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Please check box that applies to this item:
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TITLE: A RESOLUTION APPROVING A WAIVER FROM THE REQUIRED ROAD
IMPROVEMENTS FOR SAROMI LANE AND CORTEZ DRIVE ASSOCIATED WITH
A PROPOSED SUBDIVISION KNOWN AS GAMBOA ACRES SUBDIVISION ON A
5.01 + ACRE LOT LOCATED AT 7486 CORTEZ DRIVE. SUBMITTED BY
WESTERN LANDS SURVEYING ON BEHALF OF JOSE A. & MARTHA C.
GAMBOA, PROPERTY OWNERS. (S-13-030W)

PURPOSE(S) OF ACTION:

Subdivision road improvements waiver request.

COUNCIL DISTRICT: 6
Drafter/Staff Contact: Department/Section: | Phone:
Adam Ochoa Community 528-3204
Development/Building
& Development
Services N

City Manager Signature: ( W\)
O eero——

BACKGROUND / KEY ISSUES / CONTRIBUTING FACTORS:

The proposed subdivision known as Gamboa Acres Subdivision is for a piece of land located on
the southwest corner of Cortez Drive and Saromi Lane directly adjacent to the City Limits. The
subdivision will split one (1) existing 5.01 + acre rural single-family residential lot into two (2) new
rural single-family residential lots. The City of Las Cruces Subdivision Code and Design
Standards require the dedication of right-of-way and the construction of road improvements
along applicable roadways as part of the subdivision process. The proposed subdivision has
been administratively approved with the condition that either road improvements be provided, or
the proposed waiver be approved.

The proposed subdivision is adjacent to Cortez Drive, a proposed collector roadway as classified

by the Mesilla Valley Metropolitan Planning Organization (MPO). Cortez Drive is currently a 25

+ foot wide paved road that does not comply with City standards. The applicants are

responsible for providing the required right-of-way dedication for Cortez Drive, which includes

dedicating one-half (1/2) of the required 85-foot wide street section for Cortez Drive. The

applicants are also responsible for constructing the 42.5-foot wide street segment for Cortez
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Drive, including sidewalk and curb and gutter adjacent to the subdivision, and for constructing
the equivalent of a minor local roadway designed and constructed to a cross section approved
by the City from the boundary of the subdivision to the nearest paved public road, 0.43 + miles
west to Dunn Drive. The applicants are proposing to dedicate the required right-of-way for
Cortez Drive along the subdivision line, but are requesting to waive 100% of the required road
improvements.

The proposed subdivision is also located adjacent to Saromi Lane, a designated local roadway.
Saromi Lane is currently an unimproved dirt road. Since the City limits runs down the middle of
Saromi Lane, the applicants are responsible for dedicating one-half (1/2) of the required 50-foot
wide street segment. The applicants are also responsible for constructing the 25-foot wide
street segment for Saromi Lane adjacent to the subdivision. The applicants are proposing to
dedicate the required right-of-way for Saromi Lane, but are requesting to waive 100% of the
required road improvements.

Staff discussed other options with the applicants including formulating an agreement for the
improvements to the adjacent roadways based on the East Mesa Community Blueprint, or
potentially formulating a proportionate share agreement instead of requesting to waive 100% of
the required road improvements. The applicants chose to proceed with the proposed waiver
request.

On July 22, 2014, the Planning and Zoning Commission (P&Z) recommended denial for the
waiver request by a vote of 3-2, (one Commissioner position vacant, one Commissioner absent).
During the meeting, discussion took place on the issue of the specific standards requested to be
waived. The P&Z questioned the current condition of Cortez Drive and Saromi Lane and the
probability of when these streets would actually be completely built out to City standards.
Please see Attachment “C” for a more detailed summary of the discussion that took place at the
P&Z meeting. Staff received no comments from the public about the proposed waiver request.

SUPPORT INFORMATION:

1. Resolution.

2. Exhibit “A”, Proposed Subdivision.

3. Attachment “A”, Waiver Request.

4. Attachment “B”, Staff Report to the Planning and Zoning Commission for Case S-13-
030W.

5. Attachment “C”, Draft minutes from the July 22, 2014 Planning and Zoning Commission
meeting.

6. Attachment “D”, Vicinity Map.
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SOURCE OF FUNDING:
Is this action already budgeted?

Council Action and Executive Summary235 Page 3

Yes See fund summary below

No if No, then check one below:

Budget

Expense reallocated from:
N/A Adjustment

Attached Proposed funding is from a new revenue

source (i.e. grant; see details below)

) O OO0

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 NG

[

There is no new revenue generated by
this action.

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 reverse the recommendation made by the Planning and Zoning
Commission. No road improvements shall be required for Cortez Drive and Saromi Lane
in association with the proposed subdivision known as Gamboa Acres Subdivision.

Vote “No”; this will affirm the Planning and Zoning Commission recommendation for
denial for the proposed waiver request. Either road improvements or a payment in lieu of
road improvements for Cortez Drive and Saromi Lane shall be required in association
with the proposed subdivision known as Gamboa Acres Subdivision.

Vote to “Amend”; this could allow Council to modify the Resolution by adding conditions
as determined appropriate.

Vote to “Table”; this could allow Council to table/postpone the Resolution and direct staff
accordingly.
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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 1054.
2. Resolution 14-067.
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RESOLUTION NO. _15-034

A RESOLUTION APPROVING A WAIVER FROM THE REQUIRED ROAD
IMPROVEMENTS FOR SAROMI LANE AND CORTEZ DRIVE ASSOCIATED WITH A
PROPOSED SUBDIVISION KNOWN AS GAMBOA ACRES SUBDIVISION ON A 5.01
+ ACRE LOT LOCATED AT 7486 CORTEZ DRIVE. SUBMITTED BY WESTERN
LANDS SURVEYING ON BEHALF OF JOSE A. & MARTHA C. GAMBOA,
PROPERTY OWNERS. (S-13-030W)

The City Council is informed that:

WHEREAS, Jose A. and Martha C. Gamboa, the property owners, have
submitted a request to waive 100% of the required road improvements for Cortez Drive
and Saromi Lane associated with a proposed subdivision known as Gamboa Acres
Subdivision; and

WHEREAS, Cortez Drive and Saromi Lane currently do not meet City Design
Standards; and

WHEREAS, pursuant to Chapter 37 (Subdivisions), Article Xll (Construction
Standards) and Chapter 32 (Design Standards), Article 1l (Standards for Public Rights-
of-Way) of the Las Cruces Municipal Code, road improvements are required on streets
adjacent to a subdivision; and

WHEREAS, the Planning and Zoning Commission, after conducting a public
hearing on July 22, 2014, recommended that said waiver request be denied by a vote of
3-2 (one Commissioner position vacant, one Commissioner absent).

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

)
THAT the request to waive 100% of the required road improvements from the

property owners for Cortez Drive and Saromi Lane for the proposed subdivision, as

shown in Exhibit “A”, and attached hereto, be approved.
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)
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:

City Clerk
VOTE:
Mayor Miyagishima:

(SEAL) Councillor Silva:

Councillor Smith:
Councillor Pedroza:
Councillor Small:
Moved by: Councillor Sorg:
Councillor Levatino:

Seconded by:

APPROVED AS TO FORM:

A, )OI Y

City Attorney
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ATTA
WAIVER REQUEST LETTER CHMENT A

To Whom It May Concern:
We here by request that the following requirements of the Las Cruces Design Code be
waived in regards to the proposed subdivision titled “Gamboa Acres™:

1. Per Chapter 32-36(b), a subdivider shall be responsible for 100% of the street
improvements within the boundaries of the subdivision.

The original design of said subdivision was a 4 lot configuration for family use. The
subdivider has now chosen to create a 2 lot Alternate Summary subdivision with access
to both lots on Cortez Drive which is a paved 25’ road. This lot configuration was chosen
so that this development will not increase traffic density on the unimproved Saromi Lane
which the east half of is located outside the City limits. Since this property is being split
for family use and not profit, the costs of such roadway improvements would be
prohibitive to the completion of said project and create a financial hardship for the parties
involved.

Furthermore this property is located inside the Ease Mesa Community Planning Blueprint
(EMCPB) planning area as adopted by the City of Las Cruces Resolution No. 14-067 on
October 7, 2013. The EMCPB states on page No. 3 that “current City standards are for
general application throughout the city and may not be best suited for the context and/or
users in the planning area. The fact that many roads and trails in this area are not
completely developed or not yet built, presents the opportunity to establish new rural and
equestrian design standards for roadways and trails Jocated here and in similar rural areas
in the city”. The EMCPB also states on page No. 9 that one of its goals is to “Ensure
future infrastructure design and development take into consideration the surroundings and
the community’s desires as identified by the blueprint.” And on page No. 9 & 10 that two
Actions(policies/strategies intended to support the Vision and Goals of the blueprint) of
the EMCPB are to “develop appropriate design and roadway standards that enhance and
protect the rural environment of the area” and to “encourage the design of a multi-modal
trail/pathway network within and around the planning area to enhance and facilitate non-
vehicular access to the proposed public park off Cortez Road”. This property is located
directly on the Multi-purpose path which is proposed to run along Cortez Road by the
EMCPB as shown on the map on page No. 4. Given that no design and roadway
standards exist that facilitate the proposed path we find that it is in the best interest of the
City of Las Cruces to waive the said sections and allow appropriate design and roadway

standards to be developed.

Jose & Martha Gamboa



CASE #

APPLICANT/
REPRESENTATIVE:

LOCATION:

SIZE:

REQUEST/
APPLICATION TYPE:

EXISTING USE:

PROPOSED USE:

DRC
RECOMMENDATION:
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ATTACHMENT B

Planning & Zoning
Commission

PEOPLE HELPING PEOPLE Staff Report

Meeting Date: June 24, 2014
Drafted by: Adam Ochoa, Planner 4>

S-13-030W PROJECT NAME: Gamboa Acres
Subdivision and
Waiver Request

Western Lands PROPERTY Jose A. & Martha C.
Surveying OWNER: Gamboa

Located on COUNCIL 6 (Councillor
southwest corner of DISTRICT: Levatino)

Cortez Drive and
Saromi Lane; 7486

Cortez Drive
5.01 + acres EXISTING ZONING/ EE (Single-Family
OVERLAY: Residential
Equestrian Estates &
Agricultural)

Request for approval for a waiver from the corresponding road
improvements for a proposed subdivision known as Gamboa Acres
Subdivision

Tract with one (1) single-family residence

Two (2) single-family residential lots; one lot undeveloped and one
lot with a single-family residence

Denial of the waiver based on findings for case S-13-030W

LOGY

TABLE 1: CASE CHRONO

pate. - “Action

July 1, 2013 Application submitted to Development Services

July 1, 2013 Initial review sent out for review to all reviewing departments

May 15, 2014 Final comments returned by all reviewing departments

June 4, 2014 DRC reviews and recommends denial for the proposed waiver request
June 8, 2014 Newspaper Advertisement

June 6, 2014 Public notice letter mailed to neighboring property owners

June 8, 2014 Sign posted on property

June 24, 2014

Planning and Zoning Commission public hearing

P.0. BOX 20000 . LAS CRUCES . NEW MEXICO . 88004-9002 i 575.541.2000 AN EQUAL OPPORTUNITY EMPLOYER
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SECTION 1. SYNOPSIS OF PROPOSAL

The applicant is proposing a waiver to road improvements associated with a proposed alternate summary
subdivision known as Gamboa Acres Subdivision that will split one (1) existing 5.01 + acre tract into two
(2) new single-family lots. The City of Las Cruces Subdivision Code and Design Standards require the
dedication of right-of-way and the construction of road improvements along applicable roadways as part
of the subdivision process. The applicants are required to dedicate half of the street cross-section (42.5-
feet) for Cortez Drive and half of the street cross-section (25-feet) for Saromi Lane. The applicants are
also required to provide all required road improvements to both roadways as required by the City of Las
Cruces Design Standards. The applicants are proposing to dedicate the right-of-way fronting the proposed
subdivision along Cortez Drive and Saromi Lane, but are requesting to waive 100% of the required road
improvements. No alternative, including a fee-in-lieu of improvements, is proposed.

TABLE 2: DEVELOPMENT STANDARDS & SITE CHARACTERISTICS

an unimproved, dirt
road for Saromi Lane

Max # of DU/parcel 1 1 1
Max Density (DU/ac.) 0.2 0.4 1
Lot Area 5.01 + acres Lot 1; 3.128 + acres 1 acre minimum
Lot 2: 1.118 + acres
Lot Width 469.07 + feet Lot 1; 413.79 + feet 100 feet minimum
Lot 2: 294.30 + feet
Lot Depth 466.32 + feet Lot 1: 434.91 + feet 100 feet minimum
, Lot 2: 434,91 + feet
Structure Height 13 + feet Lot 1: 13 + feet 35 feet maximum
Lot 2: N/A
Setbacks
Front 84 + feet Lot 1. 42 + feet 25 feet minimum
Lot 2: N/A
Secondary 137 * feet Lot 1: 112 + feet 15 feet minimum
Front Lot 2. N/A
Side 188 + feet Lot 1. 158 + feet 15 feet minimum
Lot 2: N/A
Rear 181 + feet Lot 1: 35 + feet 15 feet minimum
Lot 2. N/A
Accessory 2,000 + square foot | Unknown 5% of the total land area
Structure building of the property
ROW Improvements 25 + foot wide paved | No improvements | 42.5-foot wide street
road for Cortez Drive & | proposed segment for Cortez

Drive w/ sidewalk, curb
and gutter adjacent to
the subdivision and the
equivalent of a minor
local roadway from the
subdivision boundary to
the nearest paved
public road, Dunn Drive
& a 25-foot wide half a

minor local roadway
segment for Saromi
Lane

Page 2 of 5
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ROW Dedication N/A 425 feet dedicated for | 42.5 feet dedicated for
Cortez Drive & 25 feet | Cortez Drive & 25 feet
dedicated for Saromi | dedicated for Saromi
Lane Lane

TABLE 3: SPECIAL CHARACTERISTICS ,

Characteristic -Applies:to Project? Explanatlon

EBID Facilities No

Medians/ Parkways No

Landscaping

Other N/A

TABLE 4 ADJACENT ZONING AND LAND USE INFORMATION
n- “ExistingUse T-Overlay District | Zoning Desig nation .
B bJect Property Single-Family N/A EE (Single-Family
Residence Residential
Equestrian Estates &
Agricultural)
North Vacant/Undeveloped N/A R-1b (Single-Family
; High Density)
South Single-Family N/A EE (Single-Family
Residence Residential
Equestrian Estates &
Agricultural)
East Single-Family N/A Dona Ana County
Residences
West Single-Family N/A EE (Single-Family
Residences Residential

Equestrian Estates &
Agricultural)

TABLE 5: PARCEL HISTORY

Permit

N/A

Ordinance #1054

Established the initial zoning of EE on the subject property

Resolution #14-067

Adopted the East Mesa Community Blueprint for the property and

surrounding area

SECTION 2: REVIEWING DEPARTMENT/AGENCY RECOMMENDATIONS

Case S- 13 030W Walver Request -

CC Devlamen Servic s

For specific comments and/or conditions for see attached

No

No

Metropolitan Planning Organization (MPO) No No
CLC CD Engineering Services No No
CLC Traffic No No
CLC Fire & Emergency Services No No
CLC Utilities Deferred N/A
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| CLC Parks | Yes | No

SECTION 3: STAFF ANALYSIS AND CONCLUSIONS

Analysis:
The applicants are proposing to a waiver from road improvements associated with the subdivision of one

(1) existing 5.01 + acre single-family residential tract zoned EE (Single-Family Residential Equestrian
Estates & Agricultural) into two (2) new single-family residential lots that meet all development standards
of the EE zoning district. The City of Las Cruces Subdivision Code and Design Standards require all
subdividers to provide the necessary amount of right-of-way dedication and road improvements to all
streets adjacent to the proposed subdivision. Those requirements are outlined below:

Cortez Drive

The proposed subdivision is adjacent to Cortez Drive, a proposed collector roadway as classified by
the Mesilla Valley Metropolitan Planning Organization (MPO). Cortez Drive is currently a 25 + foot
wide paved road and currently does not comply with City standards. The applicants are responsible
for providing the required right-of-way dedication for Cortez Drive, which includes dedicating one-half
(1/2) of the required 85-foot wide street section for Cortez Drive. The applicants are also responsible
for constructing the 42.5-foot wide street segment for Cortez Drive including sidewalk, curb and gutter
adjacent to the subdivision. The applicants are also responsible for constructing the equivalent of a
minor local roadway, designed and constructed to a cross section approved by the City from the
boundary of the subdivision to the nearest paved public road; 0.43 + miles west to Dunn Drive. The
applicants are proposing to dedicate the required right-of-way for Cortez Drive along the subdivision
line, but are requesting to waive 100% of the required road improvements.

Saromi Lane

The proposed subdivision is also located adjacent to Saromi Lane, a designated local roadway.
Saromi Lane is currently an unimproved dirt road. Since the City Limits runs down the middle of
Saromi Lane the applicants are only responsible for dedicating one-half (1/2) of the required 50-foot
wide street segment. The applicants are also responsible for constructing the 25-foot wide street
segment for Saromi Lane adjacent to the subdivision. The applicants are proposing to dedicate the
required right-of-way for Saromi Lane, but are requesting to waive 100% of the required road
improvements.

Conclusion
The applicants have stated that the proposed subdivision is not being done to sell off land, but instead to

convey land to family and the required roadway improvements create a prohibitive financial hardship for
the family. The applicants have also stated that the subdivision has been designed to prevent additional
traffic on the unimproved Saromi Lane and restrict access to the existing paved Cortez Drive. The
applicants continued by stating that the proposed subdivision is within the East Mesa Community Planning
Blueprint where roadway standards and designs are desired to protect the rural environment of the area
and the required road improvements would not accomplish this.

The hardships expressed by the applicants (please see Attachment #5 for additional details) do not
demonstrate a substantial hardship for approval of a waiver request as outlined in Article 6, Section 37-
332 of the City of Las Cruces Subdivision Code; specifically, the hardship must be “due to exceptional
topographic, soil, or other surface or sub-surface conditions or that such conditions would result in inhibiting
the objectives of the code.” Furthermore, as areas throughout the City have been developed and waivers
to road improvements granted, the proliferation of roads that are not improved to City standards has
created access issues that have the potential for safety hazards as well as a monetary burden to the City
and Citizens of Las Cruces for the future improvement to these roadways to rectify their inadequacies.
Article |, Section 38-2 of the 2001 Zoning Code, as amended, specifically states the intent of the Code is
“to promote the health, safety, and general welfare of the community,” to “secure safety...,” and is to
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‘facilitate adequate provision for transportation...” The proposed subdivision is located within the East
Mesa Community Blueprint area where roadways are encouraged to be developed to enhance and protect
the rural environment of the area. Even though these standards and designs have not yet been developed,
the applicant can work with staff to formulate an agreement for the improvements to the adjacent roadways.
Based on the intent of the code, the waiver request is not justified.

DRC RECOMMENDATION

On May 21, 2014 the Development Review Committee (DRC) reviewed the proposed waiver request. The
DRC reviews subdivisions from an infrastructure, utilities and improvement standpoint. After some
discussion between staff and the applicant's representative the DRC recommended denial for the
proposed waiver request. Please refer to Attachment #6 for more details about the discussions that took
place at the DRC meeting.

STAFF RECOMMENDATION
Staff recommends DENIAL for the proposed waiver to road improvements based on the following findings:

FINDINGS FOR DENIAL OF CASE S-12-012W (WAIVER)

1. Construction of all subdivisions {public and private improvements) within the corporate limits of the
city shall conform to all applicable sections of the City Design Standards. (Subdivision Code Article
12, Section 37-360) _

2. Access to lots within a residential subdivision shall be from a dedicated and accepted improved
public right-of-way. (Design Standards Article 2, Section 32-36)

3. A subdivider is responsible for providing road improvements for one-half (1/2) of an adjacent
collector roadway including sidewalk, curb and gutter. (Design Standards Atrticle 2, Section 32-36)

4. The applicants or their representative have not demonstrated the need for the waiver due to a
substantial hardship due to exceptional topographic, soil, or other surface or sub-surface conditions
or that such conditions would result in inhibiting the objectives of the code. (Subdivision Code
Article XI, Sec. 37-332)

ATTACHMENTS

Vicinity Map

Aerial Map

Development Statement

Proposed Subdivision

Applicant’s Waiver Request

DRC Minutes dated May 21, 2014

Reviewing Department/Agency Comments and/or Conditions

NoOOAWON -~
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ATTACHMENT #3
DEVELOPMENT STATEMENT for City Subdivision/Zoning Applications

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

Applicant !nformatxon
Name of Applicant: Jost A ? MAW C 6‘[ AMB 0
Contact Person: _ A NTHoNY (S\UTl€ﬁﬂ€?Z

Contact Phone Number: [s".]%‘) L3501 F¢

Contact e-mail Address: Gl'r’? u-/—%f@rre@ﬁ mq[{: Com
Web site address (if applicable).

Proposal Information
Name of Proposal; GAMBOA— ACKCZS
Type of Proposal (single-family subdivision, townhouse, apartments, commercial/industrial)
SINGLE-FAMILY _SVEDIISION
l C g,(_;ec’rlold o &
Location of Subject Property . /Z of 5. f‘? 1225, R- 35  NALRAL (‘,0&"5245&90/%! w,

(In addition to description, attach 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: 5’.0 | q

Detailed description of current use of property. Include type and number of buildings:
ResDenTAL » ONE  Siveee-FAMILY DPwettiNg,

Detailed description of intended use of property. (Use separate sheet if necessary):

S 1DeNTAL

i
Zoning of Subject Property: ‘ee /-SING\LQ~ FAMILY EQUESTEIAN €$’7?’*ch %)
Proposed Zoning (If applicable): N/l‘\’
Proposed number of lots ‘ﬁ 2 , to be developed in | phase (s).

Proposed square footage range of homes to be built from |0 00 to é; 0 00
7 7

City of Las Cruces Development Application Page 4
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Proposed square footage and height of structures to be built (if applicable):

N A

Anticipated hours of operation (if proposal involves non-residential uses):

N A

Anticipated traffic generation % trips per day.
Anticipated development schedule: work will commence on or about TBD
andwilltake % 7 wWEEES to complete.

How will stormwater runoff be addressed (on-fot ponding, detention facility, etc.)?

ON-LoT  Ponwdinin

Will any special landscaping, architectural or site design features be implemented into
the proposal (for example, rock walls, landscaped medians or entryways, entrance

signage. architectural themes, decorative lighting)? If so, please describe and attach

rendering (rendering optional). _NTJ

Is the developer/owner proposing the construction of any new bus stops or bus

shelters? Yes No,g Explain: ‘
Is there existing landscaping on the property? \ZQS, ExysTiNgG __PoCk WALLS

an v LoT

Are there existing buffers on the property? _p e

Is there existing parking on the property? Yes ___No )4
Ifyes, is it paved? Yes ___ No__
How many spaces? How many accessible?

Attachments

Please attach the following: (* indicates optional item)
Location map

Subdivision Plat (If applicable)

Proposed building elevations

*renderings of architectural or site design features

*other pertinent information

City of Las Cruces Development Application Page 5
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ATTACHMENT #4
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WAIVER REQUEST LETTER ATTACHMENT #5

To Whom It May Concern:
We here by request that the following requirements of the Las Cruces Design Code be
waived in regards to the proposed subdivision titled “Gamboa Acres”:

1. Per Chapter 32-36(b), a subdivider shall be responsible for 100% of the street
improvements within the boundaries of the subdivision.

The original design of said subdivision was a 4 lot configuration for family use. The
subdivider has now chosen to create a 2 lot Alternate Summary subdivision with access
to both lots on Cortez Drive which is a paved 25 road. This lot configuration was chosen
so that this development will not increase traffic density on the unimproved Saromi Lane
which the east half of is located outside the City limits. Since this property is being split
for family use and not profit, the costs of such roadway improvements would be
prohibitive to the completion of said project and create a financial hardship for the parties
involved.

Furthermore this property is located inside the Ease Mesa Community Planning Blueprint
(EMCPB) planning area as adopted by the City of Las Cruces Resolution No. 14-067 on
October 7, 2013. The EMCPB states on page No. 3 that “current City standards are for
general application throughout the city and may not be best suited for the context and/or
users in the planning area. The fact that many roads and trails in this area are not
completely developed or not yet built, presents the opportunity to establish new rural and
equestrian design standards for roadways and trails located here and in similar rural areas
in the city”. The EMCPB also states on page No. 9 that one of its goals is to “Ensure
future infrastructure design and development take into consideration the surroundings and
the community’s desires as identified by the blueprint.” And on page No. 9 & 10 that two
Actions(policies/strategies intended to support the Vision and Goals of the blueprint) of
the EMCPB are to “develop appropriate design and roadway standards that enhance and
protect the rural environment of the area” and to “encourage the design of a multi-modal
trail/pathway network within and around the planning area to enhance and facilitate non-
vehicular access to the proposed public park off Cortez Road”. This property is located
directly on the Multi-purpose path which is proposed to run along Cortez Road by the
EMCPB as shown on the map on page No. 4. Given that no design and roadway
standards exist that facilitate the proposed path we find that it is in the best interest of the
City of Las Cruces to waive the said sections and allow appropriate design and roadway
standards to be developed.

Jose & Martha Gamboa
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ATTACHMENT #6

DEVELOPMENT REVIEW COMMITTEE (DRC)
The following are the minutes of the Development Review Committee meeting held on
Thursday, May 21, 2014 at 9:00 a.m. at the City Hall, 700 N. Main, Room 1158, Las
Cruces, New Mexico.

DRC PRESENT: Katherine Harrison-Ragers, Community Development-Chair
Rocio Dominguez, Community Development
Mark Dubbin, Las Cruces Fire Department
Meei Montoya, Utilities
Mark Johnston, Parks and Recreation
Tom Murphy, MPO
STAFF PRESENT: Ezekiel Guza, Community Development
Adam QOchoa, Community Development
Jennifer Kleitz, Recording Secretary

OTHERS PRESENT: Marty Pillar, Pillar Engineering
Jesse Gutierrez, Western Lands Surveying

. CALL TO ORDER
Meeting was cailed to order at 9:01 a.m.
ll. APPROVAL OF MINUTES

1. April 23, 2014
Rocio Dominguez motioned to approve the minutes of April 23, 2014,
Tom Murphy seconds the motion.
All in favor, motion passes.
ili. OLD BUSINES - No Old Business
IV. NEW BUSINESS

Rogers:  We have a modification to the agenda under new business. ltem number 3
under new business is being postponed. Do we have a date certain?

Ochoa: I believe that this item has been requested to be postponed for two weeks,
so it should be comning to DRC in two weeks, the June 4 DRC meeting.

Rogers:  Alright. Can | get a motion on the postponement until the June 4 meeting?

Murphy:  Move postponement to June 4.
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Alright.

Second.

Very good. Can | get a vote?

All approved.

1.

Rogers:

Ochoa:

§-13-030: Gamboa Acres Alternate Summary Subdivision, Waiver
Request

A request for approval of a waiver to the required road improvements for a
proposed alternate summary subdivision known as Gamboa Acres.

The proposed subdivision requires the applicant to provide the required
right-of-way dedication and road improvements to the two adjacent
roadways to the proposed subdivision, Cortez Drive and Saromi Lane.
The applicant is proposing to dedicate the required right-of-way for Cortez
Drive and Saromi Lane, but is proposing to provide no road improvements
for either roadway.

The subject property encompasses 5.019+ acres, is zoned EE (Single-
Family Equestrian Estates) and is located on the southwest comer of
Cortez Drive and Saromi Lane.

Submitted by Western Lands Surveying on behalf of Jose A. & Martha C.
Gamboa, the property owners.

ftem number 1, S-13-042 Bowman's Addition, excuse me, 5-13-030
Gamboa Acres Alternate Summary Subdivision.

A quick: litle change on it, it's actually case S-13-030W. The “w” added to
the end, just for the waiver request, essentially is what it is. What you have
before you is waiver request for a proposed alternate summary subdivision
known as Gamboa Acres subdivision. It is subdivision of an existing,
roughly five acre original US GLO tract, into two new single family
residential lots. The property is zoned EE, Equestrian Estates. Both new
lots do meet the minimum requirements of the Equestrian Fstates zoning
designation. With the proposed subdivision though, are road improvement
requirements to the adjacent roads of the subdivision, which would be
Cortez Drive to the north and Saromi Lane to the east. The applicant would
be required to dedicate half of a collector roadway, which is what Cortez
Drive is designated as. Dedicate half that collector roadway along the
subject subdivision and provide that those road improvements to that half of
a collector roadway, and then also provide road improvements to the
remainder of Cortez Drive all the way to Dunn Drive, the next paved road,
up to the standards of a local roadway, the design being determined and
approved by City of Las Cruces staff. Currently Cortez Drive is roughly a
24, 25 foot wide paved road right now, but it definitely does not meet City
standards. Additionally, Saromi Lane is a local roadway but since the City

2



o div Tl e ¥ TN - UL N0 R

10
1
12
13
14
15
16
17
18
19
20
21
22
23
24
25
26
27
28
29
30
31
32
33
34
35
36
37
38
39
40
41
42
43
44
45
46

Rogers:

Murphy:

Ochoa:

Rogers:

Gutierrez:

256

limits actually runs down the middle of the road, after staff spoke with legal
department, the applicant would be required to provide the dedication for
half of Saromi Lane, which is the area that's within the City limits, 25 feet
wide and then provide improvements to that 25 foot wide roadway, to a local
standard roadway, if you will, the design determined again by staff as to
what would be appropriate out there. The waiver request did go through a
couple of reviews with the applicant changing the actual waiver request. In
the end the applicant is proposing to do the required dedications along
Saromi Lane and Cortez Drive but to provide no road improvements
referencing that the improvements are not needed on Saromi Lane because
both lots having direct access only to Cortez, and that also referencing the
Las Cruces East Mesa Community Blueprint stating that they want more
rural roads out there, so they're trying to keep things, the road as it exists
out there referenging those two things as their points of hardship or points of
allowing them to move forward with the waiver request. Al staff did review,
everybody denied. The majority of staff did recommend instead a payment
in lieu of. Development service staff did speak with the applicant and we
were willing to kind of come to an agreement with some type of
proportionate shared improvements to Cortez and Saromi Lane. The
applicant has moved, the applicant has decided to move forward with the
full waiver request to public hearing to see what happens with it, with that |
stand for questions.

Alright. Yes,

Adam you said referenced that the East Mesa Blueprint called for more rural
roads. Does the blueprint specify what it means or does it indicate any kind
of design standards of said rural roads?

The East Mesa Community Blueprint just calls out the kind of the area as a
whole, to be rural, equestrian friendly, multiple types of transportation mode,
being allowed along right-of-way but there’'s no actual hard design, actual
elements within the blueprint plan. The applicant did reference that as well
and that they would be, they see that it wouid be better to wait, that actual
designs and some type of actual concept of what the rural roads should look
like then they would, they should be able to build the roads out later, if you
will. But no, there's no actual design element in the blueprint for what the
roads should be looking like for a more rural road out in the East Mesa.

Any other points of discussion before | turn it over to the applicant? 'l go
ahead and let the applicant speak to this.

In the East Mesa Blueprint it actuaily called out specifically for Cortez Road
to be turned into a multi-use path. It does show a proposed, sort of a typical
section, no actual standards but it shows, you know, like equestrian and
ATV path with a small island, if you will, and then some sort of paved

3
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roadway. Part of the East Mesa Blueprint's agenda is to develop standards
that would be more acceptable in the East Mesa. It specifically says in
there, you know, current City standards do not represent the best interest
for out there and part of that whole agenda, of that, is to develop the
standards. Since we are directly on Cortez, and they specifically want that,
they have a map calling out that they want that to be multi-use path and
since nothing exists we find it hard, it would be very hard to even estimate
payment in lieu of project, in lieu of actuaily doing the work since no
standard exists. Other than that, East Mesa Blueprint, it's very clear that it
wants not to improve roads that they don't need to. [t's very clear that the
typical standards do not meet the needs up there and they want to do
something different. It doesn't layout exactly what they want to do so that's
why everything is kind of in the air and why we would rather not, you know,
go in and improve half of the road, even all the way down to Dunn, and then
have them come back later and finally develop the standard and then want
to have that not acceptable. It is impossible for us to calcufate what the
payment would be in lieu of since the standard does not exist. Other than
that, Saromi Lane right now is basically, completely unimproved. It's like a
meandering dirt path that very few people use to access the properties that
are an our east line. That's why we chose to do the flag lot layout and keep
everything on Cortez to try and impact Saromi as little as possible so the
need wouldn’t be there for us to improve it. Other than that, | mean that's
pretty much it.  You know it's being split for family use so there’s no profit
involved. That’s why in order to build out the road all the way to Dunn,
which is about over a half a mile, would just break the bank and it would
completely stop this project from moving forward in any way. So that's why
we're pushing for the waiver so that my client can just get the lots clipped for
his kids.

Are there any questions of the applicant from staff? With that, I'd like to go
around the room and see if there are any comments, Utilities?

The Utility Department will support the decision from other City departments
who have more concern pertaining to the road improvement.

Very good, and Parks Department?

No issues.
MPO.

I can appreciate the desires of the community developing their blueprint.
That said; however, | cannat support the waiver. One other thing, | believe
in the blueprint, they wanted the rural roads but that, you know, has a lot fo
do with the way of existing conditions. As property is subdivided it's placing
more homes aut there, it equals more traffic. | think that probably it sounds

4
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like there’s a fairly good idea, what they want Cortez, what the Blueprint
wants Cortez to ultimately look like. | think that the applicant working with
Community Development staff could probably come at least upon a good
estimate of what payment in lieu for that would be. As far as Saromi Lane, |
understand that these two lots are not, they're not directly accessing, but it
exists as a right-of-way. Properties beyond that eventually could subdivide
and increase the traffic and then if we grant this waiver we'd be asking
whoever is down the road to pay the full, the full amount of that up to
Cortez. | don’t think that's something that staff really can support and | think
its a discussion that probably needs to happen at P&Z and maybe
ultimately Council to decide whether to grant this, so I'm gonna be voting to
deny the waiver.

Qk, Fire?

| agree with what MPO’s position is on it. The fact that rural development
doesn’t necessarily mean unpaved and both of the development standards
and the International Fire Code require a hard surface road for fire
department access, | won't be able to support the waiver.

Development Engineering.

Dominguez: 1 will concur with Mark Dubbin and Tom Murphy. | will concur with them

Rogers:
Ochoa:
Rogers:
Dubbin:

Rogers:

on that. But we will be in support of having a joint development agreement,
if that occurs. If City, if P&Z would recommend that or City Council.

Very good, Community Development any other comments?
No other comments.

With that | would entertain a motion on this.

I make a motion to approve.

Ok, second?

Dominguez: Second

Rogers:
Montoya:
Raogers:

Johnston:

Let's take a vote. Ultilities?
No
Parks?

No.
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MPQO?
No.
Fire
No

Engineering?

Dominguez: No

Rogers:

2.

Rogers:

Guza:

Community Development votes No. With that, motion fails. Vote 6 - 0.

$-14-018 Tellbrook Subdivision Unit 3, Block 5, Replat No. 3, Access
Easement Width Reduction Request

®

A request for approval of a 30-foot access easement to a lot within a
commercial subdivision.

Design standards call for a minimum 50-foot access easement to all fots
within a commercial subdivision.

The associated subdivision is a lot line adjustment of three parcels
encompassing 1.668 + acres that are zoned C-2 (Commercial medium
intensity). The properties are addressed 5101 Las Alturas Dr., 4003 Colt
Dr., and 4030 Tellbrook Rd.

Submitted by Tierra Surveys, LLC. on behalf of Norman Fristoe and 4030
Tellbrook LLC, property owners.

Alright.  We will move on to the second item on the agenda or on New
Business. S-14-018 Tellbrook Subdivision Unit 3, Block 5, Replat No. 3. It's
an access easement width reduction request. | will go ahead and turn that
over to Mr. Guza.

The request is for an approval of a 30-foot access easement to a lot within a
commercial subdivision. The request is associated, as said earlier, with
Tellbrook Subdivision Unit 3, Block 5, Replat No. 3. It is a lot lined
adjustment subdivision replat with no new lots being created. The three
properties that are in question total 1.668 + acres and are zoned C-2
(commerdcial medium intensity) and they're addressed at 5101 Las Alturas
Drive, 4003 Colt Drive, and 4030 Tellbrook Road. The design standard
section of the codes, section 32-36B, which calls for a 50 foot wide access
easement to all lots within a commercial subdivision also states that
exemptions to allow a narrow lot, a narrower lot access, can be considered
by the DRC so that is why we are before you today.
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CITY SUBDIVISION REVIE .
ATTACHMENT #7
DATE: July 1, 2013 REVIEW NO.: 1
CASE NO.: S-13-030W

TO: CURRENT PLANNING [] LAND MANAGEMENT

[] ADVANCED PLANNING [ ] PARKS AND RECREATION

[1MPO [ ] FIRE DEPARTMENT

[ "] ENGINEERING SERVICES [ ] UTILITIES

[ ] TRAFFIC ENGINEERING [ ] OTHER: _Addressing

[JSURVEYOR ] OTHER: _NMDOT
FROM: Adam Ochoa, Planner

SUBJECT: Gamboa Acres
Preliminary Plat (Waiver Request)

Please review and return to the Community Development Department no later than July 9, 2013, please.

APPROVED: [ YES - [MnNo [] YES WITH CONDITIONS
(STATE CONDITIONS BELOW)

pate:_ 2/ £//5 REVIEWER NAME: QL (RLA—

REVIEWER CONTACT NO.: X320Y%

COMMENTS: » Dors hot mre? Jhe rzguirren’ for o hordship.
’//rlJ? f/“f///y ,mch' o(;o«,f’ 'Y\Jh/“//’ 7’)—7 e VIV 27 Ar.

#**PLEASE PROVIDE ALL REDLINES FROM THE PREVIOUS REVIEW**
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CITY SUBDIVISION REVIEW
DATE: February 13, 2014 REVIEW NO.: 2
CASE NO.: S-13-030W
TO: B4 CURRENT PLANNING [ ]LAND MANAGEMENT
[ ] ADVANCED PLANNING [ ]PARKS AND RECREATION
[ 1MPO [ | FIRE DEPARTMENT
[ ] ENGINEERING SERVICES [ JUTILITIES
[] TRAFFIC ENGINEERING [ ] OTHER: Addressing
[ ] SURVEYOR [ ] OTHER: _NMDOT
FROM: Adam Ochoa, Planner

SUBJECT: Gamboa Acres Subdivision
Alternate Summary (Waiver Request)

Please review and return to the Community Development Department no later than February 21, 2014,
PLEASE.

APPROVED: [ ]1YES JXIno (] YES WITH CONDITIONS
(STATE CONDITIONS BELOW)

DATE: -/ 7ﬁ/ /9 REVIEWER NAME: (e /v

REVIEWER CONTACTNO.: ___X 72 0%

COMMENTS:

« Just for clarification. The applicant is proposing a waiver to the required
dedication of right of way for Cortez and Saromi and instead only providing an -
easement for both Cortez and Saromi. The applicant is also requesting a waiver
from having to build out all of Saromi as a local roadway from the end of the
proposed subdivision to Cortez and from building half of Cortez, a Collector
Roadway, along the boundary line of the proposed subdivision and building
Cortez out as a local roadway from the edge of the subdivision to the next paved
road, a.k.a Dunn. Correct?

« Staff is open to possibly considering an agreement with the applicant for some
improvements to the roadways as long as the roadway dedication occurs.

 Staff recommends denial of the proposed waiver since no evidence of a hardship
is presented as required by Section 37-332 of the Subdivision Code.

#*PLEASE PROVIDE ALL REDLINES FROM THE PREVIOUS REVIEW**
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CITY SUBDIVISION REVIEV.
DATE: July 1, 2013 REVIEW NO.: 1
CASE NO.: S-13-030W
TO: [] CURRENT PLANNING [ ] LAND MANAGEMENT
[ ] ADVANCED PLANNING [ ] PARKS AND RECREATION
B MPO [ ] FIRE DEPARTMENT
[ ] ENGINEERING SERVICES [ ] UTILITIES
[ ] TRAFFIC ENGINEERING [ JOTHER: _Addressing
[ ] SURVEYOR [ ] OTHER: _NMDOT
FROM: Adam Ochoa, Planner

SUBJECT: Gamboa Acres
Preliminary Plat (Waiver Request)

Please review and return to the Community Development Department no later than July 9, 2013, please.

APPROVED: []YES 5 NO [] YES WITH CONDITIONS
_ v (STATE CONDITIONS BELOW)
DATE: _] / ! / > REVIEWER NAME: __Q-OL\IMJ' (/\JA Iy
o REVIEWER CONTACT NO.: 2010

COMMENTS:

Cm}% v o ol Asggning 25" ROW .

Qlongs. dedicd 425 g de prton

#**PL EASE PROVIDE ALL REDLINES FROM THE PREVIOUS REVIEW**
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CITY SUBDIVISION REVIEW

DATE: February 13, 2014 REVIEW NO.: 2
CASE NO.: S-13-030W
TO: [_] CURRENT PLANNING [] LAND MANAGEMENT
["] ADVANCED PLANNING []PARKS AND RECREATION
MPO [ ] FIRE DEPARTMENT
ENGINEERING SERVICES ] UTILITIES
] TRAFFIC ENGINEERING [ ]OTHER: Addressing
1 SURVEYOR []OTHER: _NMDOT
FROM: Adam Ochoa, Planner

SUBJECT: Gamboa Acres Subdivision
Alternate Summary (Waiver Request)

Please review and return to the Community Development Department no later than February 21, 2014,
PLEASE.

APPROVED: []YES : X NO [] YES WITH CONDITIONS
(STATE CONDITIONS BELOW)
DATE: 2/2\/ 4 REVIEWER NAME: @AM/ \l L\ah/

REVIEWER CONTACT NO.: 2070

COMMENTS:

%P 0 "Uﬁ—% cawnst oﬂ'«erj*« ’Q\w WBAA M.bw‘c

#*PLEASE PROVIDE ALL REDLINES FROM THE PREVIOUS REVIEW**
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- CITY SUBDIVISION REVIEW
DATE: July 1,2013 REVIEW NO.: 1
CASE NO.: S-13-030W
TO: [ ] CURRENT PLANNING [ 1LAND MANAGEMENT
[ ] ADVANCED PLANNING [ ] PARKS AND RECREATION
[IMPO [L] FIRE DEPARTMENT
P4 ENGINEERING SERVICES ] UTILITIES
("] TRAFFIC ENGINEERING [ ] OTHER: _ Addressing
[ 1SURVEYOR [ JOTHER: NMDOT
FROM: Adam Ochoa, Planner

SUBJECT: Gamboa Acres
Preliminary Plat (Waiver Request)

Please review and return to the Community Development Department no later than July 9, 2013, please.

APPROVED: [ ]YES KI NO (] YES WITH CONDITIONS
(STATE CONDITIONS BELOW)

DATE: :}/ [0 / [> REVIEWER NAME: Wﬁ(ﬂé/ﬁl

REVIEWER CONTACT NO.: __ 578=A4

COMMENTS:

— What par%oﬁ“fb@ code 157HIUS waiver f%w%zﬁ%?

Ts ithor it povenends o e naarort paved rvaolw;z?
Tmprowemenk to Woth Civdez 5 Saroni? 1o net budl
A full ol pad 7 Plepse dwux‘j |

—~  Subdivtsiom W*Pacce/ﬂ M}mmwd , pulolui- Row
Tuie swodivisiow does not meel This critevia.

it (22-3¢ Puinateesd)

**PLEASE PROVIDE ALL REDLINES FROM THE PREVIOUS REVIEW**
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CITY SUBDIVISION REVIEW
DATE: February 13, 2014 REVIEW NO.: 2
CASE NO.: S-13-030W

TO: [T] CURRENT PLANNING [ LAND MANAGEMENT

[ ] ADVANCED PLANNING [ ] PARKS AND RECREATION

[MPO . [ | FIRE DEPARTMENT

PAENGINEERING SERVICES~ [ ] UTILITIES

[ ] TRAFFIC ENGINEERING [ ] OTHER: Addressing

[ ] SURVEYOR [ ] OTHER: _NMDOT
FROM: Adam Ochoa, Planner -

SUBJECT: Gamboa Acres Subdivision
Alternate Summary (Waiver Request)

Please review and return to the Community Development Department no later than February 21, 2014,
PLEASE.

APPROVED: Cves  ~  [ANO ] YES WITH CONDITIONS
: Co (STATE CONDITIONS BELOW)
DATE: Z/V’r{ 4 REVIEWER NAME: _ Noctshua. Bﬂl«l

REVIEWER CONTACT NO.: 578 “04ly

COMMENTS:

«*PLEASE PROVIDE ALL REDLINES FROM THE PREVIOUS REVIEW**
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CITY OF LAS CRUCES
Engineering Services
Application No. 8-13-030
Gamboa Acres

Review No. 3 Comments

Please be advised that some comment from review 2 were not adequately addressed. The waiver
request is unclear. All elements below will need to be addressed on the plat or within the waiver
request. Clearly indicate which requirements you wish to have waived. This will aid in the
process. Also, if you have any questions, please contact us. Thank you.

1. Aspreviously commented:
PerLCDC Chapter 32-36(b) Right of way and roadway requiremnents for city streets; it
shall be the responsibility of the subdivider to be responsible for street improvements and .
right of way dedication. The subdivider shall provide the street improvements or pay for
the cost in lieu of construction for Cortez Dr (MPO collector) and for Saromi Ln (private
if dedicated). Although Cortez is paved, it does not meet minimum City standards (build
out of half the street section is required). All developing parcels shall include a minimum
of 50 percent of the necessary additional right of way to conform to the MPO. '
thoroughfare plan. Based on the plat, right of way for Cortez is not proposed to be
dedicated. Please address these elements on the plat and on the revised waiver request.

2. As previously commented: - ,
Per LCDC Chapter 32-36, minimun access to the subdivision shall be from a dedicated
and accepted public ROW. Although Cortez is paved, the roadway does not appéar to be
dedicated. Clearly indicate how this lot currently. réceives aceess. - .

3. Provide the instrurients that aided in the dimensioning of how much of Saromi Ln s -
located in the City and in the County. ‘ ’

4. As previously commented:
Verification was not provided. Provide instrument numbers for all referenced access
easements and associated maintenance responsibilities. T

5. Note 4 needs to be removed and/or reworded as this note does not address City code
requirements. Is the intent to keep Saromi L private or is it proposed to be dedicated? If .
it i$ to femain a private easetnent, indicate the maintenance resporisibility. Based on the
supplied information, Saromi Ln appears to be a private road. The City will not accept
unimproved and undedicated roadways. ' .

\
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CITY SUBDIVISION REVIEW
DATE: July 1, 2013 REVIEW NO.: 1
CASENO.: S-13-030W
TO: [] CURRENT PLANNING [] LAND MANAGEMENT
[]1 ADVANCED PLANNING [ ] PARKS AND RECREATION
Y ie) [ ] FIRE DEPARTMENT
[_] ENGINEERING SERVICES [] UTILITIES
B TRAFFIC ENGINEERING [ ] OTHER: _ Addressing
[]SURVEYOR [ ] OTHER: _NMDOT
FROM: Adam Ochoa, Planner RECEIVED
SUBJECT: Gamboa Acres Jut ¢ 2013
Preliminary Plat (Waiver Request) TRAFFIC

Please review and return to the Community Development Department no later than July 9, 2013, please.

APPROVED: [ YES piNo ] YES WITH CONDITIONS
(STATE CONDITIONS BELOW)

DATE: '7AS/ 3 REVIEWER NAME: ___ Crary S ée // o
/ REVIEWER CONTACT NO.: — T m

COMMENTS:

KOaJwL/O nee,// 7‘ LC’ Z /71‘ 74 c 7[’ ér-\s (/Uf!\)
cle_rijo\ J“)L"“o/f"/f'

«*PLEASE PROVIDE ALL REDLINES FROM THE PREVIOUS REVIEW**




268
CITY SUBDIVISION REVIEW

DATE: February 13, 2014 REVIEW NO.: 2
CASE NO.: S-13-030W
TO: [ ] CURRENT PLANNING [] LAND MANAGEMENT
[ ] ADVANCED PLANNING [ ] PARKS AND RECREATION
[JmPO [ ] FIRE DEPARTMENT
[[] ENGINEERING SERVICES [ ] UTILITIES
D4 TRAFFIC ENGINEERING [ ] OTHER: Addressing
[ ] SURVEYOR [ ] OTHER: _NMDOT
FROM: Adam Ochoa, Planner

SUBJECT: Gamboa Acres Subdivision
Alternate Summary (Waiver Request)

Please review and return to the Community Development Department no later than February 21, 2014,
PLEASE.

APPROVED: [ ] YES @/NO [ 1YES WITH CONDITIONS
(STATE CONDITIONS BELOW)

DATE: !85 ’ 14 REVIEWER NAME: __ I, Gsioss con
' REVIEWER CONTACT NO.: 0

COMMENTS:

#*PLEASE PROVIDE ALL REDLINES FROM THE PREVIOUS REVIEW**
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CITY SUBDIVISION REVIE .
DATE: July 1,2013 REVIEW NO.: 1
CASE NO.: S-13-030W
TO: [ ] CURRENT PLANNING [ ] LAND MANAGEMENT
[ ] ADVANCED PLANNING [ ] PARKS AND RECREATION
EYie) B4 FIRE DEPARTMENT
[] ENGINEERING SERVICES [ ] UTILITIES
[] TRAFFIC ENGINEERING [ ] OTHER: _Addressing
[ ] SURVEYOR [] OTHER: _NMDOT
FROM: Adam Ochoa, Planner

SUBJECT: Gamboa Acres
Preliminary Plat (Waiver Request)

Please review and return to the Community Development Department no later than July 9, 2013, please.

APPROVED: [1vEs JKwo ¥ vES WITH CONDITIONS
‘ (STATE, CONDITIONS BELOW)
DATE: 7/ 0! / [3 REVIEWER NAME: v I~
© 7 REVIEWER CONTACT NO.:
COMMENTS:

Sena  fetos N;/j:w DE@EU\\/E

Jo (cpp R o N JuL 01 2013

[
L.C. FIRE PREVENTION

#*PLEASE PROVIDE ALL REDLINES FROM THE PREVIOUS REVIEW**
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CITY SUBDIVISION REVIEW

DATE: Rebruary 13, 2014 REVIEW NO.: 2
CASE NO.: S-13-030W
TO: [ ] CURRENT PLANNING [ LAND MANAGEMENT
[ ] ADVANCED PLANNING [ 1 PARKS AND RECREATION
[ 1mprO ™ FIRE DEPARTMENT -
[ ] ENGINEERING SERVICES [ JUTILITIES
[ ] TRAFFIC ENGINEERING [ ] OTHER: Addressing
[ 1SURVEYOR [ 1OTHER: _NMDOT
FROM: Adam Ochoa, Planner

SUBJECT: Gamboa Acres Subdivision
Alternate Summary (Waiver Request)

Please review and return to the Community Development Department no later than February 21, 2014,
PLEASE.

APPROVED: [ ves YA No [] YES WITH CONDITIONS
(STATE CONDITIONS BELOW)
DATE: 9\/ ( 6‘/ e REVIEWER NAME: _ /22—

REVIEWER CONTACT NO.: X4 /S¢

COMMENTS:

ECEIVEN

r\ FEB 13 2014

L. FIRE PREVENTION \

**PLEASE PROVIDE ALL REDLINES FROM THE PREVIOUS REVIEW**
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CITY SUBDIVISION REVIE\
DATE: July 1, 2013 REVIEW NO.: 1
CASE NO.: S-13-030W
TO: [ ] CURRENT PLANNING [[] LAND MANAGEMENT
[ ] ADVANCED PLANNING [C1PARKS AND RECREATION
pYie] [] FIRE DEPARTMENT ‘
[ ] ENGINEERING SERVICES UTILITIES
[ ] TRAFFIC ENGINEERING [ ] OTHER: _ Addressing
[ ] SURVEYOR [ ]OTHER: NMDOT
FROM: Adam Ochoa, Planner

SUBJECT: Gamboa Acres
Preliminary Plat (Waiver Request)

Please review and return to the Community Development Department no later than July 9, 2013, please.

APPROVED: []YES INo
DATE: f?’fé‘?//? REVIEWER NAME: Thr o = .
/ REVIEWER CONTACTNO.: 529 : €38

COMMENTS:
Ni ot vegod pp - (ssves - €0, 1s{zot 2

The Wllitas Jop? wnd sipport” Hhe Mectsrose 57 P
2t ff Al loreside

#+PLEASE PROVIDE ALL REDLINES FROM THE PREVIOUS REVIEW**
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CITY SUBDIVISION REVIE .

DATE: July 1, 2013 REVIEW NO.: 1
CASE NO.: S-13-030W
TO: [ ] CURRENT PLANNING [ ]LAND MANAGEMENT
] ADVANCED PLANNING B PARKS AND RECREATION
[ ImpPO [ ] FIRE DEPARTMENT
[ ] ENGINEERING SERVICES [] UTILITIES
[ ] TRAFFIC ENGINEERING [ ] OTHER: _ Addressing
[ ] SURVEYOR [ ]OTHER: _NMDOT
FROM: Adam Ochoa, Planner

SUBJECT: Gamboa Acres
Preliminary Plat (Waiver Request)

Please review and return to the Community Development Department no later than July 9, 2013, please.

APPROVED: @/Y ES No ] YES WITH CONDITIONS
TATE CONDITIONS BELOW)

DATE: '}/ 71> REVIEWER NAME%Q '

REVIEWER CONTACT Sﬁi’v"’ s

COMMENTS:

#**PLEASE PROVIDE ALL REDLINES FROM THE PREVIOUS REVIEW**
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ATTACHMENT C

PLANNING AND ZONING COMMISSION
FOR THE
CITY OF LAS CRUCES
City Council Chambers
July 22, 2014 at 6:00 p.m.

BOARD MEMBERS PRESENT:
Godfrey Crane, Chairman
William Stowe, Vice-Chair
Joanne Ferrary, Member
Ruben Alvarado, Member
Kirk Clifton, Member

BOARD MEMBERS ABSENT:
Charles Beard, Secretary

STAFF PRESENT:
Katherine Harrison- Rogers, Senior Planne
Susana Montana, Planner, CLC
Mark Dubbin, CLC Fire Department (departed
Robert Cabello, CLC Legal Staff
Becky Baum, Recording Secretary, R

. CALL TO ORDER (6 00 p.m.)

Good e nmg Iadfles and genﬂemen Welcome to the meeting of the
g Commission for Tuesday July 22nd. Let me start as
troducing my ellow Commissioners; starting at my far
epresents District 6, then Commissioner
Chairman, District 1, Commissioner Ferrary
ner Alvarado, District 3. 'm Godfrey Crane the Chair

: We presently have one vacancy on the

Crane:

OF INTEREST - At the opening of each meeting, the chairperson
ny member on the Commission or City staff has any known conflict

of interest '=-any item on the agenda.
Crane: The next thing is to ask if any member of the Commission or any City
person present has any conflict of interest of anything on tonight’s agenda.
Ms. Ferrary.
Ferrary: Commissioner Crane | have a conflict as | am a member of the Las

Cruces Country Club, so | would like to recuse myself when we get to the
second item of new business, Case IDP-14-04.
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Crane: Okay. Thank you. So noted. Anyone else? No one else. Thank you.

. APPROVAL OF MINUTES

IV.
1. June 24, 2014 - Regular Meeting

Crane: Next we go to the approval of the minutes for the last meeting.
Commissioners does anyone have any points to make about them? If not
| have a few, mostly picky. Page 18, line 23, “Ms. Rogers, is this a point of
order”. And page 20, line 28, that word second fromthe end of the line is
“evidently”. Page 21, line 37, “Ms. Harrison-Rogers”. Page 37, Line 30,
“But we hear you” H E A R. Finally page 67, line 37, “starting with you Mr.
Beard”. Any other Commissioner? Commissioner:

Ferrary: On page 10, line 42, there is not a comma between site
And on page 25, line 30 should t sounds”. And line 31,
of just they. And then on page* ;
also on line 7, it and then take out we
PAGE 25, 31, 44 LINE 5 AND LIN
SHE SAID VERBATIM:IN THE JUNE

Crane:

minutes? In that case I'll en
be agreed to, be accepted.

. Seconded?
Ms. Ferrary. All in favor aye.

Crane: ? Exténsions? Passes five/zero. Thank you.

V. CONSENT AGENDA

1. Case S-14-020: An application of Raci Management Company, Inc.,
property owner, for a replat known as Ameriwest Subdivision No. 3, Replat
No. 6 on a 5.00 +/- acre commercial lot zoned C-3 (Commercial High
Intensity) and located on the east side of Telshor Boulevard, 0.53 +/- miles
north of its intersection with Spruce Avenue; Parcel ID# 02-31275. Proposed
Use: Two (2) new commercial lots; Council District 6 (Levatino).
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Crane: Now we pass the consent agenda. Let me explain for those of you who

may not know how we handle this. ltems on the consent agenda are put
there by the Community Planning Department in the belief that they are
not particularly contentious items and therefore there probably will be no
need for debate on them. However, if any member of the public, any
Commissioner, or any member of Community Development Department
actually wants to debate any item on the consent agenda we will remove it
from the consent agenda and put it infto new business, otherwise we
simply take an up or down vote on the whole consent agenda which today
includes only one item, Case S-14-020. So is there anybody who wishes
to debate that particular matter? No one so indicates, so we will vote on
the consent agenda. May | have a motion to that effect?

Clifton: So moved.

Crane: Moved by Mr. Clifton.
Alvarado:  Second.

Crane: Seconded by Mr. Alvar;
ALL: AYE.

Crane: Opposed? T

VL

All in favor aye

application of Western Lands Surveying on behalf of
. oa, property owners to waive 100% of the road
quirements for Saromi Lane and Cortez Drive, a proposed
he proposed waiver is associated with improvements
alternate summary subdivision known as Gamboa
1 +/- acre tract located on the southwest corner of
- Saromi Lane; 7486 Cortez Drive; Parcel ID# 02-25523.
Two (2) new rural single-family residential lots; Council

Crane: Now wi ss to the regular agenda which is two sections; old business

we have a couple of items, and new business, three items. And the
regular agenda is handled this way; a member of the Community
Development Department will come up and give us a presentation on
each item in turn. The Commission may have questions of that person.
When our questions are over we ask the applicant to come up or the
applicant’s representative speak to us if that person wishes. We may
have questions of that person. Finally, we ask interested Members of the
public to come up and say their piece. We may have some questions of
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them. When the public has had its say, then we close the matter to further
debate and we, the Commissioners, will discuss the matter among
ourselves and take a vote. Before each of the reguiar items | will ask for a
show of hands on how many Members of the public wish to speak and if
it's quite a large number I'll ask our ... I'll ask Mr. Alvarado here to operate
our machine for timing people, typically we give three minutes per person.
If there’s only a scattering of people then we probably will dispense with
that. So, Ms. Harrison-Rogers starts off and this is the Case S-13-030W,
in old business. Go ahead please.

H-Rogers:  Thank you. Chairman, Members of the Commission. This particular case

This is specifically a
articular property is
It is zoned EE

is associated with the Gamboa Acres subdivis
waiver request to the road lmprovemen't,;,.
located at the corner of Cortez Drive, and Saromi Lan

proposing to split it into two lots
acre for the other. This is part o
process. That particular actual su
actually a matter befor: e Commissio
compliant with the zon
that they are requesting

evening. It is for reference
that is a little different is
d improvements that are

S }} , you can see the layout of those two
lots. Yo ‘ ml right here and of course a flag lot for
nd of course the remaining lot right here.
ctor roadway. Currently it's 25-feet, it
bdivision process they're required to
for Cortez Drive, that's one-half of a
,“approximately 42.5 feet in this case. They're
' ,truct half of the collector which is also 42.5 feet, that
gutter, all of those sorts of things that make a city
required as part of the process to construct a minor
y from the edge of the subdivision, that would be the western
undary all the way to the nearest paved road, which is Dunn. The
C nt is ;roposmg specifically for Cortez Drive to dedicate the right-of-
) e going to do that; however, they would like 100% of the
ad improvements waived.
‘Now onto Saromi Lane. This is designated as a local roadway. It
is currently an unimproved dirt road. Again they're responsible for
dedicating half of the required 50-foot segment which is 25-feet, and
they're also responsible for constructing that 25-feet to local road
standards. The applicant again is requesting a waiver of 100% of those
road improvements but will dedicate the additional right-of-way for Saromi
Lane. For your reference, here's the minor local road, of course they
would be required to construct half of that for Saromi. And then here’s the
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collector and of course they would be required to build half of that for
Cortez, if this waiver were not granted. This is a good idea of what they're
supposed to construct. You can see with the red line here, this is a minor
local roadway all the way to Dunn and then of course from the edge of the
subdivision to this edge of the subdivision they would be required to do
that half of a collector along Cortez, and then from this point to this point in
the yellow as you can see it'd be half of the road cross section for a local
road, that's 25-feet. You can see that this is the paved roadway along
Cortez looking west and this is Saromi, you can see again that that's just a
dirt road looking south. :

The applicant's particular rationale, mind you this is ... this is
specifically from the applicant, is that the proposed subdivision isn't done
to sell off the land, rather it's for famlly Additionally it's been designed to
prevent additional traffic onto the u “proved Saromi Lane and restrict
access to the existing paved Cort And the proposed subdivision is
within the East Mesa Commu Planning Blueprint, ‘where .roadway
standards and designs are desired he rural environment of the
area. And the required road imp ats would not accomplish this.
And of course that being the applican ionale, they can speak more to
that and they do have:a presentation this evening to talk about that for

you.

Staff looked at t ardships expr d by the applicant and
unfortunately Article 6, segti . of the City of Las Cruces Code
states that the hardship mus exceptional topographic, soll,

of the code. Upon review of this, there
to the topography or subsurface

icular parce
icular waiver is not justified. The DRC did look

L o;ect on May 21st, they also have recommended denial
of the waiver citing that there are some concern for

tem down the line in the future as a number of these occur.

Staff 1 gommends denial for the proposed waiver based on the
mgs outlined in the staff report. And of course the Planning and
mission is a recommending body for the proposed waiver to
And your options tonight are to vote yes to the waiver, vote
yes t rove it with conditions, or vote no to deny the waiver, or table
and postpone the request. With that I'm open to any questions or we can
go ahead and turn that over to the applicant who has a presentation
prepared for this Commission.

Commissioners, any questions for Ms. Harrison-Rogers? Commissioner
Stowe.

Do you have a cost on the ... how much it would cost the applicant?



Ju—
[an BN e R N e Y S S

A B DA DA DDWLWWWLWWWWWNN
oxuu;um»aoxooo\]o\u}&uwwoomSXﬁEBBBBESSRGEBSZ

H-Rogers:

Stowe:

H-Rogers:

Crane:
Stowe:
Crane:

Ferrary:

Ferrary:

H-Rogers:

Crane:

Alvarado:

278

| currently do not have a cost, but the applicant may be able to speak a
little bit more to that, however, just knowing the general costs of these
things it would be in the several tens of thousands of dollars.

And we're saying that's not a hardship?

Unfortunately our code does not site monetary reasons as a hardship.
Generally topographic and soil conditions that might prevent it.

Commissioner Stowe you through?

Thank you.
Commissioner Ferrary.
Is there a timeline when if they;,e»..v.

pay for that, it doesn’t make much s
improvements until the rest of the roa

ve demed this and they were forced to
| them to have to make those
ady, is that right?

srrary, yes, indeed there is ... basically they
t prior to filing the subdivision. The subdivision
e actually had those fees in place. The other
hey we to build it would be a surety, a financial surety of
- a bond or an escrow account or a letter of credlt and

yasically an
5. improvements would be done within a certain timeframe. That

m to record the plat but then they have to build that within |
Thank you.
You're welcome.

| think Commissioner Alvarado’s light was on first.

Who paved Cortez? Did the City pave Cortez or was that there before?
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H-Rogers: | actually don't know the answer to that question. That's something that |
could look into for you. I'm under the assumption though just knowing that
most of those lots are not part of a previously filed subdivision, that that
was most likely the City that did that, just based on the area itself. That
would’ve been either a City or county project before it was brought into the
city.

Alvarado: Because a lot of those roads were paved by the county before they were
annexed into the city.

H-Rogers:  Correct.
Alvarado:  Thank you.
Crane: Commissioner Clifton.

Clifton: Mr. Chair, Katherine question, coulc y back to the aerial photo for
me? Okay, | couldn’t .. : in the packet and | can't read
the plat but how much ‘Ti ht- y have to dedicate as part of the
subdivision plat for Cort

H-Rogers:  So along the entire fronta 1selves it is going to be a

42 .5-foot wid

Clifton:

H-Rogers:

Clifton: ) > s owned by the State of New Mexico, the
: [ -they review this project?

|wa§s given copies of any sort of land use permits or
t go through on any lands that are adjacent or may be

Clifton: And the reason | ask, the state land office just doesn't go out and openly
pave roads just to pave roads. It could be a hundred years before they
pave Cortez. It just ... it does seem a little bit of a burden on the property
owner to have already accumulated 42.5-feet of their property and further
assess them road improvements adjacent to that when who knows when
Cortez is going to get built. It's already paved. Were there any other
negotiations attempted with the applicant in terms of what would you be
willing to do? They're giving up a lot of property.
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Correct. Mr. Chair, Members of the Commission, Commissioner Clifton,
during the process we always talk about the ability to fee in lieu or maybe
some other alternatives such as development agreement with City Council
to do some sort of alternative. In this particular case their preference was
to waive 100% of the road improvements.

Ms. Harrison-Rogers let me make sure | understand this, they have to
dedicate 42.5-feet on Cortez as half of the collector road and put gutter,
sidewalk there and curb, and that extends all the, way down to Dunn?
Why do they have to do all the way down to Dunn? Am | right?

two part; in front of the
ad section and then

Mr. Chair, members of the Commission, it"
subdivision they have to dedicate the 4
construct the half section of a collector \ rb, gutter, sidewalk.
And then from the western edge o ular subdivision to
the nearest paved road that's [ is, Dunn, they
would have to improve that to™a mi agth of this
roadway, so that means essentially
Saromi Lane is a half local improved s point with 25-foot dedicated
along the subdivision beundaries.

So they are required to
minor local standards whi

do have to mprove it. Let me show you what the
ike so you have a good sense. It's actually 50-feet

uld save me a little trouble digging here, is there any
‘they would do as bringing Cortez up to a minor local
look like as a collector? In other words are they

vt .. Mr. Chair, Members of the Commission, ultimately that's an
engineering call at the time of construction. If it can be used they will use
the pavement but often times things may have to be altered significantly,
but ultimately that's at the time of construction. So if it was to be
constructed as a minor local for a length of the way all the way to Dunn
and then it would transition into the 42.5-foot of half a collector, potentially
they could utilize this but I'm not certain of that, it's really an engineering
question that I'm not capable of answering at this point.
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Well looking a little closer at these diagrams | see that half a minor local is
an 11-foot driving lane and a 5.5-foot parking lane. And half a collector is
a two-foot C&C, and a 12-foot driving lane and another 12-foot driving
lane. These are incompatible. So if this is done as the City requires we
will have right outside the north side of this lot half of a collector build to
the standards you just showed us and then when we transition from the
green arrow to the red arrow we will go to a different standard, which will
not be a collector, which is a waste of time and money if anybody had that
much time and money. We have a problem here, or.am | imaging this?

Chairman Crane and Members of the Comm indeed there would be
a transition. This essentially would be buil full local, the red segment
here and then this would be built to a half tor,. this segment here.
The little yellow over here would be a h ' “bit confusing. But
ld.be a transition
xplained to. Gommissioner

lly as.l e
se the City.

lieu as opposed to the actual full con I
set aside so that it can be builtinam orm way in the future.

is kind of thing come up

| make the point that |- p
ble way all around for

before there’'s been a fex
getting out of this very strange ¢
put in another house on a flag | at block that somebody would have
to build half a miile of road, half of half a mile of road, for which the other
hardly seems fair and is ... financially | imagine is
Any other questions for Ms.

tially what would happen is their engineer would have to
estimate and then that's what that fee in lieu would be
\nd it would be for the entire ... all of these improvements
p on the screen right now.

Anyone else? Mr. Stowe.
It was mentioned of a rural road. How does that impact these standards?

So what was mentioned by Members of the Commission, Commissioner
Stowe what was mentioned by the applicant and their rationale had to do
with the East Mesa Blueprint which was planning initiative that | think you
are all familiar with as many of you or most of you sitting on the
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Commission tonight did review that and recommend that for approval. In
that particular policy document that was formulated essentially by the
residents that live out there along with City staff, one of the things that
they desired was a rural atmosphere including the possibility of perhaps
creating different types of road standards in the future for that particular
neighborhood. Currently our road standards don’t have ... we do not have
a rural category for our road standards.

Why not?

\{Ve, that's something that
il.. We are revising our

Members of the Commission, Commissione
we haven't been directed to do by City (

Thank you.
You're welcome.
Commissioner Clifton.

Mr. Chair, Katherine, | th(fi)'ught'é;;:f
back of curb improved. E ‘

we say the 50-feet, it's the full minor local section
hat includes sidewalks as well as any improvements,
.1 believe that the pavement itself is the 37-feet that
_were speaking to, but the full 50-feet is incorporating of course the
lks and the curb and gutter and | believe that that's where the
angy takes place.

sidewalk would not actually be constructed until time of building
construction, correct?

Generally it is not, you are correct.

So, unless something changed | thought the design standards used to
read that there were 100% requirements for minor locals adjacent and to
the subject property.

10
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| believe that the information that we have is with the current standards;
one has to do with adjacent to and the other has to do with the closest
paved roadway. | may be wrong and we'll have to double-check that, but
to the best of my knowledge these are the standards by which we are ...
we are working.

| ... | just look across the street and it looks like those properties have
been subdivided. | realize it's an EE zone, they're probably two-acre lots
roughly, | mean the likelihood of Saromi being further improved is probably
as likely as Cortez | would guesstimate based on the current land use
situation. T

are designated

of our MPO
ion.. It's just
mption.

Members of the Commission, Commissiener. Clifton,
as large lots, you are correct and.; aromi Lane is n
Thoroughfare Plan for any major type of.roadway exp
considered a local road, so | think you have come to a good ass

Thank you.
Any other Commission hank you‘ - arrison-Rogers. Is the
" e? Are both of you

applicant here or the ar represen
gentlemen going to speak? .

speaking=;§;foﬁ"the applicant. 'm Anthony Gutierrez.

_swear or affirm that the testimony you are about to give
ing but the truth under penalty of law?

o go through a quick presentation and try to shed some
r side of this whole thing is. Basically what we had here in
ou've already seen some pictures of the plat, but basically
itted this plat with four lots, it was originally a four-lot split out
of on nd then we reduced it and the intent just right off is to give this
parcel‘as a gift to his daughter. The only thing | would point out is that
Saromi Lane is basically the county boundary, so this is adjacent
immediately to the county boundary right now. Some of you were asking
about questions of the plat, this might ... this one might be a little more
legible, but shows clearly what we're dedicating as far as right-of-way.

We took some more pictures and with these pictures up I'd like also
to clarify for the Commission and the public that the improvements will not
just be adjacent to the property. We'll be improving, if this waiver isn't

11
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granted, all the way down basically to the highway, to Highway 70. And
just the ... a quick note on how the land resides adjacent to that property
right now. Right now you have the state to the north, we'd have to acquire
or have an agreement with them to improve their share of that right-of-way
as well as four other parcels to the west. We'd have to acquire that right-
of-way which is not acquired at this point. There aren't easements or ...
you know there’s not dedicated property. It's not in the City’s hands right
now for us to do those improvements, as well as all the topographical
surveying and mapping that would have to be done in order to do the
engineering estimate to provide a fee in lieu of. That's.one of the reasons
why we choose this route first, to try and get ull waiver.

And these pictures show | believe a. yore detail on what the
existing section looks like out there. But just to mg ke that clear that just
the half of those improvements adjacent to his property would be cost
intensive, improving all of Cortez all'the way down to th i
be even much greater. If you consider all the drainage ements and
all the infrastructure that you'd“have: in. This is the
letter, I'm sure it was included in your g -
is East Mesa Community Blueprint,
the community like Ci
And with the blueprin
community surrounding

. stated, as well as City staff.
we feel confident that the
of'keeping things the way
.blueprint. Right now City
‘blueprint whatsoever. If we

general application throughout the city and

are for
context and/or users in the planning area.

1any of tl
- yet built presents the opportunity to establish new rural
standards for roadways and trails located here and

lueprint. | mean this is just a unique case where we have
something that is presented by the community and | believe that this
subdivision in no way impacts the goals of this blueprint. And we think
that improving the area according to the design standards now that we
have in place would definitely be in contradiction to this blueprint. And
again just some highlights here, | won't read this one. Well maybe | will,
this points to a ... on the next page here what this layout looks like. But
one is you can see the location by the red square of where the property is

12



—
OO0 NN B WN

DA D DD DD WLWWWWWWWWWRNRNNDINDNNNDDRN

Gutierrez:

Stowe:

Gutierrez:

Stowe:

285

now and where a proposed park is to be put in place and all of the
different trails that they would like to see happen.

So basically we'd like a waiver from improving both Cortez Drive
and Saromi Lane within the limits of the proposed alternate summary
subdivision. We'd like a full waiver from the design standards completely
and would like to leave it as is while we still dedicate the property so that
in future when these design standards are created and made part of the
code that the property’s there to use. | think it's ... it's easy to say at this
point that we're probably giving more property than will be necessary for
those design standards, but that it will be availak e.“It's not available in
the four parcels adjacent. We are requesting. approval of the flag lot
configuration as proposed in the said alternate-summary subdmsnon and
the benefits are the City of Las Cruces w
the residents in the East Mesa Cal
objectives of the community bluepsi
lower than the current zoning of §
this on an aerial view it's not:
surrounding neighborhood. | just
this isn’t for financial gain. | believe
not be in the code b |n this hearin
community, | don't think: the
for people to understan

rint area, and the
Density in this area will remain
arent tract which is trt
density any more than the
iput'emphasis on the fact that
something to consider. It may
have a large part of the
is case, but it's important

sntuatlons are created

t. how long would it take in your estimation, in your opinion for
sment to take place near you at this property?

Which "‘development ... are you referring to development of the roadway
improvements or just of the lot itself?

The ... is it BLM that's across the way?
It's State of New Mexico right now.

State of New Mexico.

13
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Yes.
In one opinion that might take a century.

Yes. Yes | mean in my experience just dealing with ... | was involved with
acquisition of right-of-way on Elks Drive when that was improved and that
took some serious time. We had to prepare any legal descriptions and
deal with property owners, and that process was very intensive. Just
dealing with one property, just one, is a serious issue: We'd have to deal
with four adjacent to the west and then the Stat New Mexico ...

Right.

Before we could even approach youskno t‘hét issue.

Ten years might be a feasible estimati

A good estimate. Yes. That's corre
Thank you.

Any other Commissioner he
Please sit down, and any me

e law does require these road improvements |
at the applicant is giving up over 30,000 square feet of
perty to City through their dedication. That's approximately just
r three-quarters of an acre. In an R-1a zoning district you could get
standard street almost 10 lots out of that, that's a lot of dirt
g to the City for half of a collector and half of a minor local that
probably won't have the traffic on it. And | think there’s a reasonable trade
for property and improvements and with that Il vote when we’re prepared
to.

Are you figuring that as running ... that property running all the way down
to Dunn Road or just what's on the edges of this lot?

Mr. Chair it was just a rough calculation on the adjacent edges of this lot in
particular.

14
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Crane: Okay.

Clifton: The northern boundary, the 42.5-feet was just under 20,000 square feet
and Saromi was about 10,000 square feet.

Crane: Okay. Thank you. Comments from anyone else? I'm disappointed that
while the applicant has every right to bring up the fact to give a flag lot and
build a home for a family member is going to cost.immense amounts of
money because of this road build out that's uired, that he has not
offered a fee in lieu of this road work or said he would be glad to sit
down with the City and work out somethin what has been done
before in this kind of situation which is evel .this Commission, more
than once in the six years or so Ive been onit. Any ¢
members? 3 '

Ferrary: The representative for the Gamib
being you know kind of a patch work
that is going to probably happen wit
as long to Dunn, but the responSIbmty
front of other property
that could share that amot

there isn’t a builder that c

long, and Ifwcan see how
ad even though it's not quite
aking those improvements in

¢ 'development but | agree
or‘partial, like just maybe what
n the side of the lot might be

Crane:

Chalr Isuspect | can craft a motion from that. | would like
ion o’ approve a waiver request for Case S- 13-030W,
at the applicant provide payment in lieu of road
equal to the amount required by the City subdivision

Crane: v is there a second for that?
Stowe: Second.
Crane: Seconded by Mr. Stowe. Any further discussion? Mr. Alvarado.

Alvarado: ~ Yes I'd like to ... do we have any idea at all how much the in lieu amount
is going to be? Does anybody have any ideas, $10, $10,0007?

15



288

1 Crane: Ms. Harrison-Rogers can you help us, or anyone else with the City?
2
3 H-Rogers: Mr. Chair, Members of the Commission as ... as | am not an engineer and
4 | don't typically do the cost estimates, I'm not certain. We do have a
5 general number that sometimes we can throw out, but it's going to be in
6 the tens of thousands of dollars. | would also like to remind the
7 Commission that a fee in lieu is something ... a waiver's not required if a
8 fee in lieu is paid. Just so that you're aware. That a fee in lieu is
9 something that we will accept in lieu of the road improvements. It does

10 meet our standards and a waiver is not necessarily required as part of that

11 process. ’

12

13 Crane: Then how would we work that into a motnon’?

14

15 H-Rogers: Mr. Chalr Members of the Comm*ssnon I did hear some of the

16

17 applying that fee in heu to- the

18 subdivision as opposed to the en

19 Dunn, that of course would be a waiv

20 Wthh case you could® suggest that a

21 condition. i

22

23  Crane:

24

25 , or were you ... had in mind a

26

27 '

28  Clifton: ers, what ‘I'was struggling with was just what was

29 ers..is: absolutely correct in that if they did a

30 improvements for what was required, they would

31 t with that said, as | sit here and think about that |

32 y abol oW the City staff over time will track that payment

33 how it will be applied. Twenty years from now the time

34 can be much different than it is now, so I would respectfully

35

36

37

38 Crane:

39 necessary vote it down. And you wish to put aside the matter of payment

40 in lieu.

41

42  Clifton: That would be me my motion Mr Chair.

43

44  Crane: All right. So that's moved and Mr. ... who will second this? | will second it

45 if it's ... Ms. Ferrary you do it, it looks better on paper.

46
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Ferrary: I'l second that.

Crane: All right. Thank you. Let's do a roll call vote starting with Mr. Clifton.
Clifton: Aye.

Crane: And you should ...

Clifton: Based on staff presentation and the relevant articles of the subdivision

code and design standards.

Crane: You realize you are voting for the waiver?
Clifton: | believe | was voting for the motion which was to d e waiver.
Crane: We have to have the motion phr d positively, so your n would be

to approve the waiver.

Clifton: Mr. Chair | vote no.

Crane: Right. And you have to ¢ r reasons.

Clifton: Based on staff presentatié;n, apb‘lyica; t's
code sectio m the subdivision regulations and the design standards.

Crane:
Stowe:
Crane:
Ferraf
Crane:
Alvarado:

Crane:
the motion fails two votes to three. Thank you.

2 Case PUD-14-01: An application of The Arbors at Del Rey located at 3731
Del Rey Blvd, Parcel numbers 02-25264 and 02-25265, to rezone 2 lots
totalling 4.98 +/- acres from C-2C (Commercial Medium Intensity,
Conditional) to Planned Unit Development (PUD) in order to : (1) allow an
existing nursing home/assisted living facility as a principal permitted use; (2)
allow the raising of small animals as an accessory use to the assisted living

17
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