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Integrated Development Ordinance Testing Workshop:  
Incremental Development on the Central Corridor 

Summary and Conclusions 

 

 
Background 

The City of Albuquerque is currently in the process of 
integrating their zoning code, subdivision regulations, 
and other land use regulations in an effort to simplify and 
streamline the development process. This effort will 
result in a single Integrated Development Ordinance 
(IDO). The intent of this work is to package and preserve 
the important sections of myriad individual regulations 
while simplifying and consolidating them to remove 
redundancies and inconsistencies. The result will be a 
user-friendly and predictable set of regulations that will 
guide development in Albuquerque into the 21st Century.  

One and a half years into this two-year process, City of 
Albuquerque’s Planning Department, Council Services, 
and the consultant team completed a draft of the 
proposed IDO in August 2016. Prior to finalizing the IDO 
for introduction to the City’s adoption process, the City of 
Albuquerque requested the assistance of John Anderson 
and the University of New Mexico’s School of 
Architecture and Planning (UNM) to host a workshop to 
test the draft IDO “in action” in order to ensure that it 
achieves its intended results. 

Partnerships 

The IDO-testing workshop was held as a partnership 
between UNM, and the City of Albuquerque’s Planning 
and Economic Development Departments (CABQ). 
Economic Development was primarily responsible for 

convening key players, registration, schedule, 
facilitation, and write-up. UNM hosted and participated in 
all planning sessions, provided materials and table 
facilitators for the workshop, and summarized notes. 
CABQ managed the planning and program for the 
workshop, chose potential development sites, developed 
maps and table guides, provided presentations and table 
facilitation, compiled materials and feedback from the 
workshop, and provided funding.   

Goals and Purpose 

The purpose of the second IDO testing workshop was to 
assemble diverse groups that included a developer, a 
banker/lender, a neighborhood leader, a designer/ 
architect, and a planner/engineer and simulate the 
development of a mock project on small fictitious site on 
Central Avenue in Albuquerque using the proposed IDO. 
The goal of this exercise was to answer the following 
questions: 

1. Can the proposed IDO work on small size lots? 
 

2. Does the IDO create context sensitive design?  
 

3. Are small sized developments using the 
proposed IDO be financially feasible for the 
developer? 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 



 

 

 page  4                                                    

Overview 

On September 21, 2016, the CABQ Economic 
Development Department (ED), along with planning staff 
and UNM hosted a two and a half hour workshop to test 
the proposed draft of the IDO with respect to small scale 
residential and mixed use development along the 
Central corridor. Many neighborhoods have expressed 
concern about new development respecting the existing 
scale and character and the potential affects adjacent to 
existing residential areas. 

ED invited John Anderson, of Anderson Kim 
Architecture and Design, to talk and share an exercise 
he developed to train people on how to do what he has 
coined “incremental development,” smaller scale 
development that can be built in phases which can be 
developed with financing tool that are accessible to the 
general public. 

ED tailored John Anderson’s exercised in order to create 
a testing scenario for the proposed IDO.  Invitations 
were sent out to neighborhood associations, the 
development, planning, architectural, financial and real 
estate communities in order to develop teams to look at 
potential development from various perspectives.  Eight  
tables with eight participants were formed from the 
RSVP list, with an effort to give each group an architect, 
a planner, a developer, a neighborhood representative, a 
realtor and financial representative.  The response to the 
activity exceeded expectations and the event attracted 
enough participants for two additional tables. 

The exercise focused on seven development areas 
along the Central Corridor – Atrisco, Rio Grande, East 
Downtown, the University Area, Nob Hill, Highland and 
the International District.  Due to community interest, two 
sites focused on Nob Hill. Sites were pre-selected for 
each table, ranging from a small single lot 50 x 150 feet 
to a triple lot 50 x 150 feet.  Some lots were corner lots, 
while others were a mid-block condition.  Some lots had 
rear alleys, while others did not.  The intent was to look 
at the various existing development conditions in these 
areas without focusing on a particular existing lot. 

 

Each team received a packet of information consisting of 
a site, project location, templates of buildings square 
footages, parking layouts and a pro-forma worksheet.  In 
addition to the proposed IDO, each table received a 
“chance” card that expressed a community concern, 
such as limiting height or providing underground parking 
and a “community chest” card which offered a bonus, 
such as no parking, an addition story, etc.  Each team 
had an hour and a half to determine what they wanted to 
develop, design it with respect to the site constraints and 
IDO requirements and determine if it penciled as a viable 
development scenario.  Teams provided feedback as to 
what issues and opportunities the proposed IDO 
presented on feedback sheets and in report out 
sessions. 

Teams engaged the activity quickly, and expressed 
frustration generally with parking requirements, lot size 
minimums and the difficulty in understanding how CPO 
(Character Protection Overlay) worked with the general 
IDO zoning requirements.  Many people commented that 
proposed setback requirements were greater than the 
existing zoning code and not in keeping with the existing 
character.  Others noted that the open space 
requirements should be clearer and landscaping 
requirements should be used to enhance the 
streetscape environment. Parking requirements posed 
the greatest challenge to the participants, tables without 
required parking where more successful in achieving 
team goals than those who needed to meet specified 
parking spaces. 
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Why Incremental Development?  

From John Anderson and the Incremental Development 
Alliance 

WHAT DO WE MEAN BY INCREMENTAL 
DEVELOPMENT? 
 
Today, real estate development mostly happens in big, 
expensive chunks - picture large scale subdivisions and 
condo towers. You need to be a professional 
development firm to be a part of that action. But the 
neighborhoods we love most were built in little pieces. 
That’s the way great cities work - places are way more 
loveable and flexible when many people have been a 
part of building them. That is what we mean by 
incremental development: city-building in small steps. 
We see incremental development as way for anyone and 
everyone to get involved in building and improving their 
neighborhood. In an incremental approach, no project is 
too small and because of that, we can allow our 
neighborhoods to evolve in a natural, community-led 
way. Incremental development actually helps 
neighborhoods become stronger with time by allowing 
them to mature  gradually instead of locking them into 
boom-and-bust cycles that are common with larger 

developments. 

WHY IS INCREMENTAL DEVELOPMENT SO 
IMPORTANT? 
 
Incremental development is a common sense, can-do 
response to three major problems plaguing our cities. 
 
The US housing supply is 63% single-family detached 
dwellings. Our financial and building regulations strongly 
favor the building of even more single-family detached 
dwellings. However, as average household sizes 
continue to shrink and demand for urban living continues 
to grow, what we desperately need is more quality rental 

housing assembled into charming, human-scaled 
neighborhoods. 

You can read about the evidence for this at length in the 
work of Arthur C Nelson or the Brookings Institution. We 
need a diversity of owner-occupied housing and quality 
rentals, adjacent to commercial mixed-use buildings. To 
do that, we need small developers. 

 

As with most things in life, scale makes all the 
difference. The small scale developer is limited by their 
size to a certain scope of project. So instead of meeting 
rental demand though the creation of extra-large 
apartment complexes, small developers are more likely 
to build what is commonly called the “missing middle” - 
such as duplexes, triplexes, fourplexes, live-work 
buildings, and backyard cottages. Small developers 
benefit from living or working in their own buildings as 
well, which fosters accountability. 

The demand for “missing middle” housing far outstrips 
supply in the US, because while these time-honored 
buildings used to be common, they are rarely built in 
today’s development landscape. 

The “missing middle” is a terrific economic proposition 
for the small developer, but too small for a big 
development company’s business model. No one is 
coming to save us from the status quo. We’ve got to do it 
ourselves. 

That’s why the Incremental Development Alliance is 
training people how to become small developers and 
working with cities and foundations to help create a 
friendlier regulatory environment for bottom-up building.
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Workshop Attendees  

Approximately 75 people attended the workshop, which 
was held from 6:00 am until 8:30 on Wednesday, 
September 21, 2016. Dinner was provided by Economic 
Development and attends sat at assigned tables, 
grouped by neighborhood area of interest. The 
attendees represented a diverse set of players related to 
land use planning and project development.  

Workshop Highlights 

The workshop opened with introductions and a short 
presentation by planning staff describing the proposed 
Integrated Development Ordinance (IDO), project 
timeline, and the purpose of the evening’s exercise; to 
test the IDO with respect to small lot conditions in a 
Transit Oriented Environment. 

John Anderson, a local planner and partner of Anderson 
Kim Architects and Urban Design, provided an overview 
of Incremental Development.  His talk focused on his 
work with the Incremental Development Alliance and the 
“missing middle” in housing.  The presentation set the 
tone for the evenings exercise which was design to see 
if the regulations of the IDO and the small lot conditions 
of the Central Avenue corridor to generate development 
which penciled out while address neighborhood 
concerns regarding character and scale. 

Following the John Anderson lecture, each table began 
the two hour timed exercise. Each table was provided 
with a site map, building and parking templates and 
necessary zoning information and codes. Sites and 
project templates were pre-selected in order to assure 
that a variety of sites were tested in a measurable and 
efficient manner. In addition, participants were asked to 
run a project pro-forma and keep a list of project 
constraints or other issues encountered that might 
hinder the development process.  

The table developed a project concept for their site given 
the existing land use regulations and the context of the 
surrounding area. Each team had approximately 1.5 
hours to complete the excercise. City staff was on hand 
for questions related to the zoning regulations.  

 
 

Project Sites 

Project sites were fictional, but generated based on lot 
sizes and conditions in the area.  Lots were based on a 
parcel of 50’ x 150,’ ranged from 1 to the 3 parcels, 
typical of traditional early platting sizes and available 
land in older neighborhoods along Central Avenue.   

Other factors influencing development considered at 
each table included corner lots, alleys and lots internal to 
the block.  The intent was to have teams explore how 
the IDO might affect not only height and parking, but 
also access, internal circulation and setbacks on sites 
with limited area. 

Lots were fictionalized in order to minimize focus on 
specific lot conditions or potential development agendas 
and to examine more generalized conditions. 

• Atrisco 
• Rio Grande 
• EDo 
• University 
• Nob Hill 
• Highland 
• International District 

Zoning 

The proposed IDO zoning tested in this exercise was 
primarily MX-M and MX-L due to the focus on the 
Central Corridor.  Various Character Protection Overlays 
(CPO’s) were encountered, including CPO Nob Hill, 
CPO 2 and CPO 6. 

Wildcards 

Project staff developed two “Wildcards” designed to 
further explore the realities of real world development. 
These two cards, one “chance” which provided a 
potential stumbling block, and another “community 
chest” which offered potential development incentives. 
Cards were provided at the beginning of the project. 
These wildcards were as follows: 

Chance 
• Neighborhood only wants two stories 
• Neighborhood wants underground parking 
• Neighborhood wants mixed use 
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Community Chest 
• Additional Story Permitted 
• No parking requirements 
• No density cap 

“Community Chest” and “Chance” cards greatly affected 
the development potential of the team.  Tables without 
parking requirements typically penciled out, while tables 
with underground parking faced financial challenges that 
were most often than not insurmountable.  These cards, 
while deal killers for some, generated awareness 
amongst team members of the realities of neighborhood 
desires and their affects on project feasibility. 

Pro Forma 

Each table also ran a mock pro forma worksheet to 
determine if their proposed project would pencil out. The 
pro forma, developed by John Anderson, contained 
space for the team to enter key information, such as 
construction costs and market rents and determine if 
their proposed development would make financial sense 
to a developer. This component of the exercise provided 
a real world aspect to the teams aspect and provided 
valuable insight to both participants and project staff as 
to what aspects of the IDO and comment concerns 
impact development cost and the feasibility of a project. 

 

“Had to assume higher rents. – Lose 
40%/year.” 
            – Local developer 

 

Group Report Out 

At 7:45 teams stopped working and were asked to share 
their experiences. About half the teams finished the 
exercise with a feasible development.  The majority of 
successful projects were one’s that received a no 
parking requirements card.  Other teams reported that 
parking requirements, particularly underground parking, 
were deal killers.  A few teams could not complete the 
exercise due to time, budget or other site constraints. 

City staff members took notes on areas where proposed 
zoning regulations impeded development. 

 

 

In addition to facilitated discussion, participants filled out 
an evaluation form provided feedback on issues with 
respect to regulations and the ease of use of the IDo. 
Participants also provided various comments and notes 
pertaining to the experience. The following is a summary 
of the feedback received from the process with respect 
to the proposed IDO as they relate to specific areas 
along the Central Corridor. 

 

 “Parking requirements should be 
maximum not minimum.  City should 
build lots at intervals if they really want 
to see density/infill happen” 
                                       – Local developer 
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Observations 

Of the 8 groups, 4 tables result in a developable project, 
3 did not pencil and 1 did not finish.  All tables initially 
realized their lots were undevelopable by current zoning 
limit of .5 acres. Lots ranged from 50’ x 150’ to 150’ x 
150.’  Tables with a CPO had difficulty determining what 
triggered the requirements, which requirements trumped 
and some did not follow them.  Parking generally was an 
issue, particularly on lots smaller than 100’ x 100.’  
Typical community demands, such as height limits and 
underground parking generally negatively impacted a 
development to happen.  However, if no parking was 
required, heights could be limited.  Additional height 
bonuses did not help underground parking pencil.  
Generally, participants had difficulty understanding 
where requirements were located and how to use the 
pro forma. 
 
Participants generally were constrained by the following: 

1. All lots were under developable limit of .5 acres.  
This precludes small scale infill development, 
supports buildings that have at least ½ block 
frontage, requires land aggregation and renders 
many smaller lots undevelopable. 

2. Parking requirements difficult to meet in almost 
all cases.  Underground parking does not pencil, 
guest parking for residential is difficult to 
accommodate, hotel parking is not realistic. 

3. Setback requirements are confusing and 
sideyard setbacks are introduced where not 
currently required, creating 10’ alleys between 
buildings. Setbacks are limiting developable land 
area on small lots. 

4. Open space and landscaping requirements are 
difficult to understand, landscape requirements 
do not necessarily benefit streetscape, open 
space requirements are not clear if roofs and 
balconies count. 

 

Recommendations MX-M and MX-L zones based on 
IDO exercise 

1. Remove lot size limitation. 
2. Remove side and rear setback requirements. 
3. Clarify the open space requirements, allow 

rooftop and balcony to count. 
4. Encourage landscape requirements to be used 

in public realm, provide incentives. 
5. Reduce required parking for hotel use. 

6. Modify parking requirements, suggestions 
include regulating only uses which generate 
heavy parking needs, increasing parking 
reductions for residential in transit areas, 
reducing guest parking requirements, removing 
parking requirements on small lots. 

7. CPO needs to be clearly identified as how and 
when it trumps straight zoning, what variance 
process can be applied and which areas have 
CPO. Should indicate CPO overlay on a map. 

8. Clarify if alley is considered a street for setback 
purposes and parking access. 
 

General Comments 

• Many of the successful projects would not have 
worked with current parking requirements. 

• All lots were too small for zoning. 
• Min lot size would have prevented development. 
• 3rd floor made project pencil. 
• Open space requirement met by courtyard for 

residents. 
• Added retail store frontage 
• On street parking and transit bonuses for 

parking made project work. 
• Had to assume higher rents – lose 40%/year 
• 14% return. 
• Underground parking desired by neighbors 

made project numbers fail. ½ the rents needed 
for cost. 

• CPO lower density, maybe less development 
that appropriate on high-density corridor. 

• Landscape requirements met by side setbacks. 
No meaningful landscaping on street. Require 
streetwise minimum. 

• Density definition, units may give false picture, 
(500 sf unit =6000 sqft) – what you count and 
how you count it – add in sf/unheated sf, etc. 

• 5 foot setback is required no matter what, may 
not match character. 

• Allow landscape requirement to count if on roof 
in urban areas. 

• CPO gave advantages – no setbacks, higher 
building heights, but parking requirements killed 
$ based on boutique hotel. 

• Parking is driving the design, suggest no min, 
max requirements only. 

• 1 parking space/room for hotel seems high. 
 
“Hotel parking should not be as 
stringent as residential.” 
                              – Participant
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Comments by Table 

Table 1: Highland 
What was attempted:  3 Story assisted living – 12, 1 bedroom units 
Did it pencil: YES 
 
Zoning: MX-M 
Development Area: Area of Change 
Center/Corridor: Main Street 
Lot Type: Triple alley lot on corner 

Land Value: $6/sqft 
Chance Card: You are building next to single family 
Community Chest: No Density cap 

 
Comments: 

• Lot size too small 
• Not clear on options for opens space, does balconies count, landscape areas? 
• No dimensional standards in zone 
• Not sure what area of change means 
• Difficult to find things in the document 

 
 
Table 2: EDO 
What was attempted:  11 studio apartments, 4 one bedroom, with 6000 sqft retail 
Did it pencil: YES, but only because no parking requirements. 
 
Zoning: MX-L 
Development Area: Area of Change 
Center/Corridor: Main Street 
Lot Type: Double Alley lot on corner 

Land Value: $8/sqft 
*CPO 2 
Chance Card: Next to single family 
Community Chest: NO parking requirements 

 
Comments: 

• Would not have worked if there had been parking requirements. 
• Redefine density, more than just habitable unit. Density is also height, setback, FAR unheated spaces, etc.  

 
 
Table 3: Nob Hill 
What was attempted:  11 residential units, 6800 sqft retail. 
Did it pencil: Not sure, ran out of time. 
 
Zoning: MX-M 
Development Area: Area of Change 
Center/Corridor: Main Street 
Lot Type: Single lot, mid lot, alley 

Land Value: $8/sqft 
*CPO Nob Hill 
Chance Card: Neighborhood wants only 2 stories 
Community Chest: No parking requirements 

 
Comments: 

• Non conforming lot size. 
• Neighborhood height limit difficult. 
• Landscape regulations difficult to find. 
• Could not find *CPO – 3. 
• No parking requirements is not a positive thing for resale or occupancy in NM. 
• 5’ side setbacks are problematic for our site (.15 acres). 
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Table 4: Atrisco 
What was attempted: 3 story mixed use, 9  One bedroom apartments and 2 commercial spaces, 640 sqft and 1280 sqft. 
Did it pencil: YES 
 
Zoning: MX-M 
Development Area: Area of Change 
Center/Corridor: Main Street 
Lot Type: Triple lot on corner – no alley 

Land Value: $6/sqft 
*CPO 6 
Change Card: Neighborhood only wants 3 stories 
Community Chest: No Density Cap 

 
Comments:  

• CPO – typos. 
• CPO organization – more bullets and lettering. 
• Hierarchy needs to be clear.  Where does it say that 

CPO regs trump regular regs? 
• Parking requirements: instead of 1 spot per 5 du for 

guests, use 1 spot for up to 4 du. 
• Where does it say that regular parking requirements 

apply to the regular regulations. 

• IDO is not intuitive. 
• If the new standards allow for the development you 

are planning, how long before we’ll be able to utilize it 
without having to ask for special permitting? 

• 6 foot buffer between landscaping and parking was a 
challenge. 

 
Table 5: International District 
What was attempted:  52 one bedroom units, 8400 sf commercial with underground parking 
Did it pencil: NO 
 
Zoning: MX-M 
Development Area: Area of Change 
Center/Corridor: Main Street 
Lot Type: triple lot, mid block, no alley  

Land Value: $6/sqft 
Chance Card: Neighborhood wants underground parking 
Community Chest: You can build an extra story 

 
Comments: none found 
 
Table 6: Rio Grande 
What was attempted:  12 units at 1200 sqft , 12 units at 800 sqft and 12,000 sf retail. 
Did it pencil: No 
 
Zoning: MX-M 
Development Area: Area of Change 
Center/Corridor: Main Street 
Lot Type: Double Alley lot, mid block 

Land Value: $6/sqft 
Chance Card: Neighborhood wants underground parking 
Community Chest: Bonus story allowed. 

 
Comments: 

• Lot too small for zoning. 
• What is meaning of landscaping? No requirement for 

front setback pushes landscaping to alley side where 
it is irrelevant to the streetscape. 

• No standard for OS/Landscaping. 
• Are alleys included in definition of street? 
• Need more subsidies for parking. 
• Referring to DPM in zoning code is tandenscene. 
• Setback at 60% angle is limiting – boo. 

• Can’t tell if there s an alley setback – can you use 
alley for parking access? 

• Landscaping should not be a minimum, it should 
mandate where it goes. 

• Parking is driving whole project – no transit and no 
parking on street – until corridor is redeveloped this 
project makes no sense. 

• Parking requirements should be maximum not 
minimum.  City should build lots at intervals if they 
really want to see density/infill happen. 
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Table 7: University 
What was attempted: 8 studio apartments, 8 1 bedroom apartments. 
Did it pencil? YES, but not if parking had been required. 
 
Zoning: MX-M 
Development Area: Area of Change 
Center/Corridor: Main Street 
Lot Type: Double lot, corner, alley 

Land Value: $6/sqft 
Chance Card: Neighborhood only wants 3 stories 
Community Chest: No parking requirements 

 
Comments:  

• If we put as much parking as ABQ expects we’d 
never meet the reg’ts. 

• Would have learned more without the no parking 
req’t from the neighborhood. 

• Uses not difficult to identify, but filling out the 
pro-forma was. 

• Provide parking maximums, not minimums 

• 1 space/room for a hotel too high. 
• Does not take into account renting a lot off site 

for parking. 
• Density – small unit and large unit are treated 

the same. 
• Landscaping should be allowed on roof. 

 
 
Table 8: Nob Hill 
What was attempted:  Boutique Hotel and Retail 
Required 44 parking spaces, parking killed development even with extra story. 
 
Did it pencil: NO 
 
Zoning: MX-M 
Development Area: Area of Change 
Center/Corridor: Main Street 
Lot Type: Double Alley lot on corner 

Land Value: $8/sqft 
*CPO Nob Hill 
Chance Card: Neighborhood wants first floor retail 
Community Chest: Bonus story allowed 

 
Comments: 

• Can density be defined as cubic ft rather du/acre? 
• Hotel parking should not be as stringent as residential. 
• Landscaping on streetscape should be requirement 
• Does not allow for rented off site parking in numbers. 
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“What is the meaning of landscaping?  No requirements for front setback pushes the 
landscaping to the alley side where it is irrelevant to the streetscape. Landscape 
should not be a minimum, should mandate instead where it goes.” 
                              – Participant
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Post-Workshop Debrief 

In general, the majority of the eight tables were able to 
produce projects that met the regulations of the 
proposed IDO and produce a respectable return on 
investment.  However, the IDO does have regulatory 
issues which need to be address in order for small scale 
and lot development to be realized on the Central 
Corridor, and several regulations provide development 
constraints which impact the implementation of good 
Transit Oriented Development (TOD). 

Of major concern is that all of the lots that were tested 
through this exercise would have been deemed 
undevelopable due to minimum lots size requirements of 
the proposed IDO.  In order to meet the minimum lot size 
of x sqft, land would need to be either aggregated or 
small infill lots would remain vacant.  In addition, these 
larger lot requirements preclude small-scale 
development that more appropriately relates to 
neighborhood scale and characteristics. 

In addition, tables that did not get to waive parking 
requirements found the number of parking spaces to be 
challenging to meet on small lots.  Despite transit 
reductions, the number of parking spaces still exceeded 
what site conditions would allow and what potential 
developments warranted from a developer perspective.  
Many felt the proposed parking requirements, though 
considered by many to be much improved over current 
parking calculation tables, were far too high for hotel, 
senior housing and apartments.  The hotel and senior 
housing projects failed to pencil due to the parking 
requirements.   

Other issues related to site setback requirements and 
landscape requirements.  Many tables felt the intent 
behind setbacks was unclear.  In particular, side 
setbacks, which are currently not required, and would 
create gaps along the streetscape.  Landscape 
requirements did not contribute to the streetscape 
environment and many participants would like to see 

rooftop gardens and balconies count as usable open 
space. 

Height limitations and density caps were seen as 
barriers to good development.  Without an additional 
story, many projects failed to pencil or development 
would not produce the numbers required for better 
building articulation and streetscape enhancement. 

Overall, most tables struggled with the organization of 
the code.  Character Protection Overlays (CPO) were 
difficult to locate and understand.  Two teams chose to 
skip the requirements of the CPO, one because they 
could not locate it, the other because they could not 
determine when regulations superseded.  Use tables 
were noted as improved, but still not user friendly.  Other 
participants noted that the sequencing of information 
was not intuitive. 

City staff should perform a careful review of the 
materials from each table in order to assess the 
development affect on the IDO.  While many projects did 
pencil (though some only as a result of the waiver of 
parking requirements or additional height allowances), 
the quality and scale of development will probably not 
meet the quality and character desired by the 
neighborhoods. 

In addition, good Transit Oriented Development, relies 
on a strong multi-modal environment.  It is imperative 
that development is pedestrian friendly and creates a 
walkable environment in order to support transit, cycling 
and walkability. Special care should be take to 
encourage smaller scale development, limit large areas 
of parking along the streetscape and provide 
development incentives to provide an attractive 
environment.  The proposed IDO, while streamlining the 
regulatory process, does not yet clearly acknowledge 
and support the specialized nature of a Transit Oriented 
environment. 
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APPENDIX A – Attendees and Table Assignments 

IDO	Testing	Workshop,	September	13,	2016 
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September 21, 2016 Workshop Attendees

Attendee Group Represented
Andrew Gingerich Planner
Aaron Sussman Planner
Beth Elise Foreman UNM Student
Barbara Grothus
Benjamin McIntosh
Bayra Lara UNM Student
Brian Reilly Economic Development
Govinda Haines
Carlolyn Chavez Developer
Jessica Carr
Ramie Chavez
Dan Majewski
Daniel Dietz
David Geltmore
Dierdre Firth Economic Development

Unm Student
Daniel Michel UNM Student
Doug Heller Architect
Elvira Lopez Planner

Gary Oppedahl Economic Development
Garrett Smith Architect
Henry Rael Funder
Cymthia Jacobs UNM Student
John Anderson Planner

Jonathan Siegel Architect
Jesus Rendon UNM Student
Kalvin Davis
Katrina
Carrie Barkhurst Planner
Katy Braziel

Lawrence Kline Architect/Planner
Logan Patz
Marcus Garcia
Mark Clark
Will Maus
Mari Simabana Planner
Cecilia McKinnon
Marianne Dickenson Developer
Maggie Gould Planner
Michael Hendrigsman
Michaele Pride Architect
Michelle Negrettte Architect/Planner

Mikaela Renz-Whitmore Planner
Angelina Gray UNM Student
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September 21, 2016 Workshop Attendees

Nathan Masek Planner
Patrick Scott Planner

Pablo Lituma
Peter Schillke
Phyllis Taylor Planner
Phyllis Taylor
Russell Brito Planner
William Luther Realtor
Renia Enfeucht Planner

Robert Cronin
Rob Dickson Developer
Robert Munro Developer
Rowan Wymark
Ryan Hebert

Sara Osborne

Sarah Rich

Terra Reed Planning
Veronica Salinas
Greg Weirs
Vicente Quevedo Planning

Isaiah Parra Contractor

Table Assignments

Table 1 Table 2 Table 3 Table 4 Table 5 Table 6 Table 7 Table 8

Neighbor Godiva Haines
Barabara 
Grothus

Gabriel 
Campos Patrick Scott

Ric 
Hgginbotham Katy Braziel

Planner Phyllis Taylor
Susan 
Deischesel Claud Morelli Elivra Lopez Helen Doherty Claudia Miller Aaron Sussman

ID Developer Sara Rich/ Laurie Tarbel Rob Munroe Serge Kaljdzic
Gerdaline 
Forbes Mari Simbana

Developer Isaih Parra Rob Dickson Juno Raybe Ramie Chave Darin Sand
Marianne 
Dickinson Kalvin Davis

Ryan Hebert - 
architect

Design Trest Pollina Garrett Smith David Hassard
George 
Radnovich Doug Heller Jonathan  Seigel

Lender Doreen Kelsey
Andrew 
Gingerich Will Maus Banu McKinley

Realtor Barb Maddox William Luther Jessica Car Kevin Patton

Property Owner Veronica Salinas Logan Patz
Housing Carolyn Chavez Mark Clark Mike Loftin SMPC

Rob cronin Henry Rael

Staff
VICENTE 
QUEVADO

CARRIE 
BARKHURST

MICHAELE 
PRIDE

DAN 
MAJEWSKI MAGGIE GOULD

LAWRENCE 
KLINE TERRA REED

Site Location HIGHLAND EDO NOB HILL ATRISCO
INTERNATIONAL 
DISTRICT RIO GRANDE UNIVERSITY NOB HILL
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APPENDIX B - Agenda 

  

 Start Finish 
Time 

(mins) Assignment Facilitator 
Introduction 

 
5:30 PM 5:45 AM 0:15 Check in and find a space at each table that matches the 

tent card with their role 
Planning Staff 

 5:45 PM 6:00 PM 0:15 Welcome  Gary 

 
6:00 PM 6:10 PM 0:10 Introductions to what the evening is about and overview 

of the Integrated Development Ordinance (IDO) 
 Mikaela  

 6:10 PM 6:30 PM 0:20 John Anderson Presentation John Anderson 

 6:30 PM 8:00 PM 1:30 Groups perform IDO exercise Facilitators 

  8:00 PM 8:30 PM 0:30 Group report out and general discussion Facilitators 

Wrap up and Thank you   

 
 8:30 PM 8:45 PM 0:15 Thank you and summary of next steps Todd, Mikaela, 

Brian Reily 
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APPENDIX C - Site Map 
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APPENDIX D - Site Specifications 

 

Testing 
Site Location Acres 

Existing  
Zoning 

IDO 
Zoning 

Walk 
Score 

Transit 
Score 

Bike 
Score 

1 Highland     
0.51  SU-2 CCR MX-M 90 48 99 

2 EDo District     
0.34  SU-2 CRZ MX - L 88 57 90 

3 Nob Hill   0 .15  SU-2 CCR MX-M    
4 Atrisco    0.51   MX-M    

5 International District     
0.51  C-2 MX-M 74 42 56 

6 Rio Grande     
0.34  C-2 MX-M 76 40 61 

7 University     
0.34   MX-M 88 57 90 

8 Nob Hill   0.34  SU-2 CCR MX-M 78 48 75 

 

 
 

 

 

 

 

 

 
 

 

APPENDIX E - Site Examples and Templates 
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APPENDIX F – Example Pro Forma 
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APPENDIX G - Handout 

	

	

	

DUPLEX, 6-PLEX, 8-PLEX
Similar frontage for each with 
small variations in size and 
porches. Potential for backyard 
cottages

4-PLEX
Potential for backyard cottages.

What do these buildings look like?

4-PLEX WITH LIVE/WORK
Ground floor commercial. Great for corner lots.



 

 

 page  27                                                    

	

QUADPLEX COURT
3 two story 4-plexes, arranged around courtyard

12-PLEX
Four units per floor.

3 STORY MIXED USE
Ground floor: 2 Non-Res, 1 Res | Upper floors: 8 Residential
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