution of destination-oriented and/or transit-oriented
developments with distinctive, human-scaled urban environments and civic spaces.
(Goals 1-6)

= Much of the surrounding area is office and commercial, making this development a
perfect place for multimodal transportation. Perhaps the developers would be willing
to construct a bus shelter at the bus stop on S. Main Street as an additional public

benetit?
o Adopt urban design and architectural standards that can improve the aesthetics and user-
appeal of the streetscape. (Goals 4 & 6)

»  As noted before, the townhouses are quite attractive, although the project has a
suburban look to it, in part because of the lack of sidewalks throughout the

development.
o Adopt standards to incorporate green development and building techniques. (Goals 4, 5 &
6)
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*  Green infrastructuref/low impact development techniques and green building
techniques would be looked upon favorably. It is not clear from the proposal whether
the developers intend to incorporate these; more information is needed.

The applicants are requesting the following deviations to the Zoning Code (policy 2.5.6 below):

Setbacks — The concept plan indicates that the townhouses will be built with 0 front and side
setbacks. This would indicate that what would normally be seen from the street as the “front yard” is
actually common area and the townhouses have no outside space except the private patios.

The common areas seem unusable as illustrated since they are xeriscaped and not especially inviting.
Staff is not clear on the purpose or benefits of this arrangement and would like some clarification.

Density — The entire townhouse area shown
in our GIS database is 15.69 acres, thus
creating a subdivision with an overall density
of 3 dwelling units per acre. This is noted on
page 2 of the concept plan in the Site
Tabulation as “total lot density.” .
.:,E&mﬁueuo&mrjf

Given this location and the fact that the < PR EY 2
proposal is an infill project, it is a perfect SAV e '
place for higher density, walkable housing
area with easy access to NMSU, commercial
hubs, bike routes and transit. These are
neighborhood characteristics the City strongly
supports. However, staff understands that changing the proposal at this point would not be possible
without additional costs.

Street width — The streets are proposed with widths of 20 feet, a variance from the 32 feet city street
standard. This proposal designates “private drives” which are not defined, but as a PUD, the
applicants need not comply with the City standard. It should be stressed, however, that there is a
possibility that the HOA will eventually request that the streets be turned over to the City since
private street agreements inevitably fail. The City will not accept private streets that are not built to

City standards.

The City strives to build walkable communities and this proposed private drive network would be
very unsafe for pedestrians. There are no sidewalks so residents will have fo play and walk in the
street. What if visitors park on the street, which will inevitably happen? Driving area would be
reduced to about 12 feet, acceptable to fire truck passage but not two-way traffic. Sidewalks on at
least one side of each drive should be added.

Parking — The development provides over 200 residential parking spaces or 4/unit. Two of these will
be garage spaces, with the remaining two to be “stacked.” (Note: does this mean behind the first

two?)

Ingress/Egress — This element is not listed in the list of possible PUD variances but is an importaat
point to address. The project indicates only one entrance into/out of the development. This is unusual
since the City usually requires two. Using the Calle de Ninos cul de sac for the noted 335 trips per
day seems problematic to me. Access from another point would be ideal. However, the final
determination would be that of Fire and Police.

Policy 2.5.5 below states what should be included in a concept plan:

the purpose and intent of the development {including the explanation/justification for submitting a
PUD)

method for providing utilities

phasing data
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density information

iand use information

description of how proposed land uses will be integrated within the immediate and adjacent study
areas’

transportation impact information

treatment of open space and recreational areas

environmental/geologic impacts

schematic site plan showing land uses, parking areas, walkways and landscaping

a vicinity map showing the location of the site.

The applicants fulfill these requirements and in that regard, staff approves the proposal. But many issues
remain and should be addressed adequately before submitting the site plan. As illustrated and proposed, staff

does not support the proposal.

The following polices from the 1999 Comprehensive Plan are relevant to the current proposal:

Land Use Element, Goal 1 {Land Uses}

Policies:

1.3.5

1.8.1.

1.8.2.

1.8.3.

1.8.4.

1.8.5.

1.8.6.

All residential development shall address the following urban design criteria: compatibility to the
adjacent neighborhood in terms of architectural design, height/density, and the provision of
landscaping. Architectural and fandscaping design standards for residential uses shall be established

in the Comprehensive Plan Urban Design Element.

The infill area shall be defined as the area buffered by Interstate 25 on the east, University Avenue to
the south, Valley Drive from University Avenue to Hoagland Road on the west and Hoagland
Road/Three Crosses/N. Main Street as the northern boundary.

Infill development shall be compatible with the existing architecture, landscaping, and character of
the surrounding neighborhood. (See Appendix 1 for further information.)

Any infill development that generally requires two (2) or more variances as a result of topography,
economic or other constraints, shall be required to go through the Planned Unit Development process.
(See Planned Unit Developments for further information).

The Infill Planned Unit Development process shall be established in a streamlined approach to
support development within the urbanized core of the City.

The City strongly encourages the developer to seek participation from adjacent landowners and
neighbors of the proposed development via a neighborhood meeting where all neighborhood concerns

may be addressed.

Incentives to create infill development will be considered for all types of development in the infill
area.

Additional infill policies and incentives to create infill development shall be furthered defined
through the development of an Infill Policy Plan.

Land Use Element, Goal 2 (Growth Management)

Policies:



25.1

2.5.2

253

254

2.5.5.

256
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The Planned Unit Development process shall observe growth management policy as established in the
Land Use Element, other applicable elements and all companion documents,

Planned Unit Developments will only be used for those developments which can be created to benefit
both the community and the developer.

The PUDs process shall be required for those subdivided, multi-phased developments which
generally request more than two (2) planning-related variances.

Those developments which request variances to engineering standards (non-planning-related issues)
will be considered and acted upon by the Development Review Committee (DRC).

PUD:s are required to follow an appropriate process for the review and subsequent action by
applicable City staff and boards/committees. PUDs shall be similar to Master Plans and special use
permits in terms of the time-frame as well as the process itself. The PUD process requires the
following information:

a.

Submittal of a concept plan. The concept plan is similar to a Master Plan in that it is intended
to serve as a tool which can assist in identifying the appropriateness of a proposed
development in context with its surroundings. This plan shall address at minimum, the
purpose and intent of the development (including the explanation/justification for submitting
a PUD), method for providing utilities, phasing data, density information, land use
information, description of how proposed land uses will be integrated within the immediate
and adjacent study areas, transportation impact information, treatment of open space and
recreational areas, environmental/geologic impacts, schematic site plan showing land uses,
parking arecas, walkways and landscaping, and a vicinity map showing the location of the site.

Submittal of a final site plan. This plan shall act as a Preliminary Plat when the applicant
must go through the subdivision process. The final site plan shall address the location and
dimensions of all buildings, setbacks, parking, walkways, lighting, signs, landscaping, open
space, recreational and buffered areas, and other elements of development; all of which must
conforin to the approved concept plan. All proposed design-related issues, i.e. drainage,
utilities, transportation, streets, and lot layout, etc., must be addressed and approved prior to
building permit issuance and Final Plat consideration.

The City realizes that there must be an advantage and genuine interest for developers to initiate the .
PUD process. The City also realizes that it must make some inducements to motivate the developer
to use the PUD’s flexibility to create a unique, quality development. In return, a developer should
provide a meaningful benefit to the community by providing specific types of development.
Consequently, standard housing developments (typical R-1, single family zoning) shall not use the
PUD process. In order to accomplish this, only particular types of development may utilize PUDs as

a means to an end.

a.

The types of developments or areas in which development may occur (or combinations of) which
may ufilize the PUD process are as follows:

High density residential development

Low density residential development
Affordable housing development
Environmentally sensitive area development
Redevelopment

Infill development

Historic District development

Clustering development

Social (quasi-public) development
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Commercial/Business development
Industrial development

b. Incentives which may be used through the PUD

Setbacks

Building height

Density

Lot width

Lot size

Street width
Development-related fees
Signage

Parking

¢. A developer may not be granted a variation in design elements without providing a benefit to the
City/community which, in tum, may only be accomplished with quality design principles. Such
benefits to the City/community include:

L]

Distinctiveness and excellence in design and landscaping per the Urban Design Element
Placement of structures on most suitable sites with consideration of topography, soils,
vegetafion, siope, etc.

Preservation of major arroyos as per the Storm Water Management Policy Plan
Preservation of important cultural resources such as known or potential archaeological sites
Provision of affordable housing and/or subsidized housing

Provide architectural variety

Clustering of buildings

Provide alternative transportation facilities

Increased park fees

Increased landscaping, including higher quality landscaping deeper vegetative buffers; or
increased planting along roadways, in open spaces and recreational areas, and along the
perimeter of the project

Use of greenways or landscaped corridors linking various uses.

Screening of or rear placement of parking areas

Use of sidewalks/footpaths or pedestrian bicycle circulation networks

Segregation of vehicular and pedestrian/bicycle circulation networks

Traffic mitigation measures

Other public benefits such as provision of a community center or day care center
Development of active or passive recreational areas

Public access to community facilities in PUD

Supply recreational facilities for owners/residents

Advancement of City policy or plan

2.5.7 The applicant shall clearly state that any deviations from required zoning and development standards
are deserving of such waivers. The City shall not experience a decrease in level-of-service, increase
tax burden or maintenance burden beyond typical development. Justification for waivers shall be in
the form of traffic analysis, land use assumptions, or any other source which clearly demonstrates that
such variations would not adversely impact the health, safety, and welfare of residents. Impacts
resulting from code deviations must be thoroughly addressed and mitigation strategies provided

before the City may grant any waivers.

2.5.8 A developer will not be granted a waiver to the City’s design standards that may pose a threat to
public health, safety, and welfare. Waivers must also be consistent with City policies found in all

City documents and plans.

Urban Design Goal 2 (Conservation/Preservation)

Policies:
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2.5.1.  Advocate an appropriate balance between physical development and open space that will provide a
desirable environment and quality of life in the urban area as well as perpetuating the unique natural
and rural environments of the region.

2.5.2. Encourage new development to provide networks of open space. Open space should be linked with
parks and recreational trails so that any open space areas may be considered “usable” space.
Development waivers, such as density bonuses, shall be used as incentives to developers to create

and/or maintain open space.

2.5.4. Encourage the preservation of agricultural pockets in the developed area of the City as one means of
retaining a rural character. Agricultural pockets will be considered as open space which will add to
our unique urban/rural views. The preservation of these areas will also provide as a reminder of our

agricultural history.

Urban Design Goal 3 {(Design)

Policies:
3.1.1. Residential and Commercial development should preserve a regional Desert Southwesiern image
rooted in a variety of architectural styles and design elements and strengthened by creative

contemporary expression,

3.10.1. Infill development, both new development and redevelopment, should be required to respect the
architectural styles, bulk, setbacks, color, scale, character and site design relationships of the existing

neighborhood.

3.10.2. Support those residential developments which possess an identifiable neighborhood image while stifl
providing a variety of housing styles in order to avoid a monotonous, “cookic-cutter” appearance.

a. Developers should provide a variation of residential facades to provide visual interest.
b. Encourage a variety in setbacks and structure spacing as a means of avoiding monotony and
uniformity.

The following goals and actions from the El Paseo Community Blueprint are relevant to the current
proposal:

Goals

In order to address the Vision for El Paseo and the issues
noted above, the following goals have emerged as the
main points in evaluating redevelopment options and
improvements to the El Paseo planning area:

I. Redevelop El Paseo Road as a safer and more
user-friendly corridor; prioritize equitable design
to ensure pedestrians, bicyclists, transit-users,
automobile users and people with varying abilities
have equal opportunity in accessing uses along the
corridor.

2. Allow diverse land uses and housing types to
locate in proximity to each other in order to
achieve a walkable, inclusive and economically
viable area.
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3. Allow flexibility in land and building uses such that development can respond fo economic and

ownership changes.
4. Improve the aesthetic appeal of the corridor; foster a “sense of place” or community identity along the

corridor,
5. Encourage climate-responsive and environmentally sustainable development practices, such as
traditional building forms, green building techniques and the use of green infrastructure along the

corridor.
6. Support active living and healthy community design through appropriate guidelines and regulations

for the planning area,

Actions

The goals outlined for the El Paseo planning area indicate the need for consideration of a regulatory measure,
such as an overlay or alternative code, which addresses the quality of the built environment without being
overly restrictive on land/building use. Although each of the following recommended actions supports
specific goals identified for the planning area, it should be noted that the majority of these are mutually
supportive and can be efficiently incorporated into one comprehensive planning document, such as a form-

based code/manual.
* Develop and adopt a form-based code for the El Paseo planning area. (Goals 1- 6)

¢ Design El Paseo Road as a Complete Street. (Goals 1 & 6)

* Implement the Road Safety Assessment (RSA) recommendations for El Paseo Road as appropriate
within the context of the Complete Street concept. (Goals 1 & 6)

¢ Incorporate the Institute of Transportation Engineers’ recommended practices in DesigningWalkable
Urban Thoroughfares: A Context Sensitive Approach, as they pertain to the overarching vision for the

plan area. (Goals 1,2, 4 & 6)

» Advance the City’s transit plan and affordable housing strategies by encouraging higher density
housing along and around the corridor, (Goals 1,2, 4, 5 & 6)

* Adopt policies that require, or at minimum encourage, affordable housing units fo be integrated with
other housing options within the same development. (Goal 2)

* Develop standards to guide the evolution of destination-oriented and/or transit-oriented developments
with distinctive, human-scaled urban environments and civic spaces. (Goals 1-6)

e Adopt urban design and architectural standards that can improve the aesthetics and user-appeal of the
streetscape. (Goals 4 & 6)

e Adopt standards to incorporate green development and building techniques. (Goals 4, 5 & 6)

¢ Investigate options to incentivize redevelopment such as investing in infrastructure improvements,
pilot/catalyst projects, public-private partnerships; shared parking provisions, density bonus
allowances; streamlining the application process, and organizing design competitions and charrettes.

{Goals 1- 6)

If adopted, this Blueprint will serve as a policy plan to guide the development of standards and code
provisions (as recommended above). The process of developing a form-based code typically involves an
intensive public planning process, which can define several aspects of the code, from the determination of its
legal nature to the specificity of site-planning standards. Similarly, redesigning El Paseo as a Complete Street
or walkable thoroughfare will also involve additional public input. The redesign of El Paseo Road can either
be a process independent of the form-based code, or it can proceed in conjunction with the drafting of the
code. The City of Las Cruces Community Development, Public Works and Finance Departments would need
to coordinate with each other in order to implement the actions related to the design of El Paseo Road. Public
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Works is currently working on funded projects such as the re-construction of the El Paseo/Idaho intersection
and raised medians at El Paseo and Wyatt.

Since El Paseo is a constrained right-of-way with varying widths along the corridor, the logical next

steps in the process of redesigning/redeveloping El Paseo Road would be to survey the existing corridor and
develop a conceptual sketch, followed by a cost analysis and implementation plan with funding and phasing
schedules. A conceptual sketch of El Paseo Road that incorporates the design-related recommendations in this
Blueprint would provide guidance to any redevelopment plans for the corridor.

To review the entire El Paseo Community Blueprint, go to www.las-cruces.org and in the upper right corner
Google search “El Paseo Blueprint.”
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PUD-13-02 Sunset Grove Townhouse PUD Qctober 17,2013

AMENDED  Advanced Planning Comments (C McCall)

Conclusions

This is an updated concept plan for a proposed PUD infill project near Main Street and Farney. The applicants
wish to vacate the condominium plat and subdivide to create individual lots for each townhouse. The
townhouses will be clustered in fours. The basic layout of the unit clusters has not changed substantially from

the original condo plan in this proposed project.

Since policies from the City’s Comprehensive Plan and the El Paseo Community Blueprint were included in
staff’s initial review, they are not duplicated here. This discussion focuses on public benefits required to offset
deviations from development standards in a PUD (Comp Plan Growth Management policy 2.5.6). The
applicants are asking for zero lot lines on all sides. Current development standards require setbacks to be
those found in the underlying R-4 zoning: 20 feet front; 7 feet side; and 7 feet rear. For the most part, the
benefits noted in the proposal are actually private amenities for the residents, aithough completing the infill

project will be a boost to the development of that area.

Long range planning staff met with the applicants to discuss some possible public benefits that would offset
the request for setback deviations for the townhouses. One important benefit to pedestrians and the
connectivity of the community would be a sidewalk along Farney, a collector roadway. According to Section
32-36 (Design Standards-City Streets) of the Development Code, a subdivider shall be responsible for 100%
of the street improvements within the boundaries of the subdivision. When iniprovements are required on
streets adjacent to a subdivision or property boundaries as indicated by street classification, as determined by
the MPO transportation plan, transportation element of the comprehensive plan and/or the development
review committee, the subdivider shall provide the following street improvements or pay for the-cost of these

improvements to the city:

Aﬂjacent Sfreet Classification 18treet Improvement Requirentents

Low Densitj‘/ Local . full street section

Minor Loca!’ full street section _

'i_\a'/fajor Local ‘ ’ | street sectioﬁ, including Asid'c&";'alk, curb and gutter
CQHGGIGI_‘;( ) | Vs st’réet. section, including sidewalk, curb aﬁd gutter
Minbi- Arterial 3 1, street section, inchxding sidewalk, curb and lgufter
Major Artérial Y, street section, including sidewalk, cuyb angd:gutter

In a review of the original ordinance adopted in 2004 (0-2108), it is unclear what kind of agreement the City
and applicant reached regarding a sidewalk on Farney. Additional research by staff and the applicant is
necessary to clarify any past agreement on this sidewalk. But sincé a sidewalk was not constricted at that
time, if should be constructed as part of this PUD. Additional connectivity could be achieved by making all

or part of the proposed internal trail network more available to users by providing connections to the City’s

trail network.
ard no longer proposed, landscaping should also be provided and

ing approach that would tie improvements to unit sales or other
at the beginning of the project but

With the original vision of the pecan orch
long range planning staff suggested a phas
agreeable benchmark. Improvements would not have to be completed
could be added over time as more townhouses are built and soid.
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In addition to the sidewalk, which is required by Code, staff suggests the following public benefits, in order of
phasing and priority. These-are illustrated on the attached map. Staff understands that incorporating all of
these may nol be economically feasible, nor would they all be required. The applicants will have to weigh
their importance against their ability to comply with the required development standards.

1. A drought-tolerant ground cover of cash crop in the OS-R acreage. This could be planted and
maintained until such time as permanent crop plans could be made. Rosemary, native grasses or
wildflowers are recommended. Pecan trees as an eventual commercial crop are discouraged, unless
sustainable irrigation practices are employed in lieu of flood irrigation.

9. A 'few drought-tolerant shade trees inside the rock wall on the south side of the OS-R portion of the
development, such as Arizona Ash or Mesquite. (The City’s Landscape requirements include a list of
acceptable species.)

3. Trail connections to the City’s and EBID'’s canal trail network.

4. A shelter at the nearest bus stop, which is on Main, approximately
5 Access to the internal trail at both the east and west ends of the rock wall along Farney,

14 mile north of Farney.
not just the

* west end.

tegend -

B Dioughtolerant crop -fp[oposeté
@& Crought-ioferent shada lred - proposed
. @ Tralaccass.- proposed

= Sidovatk - proposad:

e Caial [f2if gocass - proposed

— Trall_Syslem_2010
! smmwwaw £0ID_Waler_Systom
#; Transit Routes 40 & 50 Stop




154

PUD-13-02 Sunset Grove Townhouse PUD October 17, 2013
2" AMENDMENT
Advanced Planning Comments (C McCall)

Conclusions

This is an updated concept plan for a proposed PUD infill project near Main Street and Farney. The applicants
wish to vacate the condominium plat and subdivide to create individual lots for each townhouse. The
townhouses will be clustered in fours. The basic layout of the unit clusters has not changed substantially from
the original condo plan in this proposed project.

Since the last submission, the City has adopted Comprehensive Plan 2040, an update of the 1999 plan. This
new submission addresses staff concerns submitted previously. Public benefits provided include public
unpaved frails within the 8.5-acre open space tract, a new bus shelter on South Main Street, openings in the
south wall at both ends of Farney and infill development.

The applicants have also provided a schedule of completion for these benefits. All indicate completion at
partial buildout (2018, 2020, 2022). Although not ideal, it does indicate a commitment on the part of the
applicants to provide these benefits.

Overall, staff is supportive of the project.

The following polices from Comprehensive Plan 2040 are relevant to the current proposal:
ENFILL

CHAPTER 4 HEALTHY COMMUNITIES

BALANCED DEVELOPMENT section
GOAL 1. Encourage mixed use development.
Policies:

1.4 Encourage a balance of land uses as a means of providing convenience and functionality to those
who may live and work in one area of the community, particularly in designated Infill areas or where
city services exist or are planned to support mixed use development.

GOAL 2: Create a variety of development choices for individuals and families of all
socioeconomic levels.

2.4 Utilize PUD and Infill development regulations to address:

b Incentives

............................................................................................................................

such as density bonuses, streamlined development reviews, and waivers to or payment
from other City sources of applicable development impact fees as a means to support and
enhance development opportunities, especially those which primarily propose affordable

housing for the target groups.

aimed at increasing overall neighborhood compatibility.
s T T T S USRI P O I N RIS PRI IR EI S EI T ervenaerens Require

that Master Plan, Concept Plan and other similar development documents clearly identify
proposed locations of affordable housing, in context with surrounding land uses in a manner
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consistent with the Growth Management section of this Comprehensive Plan.

Developers are encouraged to take additional efforts such as disseminating the
subject land use information in marketing brochures and other similar sources of
information to ensure area residents are aware of proposed phasing/build-out.

HEALTHY AND SAFE ENVIRONMENT section

GOAL 11: Maintain and improve air quality.
11.2 Form cooperative agreements to establish uniform BACM's.
d. Implement vacant parcel development, such as the City's Infill Policy Plan, or mandatory ground

cover plantings and maintenance on vacant parcels not ready for development.
CHAPTER 5 COMMUNITY CHAR4ACTER

FLEXIBLE DESIGN & POSITIVE IMAGE section

GOAL19: . Encourage development thatis context-sensitive and compatible to the surrounding
area.
19.24 Require infill development, both new development and redevelopment, to respect the

architectural styles, massing, color palette, scale, character, landscaping and site design
relationships of the surrounding neighborhood.

CHAPTER 7 SUSTAINABLE GROWTH

MANAGED GROWTH section
GOAL 37: Establish an urban form which reflects coordinated and efficient city growth,

circulation, development, redevelopment, and preservation practices.

Policies

37.1 Create additional incentives to encourage infilt development.

37.8 Extend water lines to those growth areas in the city as shown on the Future Concept Map as
development extends to these designated areas and promote infill development in order to
utilize existing water lines.

37.9 Extend wastewater lines to those growth areas in the city as shown on the Future Concept
Map as development extends to these designated areas and promote infill development in
order to utilize existing wastewater lines.

GOAL 38: Encourage sustainable practices that move toward a compact mixed-use urban

form that supports infill and discourages "leap frog" growth.

385 Encourage infill development as defined by City Code, as amended, as a way to support the
utilization of property within the urbanized areas of the city and enhancement of the
existing infrastructure network.

38.10 Facilitate infilt and/or higher density mixed use development in downtown and at key

activity centers along transit.
CONCEPT PLANS

CHAPTER 4 HEALTHY COMMUNITY
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BALANCED DEVELOPMENT section

GOAL 2: Create a variety of development choices for individuals and famities of all
socioeconomic levels.
2.3 Provide a supply of housing available to low and moderate income families within all areas of

Las Cruces. To accomplish this, the City supporis a partnership approach, between public and private
sectors, to ensure affordable housing needs are met. Accomplishment of this policy may be achieved
through a variety of means, but not limited to the following policies.

Require that Master Plan, Concept Plan and other similar development documents clearly
identify proposed locations of affordable housing, in context with surrounding fand usesin a
manner consistent with the Growth Management section of this Comprehensive Plan.
Developers are encouraged to make additional efforts such as disseminating the subject land
use information in marketing brochures and other similar means to ensure area residents are

aware of proposed phasing/build-out.

PLANNED UNIT DEVELOPMENTS

PUDs are discussed in reference to mixed use development in Comprehensive Plan 2040 but specific
policies regarding criteria arc not described



DATE: August 21, 2013

TO: EAsy
FROM: Adam Ochoa, Planner
CASE NO.: PUD-13-02 (Review No.1)

SUBIJECT: Sunset Grove Townhouse Condominium PUD
Concept Plan

Attached are a brief description, general location/address, and/or site plans for a proposed PUD request.
Please make comments on the following proposal in response to the impacts that it may have on the City from
the standpoint of your City function, activity, department, or other jurisdiction.

Your review comments may be included in the staff report on the proposed development for the Planning and
Zoning Commission’s and/or City Council’s review,

Please use the attached review sheet to record your comments, Please make copies of the review sheets if
you need more. [f you need more information concerning a specific case, please contact me at 528-3204.

Please review and return to the Community Development Department no later than {August 28, 2013].

IF YOU REQUIRE AN EXTENSION, PLEASE NOTIFY KATHERINE HARRISON-ROGERS, SENIOR PLANER AT krogers@ias-
cruces.org.

APPROVED AS IS: YES @

APPROVED WITH CONDITIONS:
DATE: ‘f/'lé/l 3

REVIEWER NAME: &ZW (A)m}/

REVIEWER CONTACT NO._3210
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MPO REVIEW COMMENTS

Planning and Zoning Commission Cases

Case #: PUD-13-02 Date: August 21, 2013
Request  Sunset Grove Townhouse Condo PUD
Concept Plan
MPO Dist. to | Functional | MTP ROW Dist. to | AADT | Current | Planned
Thoroughfare | Thor. Class Slass Required | Transit | (year} | Bike Fac. | Bike Fac.
- R e © B wqy,
Meicn Q54 A 120 Q"’h'tﬁ) (3010)

Recommended Conditions of Approval

/‘ﬂo\»f u'\,ati\s NP W?)/*

Additional Comments
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DATE: October 11, 2013
TO:
FROM: Adam Ochoa, Planner

CASE NO.: PUD-13-02 (Review No.2)

SUBJECT: Sunset Grove Townhouse Condominium
Planned Unit Development {PUD) Concept Plan

Attached are a brief description, general iocation/address, and/or site plans for a proposed PUD request,
Please make comments on the following proposal in response to the impacts that it may have on the City from
the standpoint of your City function, activity, department, or other jurisdiction.

Your review comments may be included in the staff report on the proposed development for the Planning and
Zoning-Commission’s and/or City Council’s review.

Please use the attached review sheet to record your comments. Please make copies of the review sheeats if
you'need more. If you need more information concerning a specific case, please contact me at 528-3204.

Please review and return to the Community Development Department ne later than [October 21, 2013].

. v
IF.YOU REQUIRE AN EXTENSION, PLEASE NOTIFY KATHERINE HARRISON-ROGERS, SENIOR PLANER AT krogers@lds-
cruces.org.

APPROVED AS IS: YES NO

APPROVED WITH CONDITIONS;
DATE: LOAa/:z REVIEWER NAME: ﬁdﬂg_u):%______
o REVIEWER CONTACT NO._2070
Cf;mv[ o (,oma’(b‘:m 45 /Jt(o{(»m-@ ot fﬂau';w & *Q-ﬂ VLMJ peolt
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DATE:

TO:
FROM: Adam Ochoa, Planner
CASE NO.: PUD-13-02 (Review No.3)

SUBJECT: Sunset Grove Townhouse Condominium PUD
Concept Plan

Attached are a brief description, general iocation/address, and/or site plans for a proposed PUD request.
Please make comments on the following proposal in response to the impacts that it may have on the City from
the standpoint of your City function, activity, department, or other jurisdiction.

Your review comments may be included in the staff report on the proposed development for the Planning and
Zoning Commission’s and/or City Council’s review.

Please use the attached review sheet to record your comments. Please make copies of the review sheets if
you need more. If you need more information concerning a specific case, please contact me at 528-3204.

Please review and return to the Community Development Department no later than [Dec. 6, 2013].

IF YOU REQUIRE AN EXTENSION, PLEASE NOTIFY KATHERINE HARRISON-ROGERS, SENIOR PLANER AT krogers@las-
cruces.org.

APPROVED AS IS: NO
APPROVED WITH CONDITIONS: @M
pATE: 1% / ‘5/ b REVIEWER NAME: 7 waa{‘

REVIEWER CONTACT NO.__ 2€%) 7

Wo - Commst




DATE:

TO:
FROM: Adam Ochoa, Planner
CASE NO.: PUD-13-02 (Review No.1)

SUBJECT: Sunset Grove Townhouse Condominium PUD
Concept Plan

Attached are a brief description, general location/address, and/or site plans for a proposed PUD request.
Please make comments on the following proposal in response to the impacts that it may have on the City from
the standpoint of your City function, activity, department, or other jurisdiction.

Your review comments may be includedin the staff report on the proposed development for the Planning and
Zoning Commission’s and/or City Council’s review.

Please use the attached review sheet to record your comments. Please make copies of the review sheets if
you need more. If you need more information concerning a specific case, please contact me at 528-3204.

Please review and return to the Community Development Department no later than [August 28, 2013].

IF YOU REQUIRE AN EXTENSION, PLEASE NOTIFY KATHERINE HARRISON-ROGERS, SENIOR PLANER AT krogers@las-
cruces.org.

APPROVED AS IS: YES %
APPROVED WITH CONDITIONS:

]
pate:_94}2 L1z reviewer NaMeL R oci o Do s nguer.

REVIEWER CONTACT NO._52.4-30*\

n

de“&ﬂ, C/O(\co/g)i\)'a\ O\ra\,\QéQJQiW\



Case Review Sheet

To: Engineering Services
Case #: PUD-13-02 Date: August 21, 2013
Request ~ Sunset Grove Townhouse Condo PUD

Concept Plan

FLOOD ZONE DESIGNATION:

Zone A {Flood elevation neéded)

Zone AE (Flood elevation known) Pt
Zone AH (Flood 1"~ 3’ ponding) R
Zone AO (Flood 1'=3" - steep slopes)

Zone AS9 (100-year flood)

ZoneX -
Zone X(500) (500 Yr. flood zone)

Zone D (Unknown flood determlnatlon) .

DEVELOPMENT IMPROVEMENTS:

Drainage Calculation needed YES -K: NO __ NA___
Drainage Study needed YES X NO___ N/A__
Other drainage Impr. needed YES _ﬁ(f_ NO___

Sidewalk extension needed YES ___ NO _ﬁ@_

Curb & gutter extension needed YES ___

Paving extension needed YES ___ NO _K_

NMDOT permit needed _ YES __ NO K

DEPARTMENTAL RECOMMENDATION & OTHER COMMENTS:

Recommendation: Approval X Denial
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DATE:

TO:
FROM: Adam Ochoa, Planner
CASE NO.: PUD-13-02 (Review No.2)

SUBJECT: Sunset Grove Townhouse Condominium
Planned Unit Development (PUD) Concept Plan

Attached are a brief description, general location/address, and/or site plans for a proposed PUD request.
Please make comments on the following proposalinresponse to the impacts that it may have on the City from
the standpoint of your City function, activity, department, or other jurisdiction.

Your review comments ray be included in the staff reporton the proposed development for the Planning and
Zoning Commission’s and/or City Council’s review.

hé‘d;»fgview sheet to record your comments. Please make copies of the review sheets if
fieed more- information concerning a specific case, please contact me at 528-3204.

fh to the Community Devéloprr{ent.Department no later than [October 21, 2013].

XTENSION, PLEASE NOTIFV KATHERINE HARRISON-ROGERS, SENIOR PLANER AT krogers@las-

PRROVEDAS I5: @ NO

APPROVED WITH CONDITIONS: A

DATE: _ !O/Z/L/B REVIEWER NAME:%@(’; &) %«‘)m& NP AP
P REVIEWER CONTACT NO._FB_S5a.Gh-20%1 {



PEOPLE

DATE: August 21, 2013 RECEIVED
TO: Sy AUG 2 1 2013
TRAFFIC

FROM: Adam Ochoa, Planner

CASE NO.: PUD-13-02 {Review No.1)

SUBJECT: Sunset Grove Townhouse Condominium PUD
Concept Plan

Attached are a brief description, general location/address, and/or site plans for a proposed PUD request.
Please make comments on the following proposal in response to the impacts that it may have on the City from
the standpeint of your City function, activity, department, or other jurisdiction.

Your review comments may be included in the staff report on the proposed development for the Planning and
Zoning Commission’s and/or City Council’s review.

Please use the attached review sheet to record your comments. Please make copies of the review sheets if
you need more. if you need more information concerning a specific case, please contact me at 528-3204.

Please review and return to the Commuriity Development Department no later than [August 28, 2013].

IF YOU REQUIRE AN EXTENSION, PLEASE NOTIFY KATHERINE HARRISON-ROGERS, SENIOR PLANER AT krogers@/as-
cruces.org.

APPROVED AS IS: YES @
APPROVED WITH CONDITIONS:

DATE: 8\36‘;\% Reviewer NAME: _1G, é}mwzﬂ\
! REVIEWER CONTACTNO.___| ¥ 72/
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City of Las Cruces
Planning and Zoning Commission
Case Review Sheet

TRAFFIC:

Case #: PUD-13-02 Date: August 21, 2013

Request  Sunset Grove Townhouse Condo PUD
Concept Plan

SITE ACCESSIBILITY: * /
Adequate deriving aisle Yes No N/A
Adequate curb cut Yes No N/A
Intersection sight problems Yes No_x N/A
Off-street parking problems Yes No N/A -

ON-STREET PARKING IMPACTS:
None Low Medium High

Explain:

FUTURE INTERSECTION IMPROVEMENTS:

- Yes If yes, what intersection? _
No- when (timeframe)?
Is a TIA required? Yes / No

If yes, please provide findings: ?{L&MQL af) /.?Aﬂ TI A t,;/b-n/(.(lc»w.c.-./‘ s

*Any new improvements, at either the time of subdivision or building permit, will require
conformance to either the City of Las Cruces Curb Cut Ordinance #1250, the City of Las
Cruces Design Standards, or the City of Las Cruces Zoning Code (2001, as amended).

DEPARTMENTAL RECOMMENDATION & OTHER COMMENTS:

”Z(_ Denial

Recommendation: Approval



,."_.:57.9@":‘» i

i

DATE: October 11, 2013

TO: RECEIVED

FROM: Adam Ochoa, Planner net 4
TRAFFIG

CASE NO.: PUD-13-02 (Review No.2)

SUBJECT: Sunset Grove Townhouse Condominium
Planned Unit Development {(PUD) Concept Plan

Attached are a brief description, general jocation/address, and/or site plans for a proposed pPUD request.
please make comments on the following proposal in response to the impacts thatit may have on the City from
the standpoint of your City function, activity, department, ot other jurisdiction.

Your review comments may beincluded inthe staff report onthe probosed development for the Planning and
Zoning Commission’s and/or City Council’s review.

Please use the attached review sheet to record your comments. Please malke copies of the review sheets if
you need more. if you need more information concerning a specific case, please contact me at 528-3204.

please review and return to the Community Development Department no later than [October 21, 20131

iF YOU REQUIRE AN EXTENSION, PLEASE NOTIFY KATHERINE HARRISON-ROGERS, SENIOR PLANER AT krogers@las-
cruces.org.

s

APPROVED AS IS: @ NO

APPROVED WITH CONDITIONS:
DATE: tb} ?/’&! % REVIEWER NAME: \«’14 WMNJ

REVIEWER CONTACT NO. S S




DATE:

TO:

FROM: Adam Ochoa, Planner
CASE NO.: PUD-13-02 (Review No.1) CITY OF LAs gpy,

SUBJECT: Sunset Grove Townhouse Condominium PUD
Concept Plan

Attached are a brief description, general location/address, and/or site plans for a proposed PUD request.
Please make comments on the following proposal in response to the impacts that it may have on the City from
the standpoint of your City function, activity, department, or other jurisdiction.

Your review comments may be included in the staff reporton the proposed development for the Planning and
Zoning Commission’s and/or City Council’s review.

Please use the attached review sheet to record your comments. Please make copies of the review sheets if
you need more. If you need more information concerning a specific case, please contact me at 528-3204.

Please review and return to the Community Development Department no later than [August 28, 2013].

IF YOU REQUIRE AN EXTENSION, PLEASE NOTIFY KATHERINE HARRISON-ROGERS, SENIOR PLANER AT krogers@®las-
cruces.orq.

APPROVED AS IS: @ NO

APPROVED WITH CONDITIONS:

oate: B= AB—\S REVIEWER NAME: _ 13 (R ¢ W\N\

REVIEWER CONTACT NO. SAR— U




DATE:

TO:

FROM: Adam Ochoa, Planner
CASE NO.: PUD-13-02 {Review No.1)

SUBJECT: Sunset Grove Townhouse Condominium PUD
Concept Plan

Attached are a brief description, general focation/address, and/or site plans for a proposed PUD request.
please make comments on the following proposal in response to the impacts that it may have on the City from
the standpoint of your City function, activity, department, or other jurisdiction.

Your review comments may be included inthe staff report on the proposed development for the Planning and

Zoning Commission’s and/or City Council’s review.

Please use the attached review sheet to record your comments. please make copies of the review sheets if
you need more. If you need more information concerning a specific case, please contact me at 528-3204.

Please review and return to the Community Development Department no later than [August 28, 2013].

IF YOU REQUIRE AN EXTENSION, PLEASE NOTIFY KATHERINE HARRISON-ROGERS, SENIOR PLANER AT krogers@las-
cruces.org.

APPROVED AS IS: NO
APPROVED WITH CONDITIONS: ﬂ y
DATE:_?// 71 /// ;2 REVIEWER NAMEG— 20

REVIEWER CONTAGINO._£ 17 532




DATE: August 21, 2013
TO: Bl
FROM: Adam Ochoa, Planner

CASE NO.: PUD-13-02 (Review No.1)

SUBJECT: Sunset Grove Townhouse Condominium PUD
Concept Plan

Attached are a brief description, general location/address, and/or site plans for a proposed PUD request.
please make comments on the following proposal in response to the impacts that it may have on the City from
the standpoint of your City function, activity, department, or other jurisdiction.

Your review comments may be included in the staff report on the proposed development for the Planning and
Zoning Commission’s and/or City Council’s review.

Please use the attached review sheet to record your comments. Please make copies of the review sheets if
you need more. If you need more information concerning a specific case, please contact me at 528-3204.

_ Please review and return to the Community Development Department no later than [August 28, 2013].

IF YOU REQUIRE AN EXTENSION, PLEASE NOTIFY KATHERINE HARRISON-ROGERS, SENIOR PLANER AT krogers@las-
cruces.org.

APPROVED ASIS: YES NO

APPROVED WITH CONDITIONS:

DATE: f/ f}ﬁ(/ [3 REVIEWER NAME: D4 Fim

REVIEWER CONTACT NO.__ X %(S¢




210

City of Las Cruces
Planning and Zoning Commission
Case Review Sheet

FIRE PREVENTION BUREAU:

Case #: PUD-13-02 Date: August 21, 2013

Request  Sunset Grove Townhouse Condo PUD
Concept Plan

ACCESSIBILITY ISSUES:

Building Accessibility
Secondary Site/Lot Accessibility

* CONCERN

Low Medium High

Fireflow/Hydrant Accessibility o

Type of Building Occupancy:. R

.

Closest fire department that will service this property:

Name . §7‘?\

P X

Address/ Location

| 44 Foskr

Distance from subject property (miles) ;l

Adequate capacity to accommodate proposal? Yes % No

Explain:

*Any new improvements,

af either the time of subdivision or building permit, will require

conforfmance with City of Las Cruces Design Standards, Subdivision Code, Building

Code, and/or Fire Code.

DEPARMENTAL RECOMMENDATION & OTHER COMMENTS:

Recommendation:

é Approval Denial
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DATE: August 21, 2013

TO: e

FROM: Adam Ochoa, Planner
CASE NO.: PUD-13-02 (Review No.1)

SUBJECT: Sunset Grove Townhouse Condominium PUD
Concept Plan

Attached are a brief description, general location/address, and/or site plans for a proposed PUD request.
Please make comments on the following proposal in response to the impacts that it may have on the City from
the standpoint of your City function, activity, department, or other jurisdiction.

Your review comments may be included in the staff report on the proposed development for the Planning and
Zoning Commission’s and/or City Council’s review, '

please use the attached review sheet to record your comments. Please make copies of the review sheetsif
you need more. if you need more information concerning a specific case, please contact me at 528-3204.

Please review and return to the Community Development Department no later than [August 28, 2013].

IF YOU REQUIRE AN EXTENSION, PLEASE NOTIFY KATHERINE HARRISON-ROGERS, SENIOR PLANER AT krogers@los-
cruces.org.

APPROVED AS 1S: YES NO

APPROVED WITH CONDITIONS:

DATE: M’/ﬂf#f? REVIEWER NAME: . %%j

REVIEWER CONTACT NO._ $.2% - 36 5~

1

This is conditional approval: the construction plans will be subject to review for compliance with

current utility standards.
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CITY OF LAS CRUCES
PLANNING AND ZONING COMMISSION
CASE REVIEW SHEET

cAsE# PUD-1S-02 DATE: M"/ﬂé //’5‘
REQUEST:

WATER AVAILABILITY & CAPACITY™"
Water Provider:
cLe
Other
CLGC Water System capable of handling increased usage:
Yes .~
No
Comment

WASTEWATER AVAILABILITY & CAPACITY™™
Wastewater service type!
CLG Sewer: __ ~
On-lot septic
CLC Wastewater System capable of handling increased usage:
Yes
No

Comment

NATURAL GAS AVAILABILITY & CAPACITY*

Natural Gas Provider
City of Las Cruces __ =~

- Ofher .

CLC Gas System capable of handling increased usage:
Yes
No
Comment

* To receive City utility service to this property, the responsible properiy
owner/applicant/subdivider is responsible for (1) the acquisition of all necessary water,
sewer, and gas easements, (2) the cons truction of all necessary ufility lines, and (3)
compliance with all applicable City of Las Cruces requirements.

DEPARTMENTAL RECOMMENDATION & OTHER COMMENTS:

Recommendation: ng/é ://Wj '
Additional comments: Z@ 20er .

=
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LEGAL DESCRPTION

2
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Draft

PLANNING AND ZONING COMMISSION
FOR THE
CITY OF LAS CRUCES
City Council Chambers
March 25, 2014 at 6:00 p.m.

BOARD MEMBERS PRESENT:
Godfrey Crane, Chairman
William Stowe, Vice-Chair
Charles Beard, Secretary
Ray Shipley, Member
Ruben Alvarado, Member

BOARD MEMBERS ABSENT:
Joanne Ferrary, Member

STAFF PRESENT:
Adam Ochoa, Planner, CLC
Susana Montana, Planner, CLC
Mark Dubbin, CLC Fire Depar:
Robert Cabello, CLC Legal Stafl
Becky Baum, Recording Secretary, R

ations, LLC -

l. CALL TO ORDER (6:00)

lies and gentlemen. Welcome to the Planning and
meeting for:the 25th of March, 2014. Let me start as
the Commissioners here present. On my far right
Hip spresenting District 6; then Commissioner Stowe
/ige Chairman, District 1. Commissioner Alvarado, District
er Beard, District 2, and he's also our secretary. And I'm
and | represent District 4.

Crane:

jening of each meeting, the chairperson shalf ask if any member on the
r Cityostaff has any known conflict of interest with any item on the

Crane: And | go on to ask if any Commissioner or any member of the Community
Development Department has any conflict of interest regarding tonight's
agenda? Everybody’s signifying no. So we will continue.

. APPROVAL OF MINUTES
1. February 25, 2014 - Regular Meeting

ATTACHMENT B
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Draft

Crane: Approval of the minutes for the last meeting 25th of February. Does any
Commissioner have any amendments? Mr. Shipley.

Shipley: Page 4, line number 22, the sentence reads “there are pet owners maybe
who lost a pet and has extra’, and | think that “has” should be “have
extra”.

Crane: Did you say?

Shipley: Have. HAVE.
Crane: Oh, | beg your pardon, you're on page 22.

Shipley: Page 4, line 22.

Crane: Have, yes.

ord' i the sentence is “shifted” it

Shipley: And page 10, line number 44, the fir
t's all | had Mr. Chairman.

should be “sifted”. SIFTED. And

ioner? | hvéi\le,one, page 9, line 24, "any

Crane: Thank you. Any other € =
| think should be, rather than “from Ms.

other questions for Ms. Mg
Montana”. That's ali i hav‘e‘_,;_‘

ALL:
Crane: inst? Ab taining? Okay, it passes five/zero. Thank you.
IV. CONSENT AGENDA
1. Case PUi)-1 3-02: MOVED TO NEW BUSINESS
2. Case Z2870: MOVED TO NEW BUSINESS
Crane: The next item on our agenda is the consent agenda. Let me explain for

the public what this means. There are two items on it, Case PUD-13-02
and Case Z2870. Consent agenda items are matters that the Community
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Draft

Development Department has guessed may not be controversial so
they’re put together like this so we can vote on them as a block, however,
if any Commissioner, or any Community Development person, or any
member of the public present tonight wants to debate either of these
issues we will lift it from the consent agenda and put it under new
business and address it in a few minutes. s there anybody who wishes to
discuss Case PUD-13-02? Anybody present wish to discuss that one?
Mr. Shipley. Okay, we'll put that to new business. And secondly, does
anybody present want to discuss Case 728707 Yes, people there
(referring to the seated public). All right, so PUD-13-02 will be the first
item of new business and Z2870 wili be the second item.

—
[ RN R - N B L, TR =SER VA I o B

[EPa—
| SIS

13 V. OLD BUSINESS - NONE

14

15 VI. NEW BUSINESS

16 L

17 Crane: So now let me explain how we’ iness items. - A member of
18 the Community Development Dep very. probably Mr, Ochoa, will
19 make a presentation and then the C sioners may have questions of
20 him. Then we invite the i he people who have applied
21 for the variance or whg 3 come up and give an
22 address, again we may e open the mike to the
23 public to come up and pinions :and we may have some
24 questions of them. Could | please jow of hands, number of people
25 in the audience who expect to ome up and talk to us about any one of
26 these ... éither one of these two. matters? | see one, okay, in that case I'm
27 o secretary to.time people, but we'd all appreciate it if
28 ké'the time necessary to make your point.
29

30 Applic ‘DV!I on behalf of Deko Properties, LLC,
31 ncept Plan for a Planned Unit Development (PUD}
32 “pUD. The Concept Plan proposes to convert the
33 gondominiums, 50 in total, into fee-simple townhome
34 ior roads and common areas, including the existing
35 ely owned and maintained. The subject area encompasses
36 23 #/- acres and is located at the southern dead-end of Calle de Ninos,
37 north of Farney Lane; Parcel ID# 02-41508 & 02-41509. Proposed use:
38 Single-Family Residential; Council District 2 (Councillor Smith).

39

40 Crane: Ali right, so Case PUD-1 3-02, Mr. Ochoa.

41

42 Ochoa: There you go. Thank you Mr. Chairman. Adam Ochoa, Development
43 Services for the record. Mr. Shipley since you are the Commissioner that
44 took this off, is there any specific question you had about the PUD that |
45 could answer for you or possibly the applicant can answer for you, or
46 would you like a full presentation sir?
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| think I'd like for you to do the presentation for this matter because | have
several questions but the presentation may clarify that.

Sounds good. No problem sir. First case tonight gentiemen is case PUD-
13-02. It is a request for approval of a concept plan for a Planned Unit
Development or PUD known as the Sunset Grove PUD. Shown here on
the vicinity map, hashed out in the blue lines. it is at the dead-end of Calle
de Ninos, north of Farney Road, refatively northeast of Main Street and
southwest of El Paseo to give you a general id aof where this is at.
Looking at the current zoning map around t as you can see subject’s
property is currently zoned R-4, multi-family density and limited retalil
and office and OS-R which is Open Spac . As you can see
surrounding the property to the east.: ind ity is single-family
residential and to the west and .fiorth ‘office and commercial zoning
designations. Here taking a look:at the aerial map, you can see here the
subject property with some existing
magistrate court directly west, par
Cruces Lateral to the northeast, righ
give you a general idea:of where this is

As | stated the propéity,is located at the hern dead-end of Calle
de Ninos. It is curre ned, R-4 and . and the entire area
encompasses approximatel . es, roughly about 15 acres for the
residential area and abo )
Currently thereis. a condominium projeg that's partially built out and of
ortion being, that open space/agricultural area. The
the condominium and the condominium
e flowing all state requirements and
it is something that is taken care of through the state,
for overview, so that will have to first be done. When
d. the applicant is seeking to convert that condominium
wome  subdivision essentially making fee-simple
ere people who own the building will not only own the

“puilding like in a condominium association but they will own the building

the tandiif's on top of. That is the biggest change that is essentially
with this PUD. Everything else is essentially the same
rom the original master plan which was approved back in 2006
ndominium association. It's just being changed again into
townhomes now. _

The total number of lots you're looking at is 50 single-family
residential lots with townhomes on them, same number proposed with the
original master plan. Along with that there will also be two tracts created;
one tract that will encompass the privately owned and maintained by a
homeowner's association roads, the parking areas, all common areas and
landscaping areas, and the existing clubhouse and pool that is on the
subject property. Tract two includes the privately owned and maintained
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agricultural area/open space that is being proposed for agricultural
development growing rosemary, other cash crops like that and then
adding an open space type of use on the property with kind of a privately
maintained trail around that area for people to utilize to get to and from the
laterals and so forth like that. As | stated, again no major changes are
proposed with this new PUD as compared to the original development.
With the PUD though the applicants did ... the reason for the PUD, excuse
me, is the applicants required a number of variances in order to follow ...
in order to meet their development standards if..you will when being
required zero foot setbacks around the entire home if.you will or the new
lots that are being developed. Because of th the applicant was required
to provide public benefits. The applicant d e a number of existing
public benefits from donating lots wi bdivision that was
developed by the property owner for £ tion for the First
Steps Women’s Center, building 0 :city, as well as
they will be providing other ben ¢ along Main
Street and of course also th pedestrian
connectivity, kind of the pathway the agriculture”area to the
laterals.

Here is a conceptual plan of the pi
buildings here, there's kind .of a cluster e pment, clustering four
buildings together and leaving everything else open. For the private roads
and for the landscaped areas .the southern half is the L-shaped
agricultural area with that maintenanc ivéway/trail going all around it.
45 you can see‘here are the' standards that they would be
jey outlined for themselves; minimum lot dimensions,
i guirements, setbacks and so forth. On
jopment Review Committee did review
icept plan. After some minor discussion
mmen proval without conditions for the proposed
h that tonight gentlemen, staff has reviewed the
“and recommends approval without conditions

roposed PUD, the existing four

, optionsi‘ié‘-ionight are to 1) to vote yes to approve the request as
recommended by staff and DRC for case PUD-13-02; 2) to vote yes and
apprové: the request with conditions deemed appropriate by the
commission; 3) to vote no to deny the request; and 4) to table or postpone
the proposed PUD and direct staff accordingly. Just to let you know we
did ... staff did receive a couple of phone calls from adjacent property
owners after mail-outs were sent out. A couple of them just ... the
majority of the questions were just what's going on, what's going to
happen, nobody necessarily against what's going on or for, just more
curious about what's happening. You did get one printout from an e-mail
that | received from an adjacent property owner, again more asking
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questions, curious about what's going on, but no general consensus either
against or for the proposed PUD. With that the applicant is ... the
applicant's representative is here to answer any questions you might have
for them, and | stand for questions.

Thank you Mr. Ochoa. Mr. Shipley.

Thank you Mr. Ochoa. That's a very good presentation.

Thank you. 5

had, at least one. The

changes but we've
t. That's what it

And you did answer some of the questions_ftha b
thing that | noticed obviously is you said no mayji
changed the height of the buildings from 16:feet to 2
says in your plan.

Itll be to the maximum height, ye:
Yes.

That is correct.

Went up four feet. Also,:tlri;_eréj wa question, | had a question, you've
| stalls with two ADA parking;stalls and that of course is at
“bool: with the number, was that size for the number of

g to be there? The total number?

Commissioner Shipley, those are more of a public parking

6 pool house or clubhouse area. There is still the

well as the (inaudible) parking area behind each unit if

was taken into account for public parking | would not
ss that to the applicant.

applicant answer that. But the other question that | had

idth was cut to 20-feet and if you park a row there, there's
‘there's | think everybody has to walk in the street basically
L the addition as you add on to that addition. The second
thing that'| was concerned about was that there was no second means of
egress or ingress to this facility, so if there was ever a catastrophe on the
entryway there's ... and someone else had a medical emergency there
would be no way to get them out unless you walked in, put them on
gurney and then hoisted them on your shoulders and carried them out.
And | was concerned with that. 1 did go look at the property and what
you're calling an agricultural area ! believe is basically being used as a
retention pond. Is that not correct?
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Mr. Chairman, Commissioner Shipley, currently yes it is.

Okay. So there was no means of connecting to the street to the south in
other words?

Mr. Chairman, Commissioner Shipley, that is correct. | believe when the
original master plan was approved that was kind of one of the conditions
for approving it was that there was to be no access to Farney Lane
because of | believe public opposition for that sir. ..

Could there not be an emergency access around ... built across there to
give them that kind of ... you know with a gate an it that only the police or
fire or whatever could have you know keys like they do in many places
around here so that there would be a.second means: . ingress or egress
there in case of emergency? ; "

Mr. Chairman, Commissioner Sh‘i‘ﬁl_ey that's:something we r;i"rdefiniteiy
take into account. 1 believe the applicant'was in contac
department for all code requirements and. 'l defer to them and they can

probably answer that aiittle better than | can:sir.

parking sba{
Grove townhouse PUD advanced
olMcCall's comments.

Okay, and the other thing was:
least this was a part of your
ents, it mightive been

esidential parkmg spaces or four per unit but for the
al:of 11parking places for basically the 50 units.

n, Gommissioner Shipley the way the clubhouse and the
it currently already exists the way it is. 1don’t know if there
revention from people just parking at their homes, at their

‘destination and walking to the pool area or fo the clubhouse. And | don't

w ... | bé .ve there will be some | guess not allowing some on street
ag if ygu will but I'm sure there’ll be some areas for that parking.
he-dpplicant can probably answer that a littie better sir.

Okay. “When was this completed, the initial four buildings completed?
| believe that was all completed in 2006 sir.

2006, so they've had seven years. Have there been any problems there
with parking or?

Mr. Chairman, I'll go ahead and let the applicant answer that sir.
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All right.

Thank you. Any other Commissioner wish to ask any questions of Mr.
Ochoa? All right, the applicant is here | believe. Please identify yourself
sir and | will swear you in.

Commission members, my name's Harold Denton with DVI. I'm the
architect, planner. I'm here representing Chisholms, that's the actual
owner of the property. T

Let me swear you in sir. Now we know yqu’f name let me swear you in.
Do you swear and affirm that the testimony you're about to give is the truth
and nothing but the truth under penalty of law?

| do.

Thank you, please proceed.

| wanted to introduce Chad Everhart back here with Chisholms, one of the
owners of the property .. To address a few of the specifics that you
raised; we would be reqtired by codes to have two parking spaces per
unit and since the facility is dedicated to those 50 units for use and not a
public use, we would not be required to-have any parking spaces. So we
are well iice the number-of parking spaces that would be required.
3 oroviding parking spaces at the ciubhouse pool facility
so. Okay. As far as access, again, and we
k'in 20086, with the fire department, with

f e a residential single-family we would have
to two, but when it's muiti-family | think we can have
_ 00, but it's just one of those two numbers and so
hin thatrequirement. We originally proposed an access out
diwe were told by the P&Z and others not fo do that access.
Ve've had no problems. It works very well. The problem is

that's really why we're here and | want to just say, you
ive you a whole full presentation again, but I think the short
presentation is we're here because we're in a different economy today
than we were back in 2006. Financing a condominium today is very very
difficult and so really we're using the PUD as a replat if you can look at it
that way. It's what we needed to go through to replat this to create fee-
simple townhouse units. And they are set up as townhouse units, there
are no changes being made. The height change, that's not meant - |
mean that's a typo if you will. We're not raising the height of the units. |
think by the zoning we're allowed quite a bit more, like 40 feet or so, so
we're just really pulling it down. But it's the same buildings, it's the same
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plan that was proposed and we'll rebuild on those lots. The lots actually
are bigger than what would be allowed for townhouses and when you
average them and in most instances there are few that are a little under
the 2,880 square feet that would be, you know that's required for a
townhouse. Most | think we average more like, | don't know, but it's in
here, it's 3,000 something. It's a good number. It's a good project. We
need to work in the economy that is this today and that's really what we're
trying to do. We're not trying to change anything.

The field, you're right. It's not pretty today. We need more rain.
We need to move a well and get it set up to do some agriculture on there
which hasn't been done yet. But it is intended to be agriculture and it will
be. Okay. T

Crane: Thank you Mr. Denton. Now don't sit down yet. Anybod
for Mr. Denton? Mr. Stowe. W .

y have a question

Stowe: What does it mean agriculturalkin

Denton: Well we haven't tied down exactly wh
thinking about pecanirees but beca
drought conditions tha ire |

ntense water use type

f the water usage and the
ay we're thinking of a less
6 have been suggested.

Denfon:
Crane:

Denton:

Stowe:

Denton:

Stowe: house owners have access to the agricultural land?

Denton: They e use ... they have the right to use the maintenance or walking
trails that do surround the property and those trails do go from Farney
over to the lateral okay, cause that's where irrigation water comes from to
get to the tract of land. But it is a separate piece of property because it's
got to be handled like a farm to work.

Stowe: Right. It sounds like it would be an interesting amenity for townhouse
owners to be able not to own but to use a small plot.



OO 1N R o~

225

Draft

Crane: Like an allotment. You have nothing in mind for that, giving a little plot to
farm.

Denton: There was some discussion with the city about that and we talked about
making it available if there was some interest but there wasn’'t when we
got into it. It's a kind of difficult thing to make happen, it really is.

Crane: Mr. Shipley.

Shipley: How many people reside in the current condq;rf";

Denton: The 16 units that are there are fully occupiééi.

Shipley: Fully occupied.

irst pha§e also, so the ‘|_f>_’00|’3 there,
rooms, basically what it is.

Denton: And the clubhouse was built in"tha
the recreation area, meeting area, ant

Crane: Thank you. Any othet:Commissioner
Denton.

Denton: Thank you.

Crane: Any mem

Dubbin:

or 200 if they are spinklered. So it does not
~ We're aware of this. It's a plan that was
grand it's something that we work with. But just for

n do you want to add to your statement?

Crane:

Denton: x‘single-family lots. Yes itis. Multi-family it's higher than that.
the uniform fire code and in the international building code.

Dubbin: The code

Crane: Fire department.

Dubbin: The code calls it dwelling units it doesn't differentiate apartments or

houses. Single dwelling units.

10
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Denton: So you're overriding the national codes on that?

Dubbin: I'm not overriding it, it's a plan that was approved 10 years ago. It's not
something that would be approved today. We can sprinkler the further
developments, but in a case like this we deal with what's there and what
the best we can deal with.

Crane: Are you saying this cannot go ahead as planned?

Dubbin: It can yes. We did approve it.

Crane: Okay.

Dubbin: But just to clarify what the code was

Crane: So the changing from co-ops .. m condgs to townhou oes not fall
over the regulations, there’s no’

Dubbin: Not in the fire code.

Crane: Okay.

Dubbin: We don't oppose the zone chang

Crane: is issue? Okay, so l'll close it

We have a motion before

e Mr. O oa can help. I'm confused whether all of the requirements
et upder the DRC? All the different city departments, did they all
sllyapprove or is there more work that remains to be done?

Ochoa: Mr. Chiairman, Commissioner Stowe the DRC does review, if you can read
the second sentence there, DRC does review the infrastructure, utilities,
and improvement requirements for subdivisions from a technical
standpoint so that essentially includes our engineering department, that
includes planning of course, utilities, parks, fire is part of that DRC as well,
and everybody did vote to approve that.

Stowe: Traffic.

11
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Traffic as well, yes sir. And as you can see in your packets as well on the
pack you do have all the reviews that it went though. Basically those
technical departments did approve the proposed PUD after just two
reviews | believe is what it was.

Right. A number of them had punch lists that required work. That work
has been done?

Essentially yes sir. The final is what is being prgpb;s:éd-now.

Thank you.
Commissioner Beard.
| was going to recommend ... | W

Okay, do | have a second.

here was a comment that | read about
...was it Farney and that's

issioner Shipley that sidewalk against Farney was
they were requesting, but because of again the neighbor
master plan was approved and this project was approved
ighborhood actually came against that sidewalk and now that the
is actually built a rock wall so close to the curb now if you've

ere.

Yes.

A sidewalk would be almost impossible to build right now so that's
basically why the sidewalk has been left alone sir. Farney is classified as
a collector roadway by the Metropolitan Planning Organization but it is a
constrained thoroughfare. So they did ... they took into account that that

12
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roadway is going to stay essentially what's there now is what it's going to
be.

Okay. Thank you.
Yes sir.

Okay, Commissioners, anybody want to discuss this further? If not we'll
do a roli call vote. Let’s start for a change with Mr. Shipley.

| vote aye, findings, discussion, and site visit. . '
Mr. Stowe.

| vote aye, findings, discussion, and;s:ite vi;éit.'

Mr. Alvarado.

| vote aye, findings and discussion.

Mr. Beard.

Aye, findings, discuSsions‘,:_;sain a5

- ensity Multi-family Residential and Limited
istrict, to _ Limited High intensity Commercial District
| activities, institutional uses such as public safety
nént and supply storage activities, and ancillary uses
2-19544, 02-19541, 02-19537, 02-19535, 02-28347, 02-
02-28346 for a total of 5.41 acres of land located at 5110
6221 Reynolds Drive. Council District 6 (Councillor

We'll o on now to Case Z2870, application by the city for rezoning of
some parcels from R-4 to C-3 at 5110 Porter Drive and 6221 Reynolds
Drive. And Ms. Montana is standing up there which means she’s going to
give the introduction. Please continue. Oh my, you have to be sworn.
Mr. Ochoa nothing you said was ... nothing you said is any good because
| forgot fo swear you. But you ook honest. Do you swear and affirm that
the testimony you are about to give is the truth and nothing but the truth

under penalty of law?

13
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ATTACHMENT C

March 16, 2014

Adam Ochoa

City of Las Cruces,
PO Box 20000

Las Cruces, NM 88004

Reference
Case PUD-13-02

This is in response to your letter dated March 5, 2014. The information in your letter did
not provide enough information to evaluate the proposed change. Please provide me the
following information in writing (preferably on an updated site plan) prior to the hearing’
on March 25, 2014

How many homes will be built?

What will be the size of the lots that the homes will be built on?

What is the size of the homes to be built in sq. ft?

What is the best estimate of sales price of homes?

Will the homes be fenced?

What are the setbacks front and rear from lot lines and right- of- ways
What are the side setbacks?

How many garages per house and what will be the access from alleys?
Will there be on-street parking

Will there be designated guest parking, not adjacent to homes

What is the street size? Does it meet standard?

How many curb cuts will there be on Farney road

How many acres will be used for streets, alleys, and right —of ways?
How many acres will be used for open space, and who will maintain it?

Respectfuily,

Louis R. Gomez
1810 Apollo Dr.

CC: Ken Miyagishima, Mayor lemayor@gmail.com
Greg Smith, city councilor gsmith@las-cruces.org
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Community Development Department
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